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January 24, 1996

3
Catherine Tyrell
Water Quality Control Bosrd
I01 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, California 91754-2156

Subject: Co.mmenl~ on the Draft December 18, 1~)$ NPDB~
" Stonnwater Permit

1. The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plans are completed.

-,,,,�,p~e rernunee requirements m a single section.

~"lus" jsTh~a7 :oreotl:°L~-~°°°° -~-r~yed p-ro"g’rams" that are "t° be devel°ped in the future""t P~ ~e~, wire unxnown requi~.,ments or consequences.

3. The F.AC membership should be determined by the watershed.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested

~.Tmgi~ ’anrethe Pr°gram ~s unreal’stic. Since much of the requirements in this
based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industriaJoperations) without strong scientific back-up. Changes that may result in a

more efficient program should also be based upon "probable likely benefit’.

S. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water ILmits" in section B-[I on paSe
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could
result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance of the

6. The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no



equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater
purposes, any budget reports will be subiect to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency, impossible). Perntittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsuits. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G 1 & 2 (page 23-4) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(I) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three categories.

Administrative
~S~’~’erinslTed=k~

-Support

Hours sp~t and specific duties do not need to be listt,~L

7. The Leg,! authority requireme, ts (sec,on F~-t-d) should be amended to
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspect~ of
stormwater discharges, then the local municipalities need not adopt redundant
ordinances"

8. The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictionai
agreements should be removed from required legal authority. Instead,
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed
committees.

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
pena)ty of perjury shou)d be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section (~) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after ass
administrated review process in completed.

11. Sections 1, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be developed
using a spe~’i~ic format. Some permittees already have a format developed.
This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown fors~taL Some
flexibility must be available to avoid cost]), re-entering of data.
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12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" bn’oups is
not feasibleon a large scale where many different groups and personnel are
involved. In addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as results
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on
37 should be eliminated entirely.

13. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be
completed by the July I~)~ deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.}

I~. There ks confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase I facility or a 5+ acre construction site with an NOI has a violation.
Should .the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the permit to avoid confusio~

16. It is not clear if municipalities, or the principle permittee, has the
authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance
without a search warrant or just cause,.

1~’. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed as
exempt should not be exempted, otherwise permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control ovm’.

18. The selection of 100 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >I00,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
program.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodolo8~/. This may be more cost effectively performed on
a county wide basis.

Page 1, "the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph.
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Both High Priority ~,nd Priority projects on page 43 contain the parameter of ¯             L
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the other.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Steve A. Henley
Assistant City Manat~t’/
Director of Publk Works

cc:. Don_ Wolfe, Lm Anseles County Department of Publk Works
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City of South Gate

]anu~ 24, 1~

Catherine Ty~elJ
~ater (~ality Control Board
101 Centre Pisza Ddve
Mort.rely Park, Cali~omis 91754-2156

Subject: Comments on the Draft December 1~, 1995 NPI)ES
Stormwater Permit

1. The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plans are completed.

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
Principle Permittee requirements in a single section.

This is far too open-ended, with unknown requirements or consequences.

3. The EAC membership should be determined by the watenhed.                            ¯

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements in this
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industrial
operations) without strong scientific back-up. (;hanges that may’ result in a
more efficient progTam should also be based upon "probable likely benefit".

S. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B-If on pase
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could
result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance o/: the

¯ permit.
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6. The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no 0
equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater

Lpurposes, any budget reports will be subjec~ to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting iawsttil~. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(1) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three categories.

-Ad n~i’nistrative
Engineering/Tedmical
Support

¯
Hours spent and specific duties do not need to be listed.

autho, ty  uirements (  ion n-l-d) should be,,, nded to

of Powers
8. The requirement having Joint and interjurisdictionaln from authority. Instead,
~gorre~n~ trSelSaht~nlsdhib.,es removed

required legal
should be developed through

committees r the Watershed

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
penalty of perjury should be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section ~) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
administrated review process in completed.

11. Sections I, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be develol~I
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed.
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V
This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some

0flexibility must be available to avoid costly re-entering of data.

12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" groups is
Lnot feasible on a large scale where many different groups and personnel are

involved. In addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as results oir
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on page
37 should be eliminated entirely.

13. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be 3completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.)

15. There i~ confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase ! facility or a S+ acre construction site with an NOI has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it. be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the permit to avoid confusion.

authority to insn,,~ faciU.~ .,- ...... P_ p pe ttee0 has the~--_--    ,;,,~.u,m~ are operating ~as tar as known) in compliance¯ .,u,~,u~ ~ a~arr.n warrant or just cause.

17. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed as

from sites that th,*,, ha .............. Y " "olation ¯
-.,    ,,~: ,,u JuxlsCllCtIOn or �O~b’oi over.                                  -

18. The selection of ]00 monitoring stations (and additional monitorinl; for
cities with populations >]00,1300) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
program.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively performed on
a county wide basis,
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Page I, "the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph.
The correct word ks bas~.

Both High Priority and Priority projects on page 43 contain the parameter of ¯
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the othes,.

Please call me if you have any ~uestiorm.

c~ Do~ wo~e, Los Angeles County De~rtment o~ Public Worl:
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__ CITY OF SIGNAL HILl.
L

Janusry 24. 1996 3

Water Quality Control Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, California 91754-215~

Subject: Conunent~ on the Draft Decembt, r 18, l~S NPDi~
Stormwater Permit

1. The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be implemented at this time, delaiied implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plats, are completed.

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
Principle Permittee requirements in a sinai# section.

This is far too open-ended, with unknown requirements or consequences.

3. The EAC membership should be determined by the water, ted.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientlf~c studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Sin~ e much of the requirements in this
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industrial
operations) without strong scientific ba~,-up. Changes that may result in a
more efficient program should also be base~| upon "probable likely benefit’.

S. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B-rl on page
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, of mention of, numerical limits could
result in the permittees being in violatior~ immediately upon issuance of the
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8. The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no
equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater
purposes, an), budget reports will be subject to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
ma)’ use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsu/ts. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G 1 & 2 (page 23-4) l~

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(1) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicaled to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three categories.

-Administrative
F-ngineeringlTechni l
Support

Hours spent and speciEc duties do not need to be listed.

7. The Legal authority requirements (section H-l-d) should be amended to
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspect~ o|
stormwater discharges, then the local murdcipallties need not adopt redundant
ordinances"

8. The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictiorml
agreements should be removed from required legal authority.
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed
committees.

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
penalty of perjury shotdd be eliminated.

I0. The Administrative review section (}’) needs to be restored to the previou~
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
acLministrated review process in completed.

II. Sections I, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be developed
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed.

R0029956
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This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some
0flexibility must be available to avoid costly re-entering of data.

12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" groups is Lnot feasible on a large scale where many different groups and personnel are
involved. In addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as result$ of
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on
37 should be eliminated entirely.

313. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups (:an not be
completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be leas than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.)

1S. There is confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase 1 facility or a 5+ acre construction site with an NOI has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the permit to avoid �onfusion.                                   ~,.

16, It is not clear if municipalities, or the principle permittee, has the
authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance
without a search warrant or just cause.

17. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed as
exempt should not be exempted, otherwise permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control over.

18. The selection of 100 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >100,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively performed on
a county wide basis.

R00299S?



Page 1, "the Findings - - -" The word l:~ases is used twice in the ~irst para~ph.
The correct word is bask.                                                          L

Both High Priority and Priority projects on page 43 contain the parameter o/~ ¯
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the olher.

Please call me if you have any questions.                                             3 "

Environmental Prmectton ~.c~li~

cc Don Woi~, Los Angele~ Count), Department o/Publk Worka

R0029958



January 24,1996

Water Quality Control Board
10l Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey lark, California 91754-2156

Subject: Comments on the Draft December 18,1995 NPE)I~S
Stormwater Permit

L The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plans are complel~l.

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
Principle Permittee requirements in a sinsle section.

2, There are too many programs that are "to be developed in the future’.
Thisis far too open-ended, with unknown requirements or consequences.

3. The EAC membership should be determined by the watershed.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements in this
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industrial
operations) without strong scientific back-up. Changes that may result in a
more efficient program should also be based upon uprobable likely benefit’.

5. The phrase "exceedahces of receiving water limits" in section B-If on paKe
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not havinK
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could
result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance of the



¯                     V
O~. The budget reporting requirements sre excessive. Since essentially no

equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater             ~"
purposes, any budget reports will be subject to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsuits. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G 1 & 2 (pale Z3-4) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(I) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater �ontrol listed by one of three catesories.

-Adn~inistr,ttive
Eng  er /Techn/c 
Support

Hours spent and specific duties do not need to be Isated.

7. The Legal suthority requirements (section H-l-d) should be amended to
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspects of
stormwater discharges, then the local municipalities need not adopt redundant

& The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictionaI
agreements should be removed from required legal authority. Instead,
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sis~t under
penalty of perjury .should be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section (T) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
administrated review process in completed.

11. Sections 1, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be developed
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed.
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This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some
0flexib~ity must be available to avoid costly re-entering of dat~

12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" groups is Lnot feasible on a large scale where many different groups and personnel are
involved. In addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as resuit~ oir
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on paSe
37 should be eliminated entirely.

313. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be
completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.)

1$. There is confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase I facility or a 5+ acre construction site with an NOI has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the permit to avoid confusion.

L -.
16. It is not clear if municipalities, or the principle permittee, has the

"authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance
without a search warrant or just cause.

17. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed ~s                  i

exempt should not be exempted, otherwise permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control over.

18. The selection of I00 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >IO0,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
pro~am.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goais and methodology. This may be more cost effectively performed on
a county wide basis.

R0029961



Page 1, "the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph.
The correct word is bas~.                                                        L

Both High Priority and Priority projects on page 43 contain the pamme~ o/~ a
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the other.

Please call me if you have any questiem.
3

Sincerely,

Director of Public Works

�~ DotrWol~e; Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

;.
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Ms. Catherine Tyn~l
January 30, 1996
P~e 2

O~ce of Water on or about D~cember 18, 1995. We understand that th~ EP& expocts to
publish a final ve~ion of the draft document in March. Quite cl=arly, it will be most impor~nt

3for your ag~<’y to ~ake Ibe new EPA guidance into consideration as th~ RW(~I~B retries its drl~
peJ’mit. We incoqx)~l= the provisions of the EPA’s draft guidance by

The December 18, 1995 draft fails to clearly identify the ~pet’/./~c sectkm of the Clelll
Water Act, or a specific provision in the implementing regulations, or the EPA Guidance
Documents, as the tmsis or authority for rexluirements proposed to be included in the new
permit, in this context, please understand that what we seek is to distinguish those
which are required from those which are authorized, but not required.

It is our view that decision makers and Ihe public Ire e~titled to be able to readily
identify 0rose sections of the permit required (required, not simply authorized but not required)
by federal law, and to distinguish those sections which, while not required by federal law, have
been added by the Board stall in response to one or another interest. For example, the~

We suggest that this might be. accomplished by use of different fonts: Include tire
federally-required Imseline provisions in bold and those pro~f$ioa~ aol required by federal law
in ira/its. In that manner, when these distinctions axe readily apparent, an informed judgment
could be made by policy makers (i.e., the members of the Boaxd as well as mayors and city
council members and the board of supervisors) as to the appropriatene~ of inclusion of the
various permit pmvisiom.

In view of the ominous chilling effects on the ecov~omy and budget of every city in Los
Angeles County should the draft permit be adopted, we believe that more time for delibem~
review of this enormously complex document is absolutely essential

In addition to the foregoing comments, we have included a number of addilioP.al
comments in two enclosures. The first is an extzact of the December 18th dra~, which we have
annotated with our comments. The second lists supplemental additional comments on the dralL
No inference should be drawn from the order in which our comments appear. We regm’d
all as important

R0029964



Ms. Cathe~in~ Tyr~
O

~ J~nua.r~ 30, 1996

Thank you for your anticipated careful consideration of our

’ Very tn~ly yom~

RUFUS C. YOUNO,
Of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SOREN~EIq

R0029965



CITY’S COHHENT: This document contains the City*s Additional

0
A Preliminary comnts on the F~QCB Draft of Dece~V~er 18, 1995.

Portions of the Draft have been deleted in the interest of bz~vity.
The City reserves the r~ght to subsit additiona~ comnts and             L

to adopt the comments of other per=ittees. In addition, the City
has deferred couent on a number of legal issues, pending ~eceipt
of coaments to be provided by Jorge Leon, RWQCB Counsel, addressing
legal concern~.



Warning advisories are posted on ar~a beaches after storm evems to avoid contac~ with
water because of storm water pollu~ion.

CITY’S COMM£N’g:      What the Regional Board "considers" is ~rdly a~
appropr~aw subject for a "linding. " This so-called "finding° should be ~ to state
what facts the Board finds and should cite the factual basis (e.g., scientiftc studies) as
the basis for a finding. Similarly, a finding that "warning advisories are posted"
establishes as fact on~. that ~rning advisorws are posted; it does not establislt
stom~ water pollution has in fact occurred. In short, ~f there is a basis for finding as a
fact that storm water discharges are significant sources of poilatams, the Regional Board
~tould so find, citing scientific evidence for this

6. Studies conducted by the USEPA, the states, flood control districts and otheg entiti~
indicate the following constitute significant? sources of storm water pollution:

Industrial sites where appropriate pollution control and bext management
practices (BMPs) age not implen~nt~d,

’ b. Construction sites where erosion and sediment cocttrol$ and BMPa m not
, implemented, and

~ITY~$ ~OMN£A~’:     Do the studies merely °indicate" or do they e~abli~ o.~
fact that the items listed in this "finding" are factually correct. If so, so state,
provide citations to the e~dence relied on as the basis for this alleged "fmdl~tg. °

7. Section 402(p) of the federal Clean Water Act, as amended by the Water Quality Act of
1987, requires NPDES permits for storm water discharges from MS4s, storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity including construction, and designated storm
water discharges that are considered significant contributors of pollutants to waters of IEe
United States. Storm water discharges from MS4s are required to mitigate pollutants to
the "maximum extent practicable’. Discharges of storm water associated with industrial
activities and other non-storm water discharges as defined in 40 CFR Pan 122 a.,,e subject
to Best Available Economically Achievable (BAT) and Best Conventional Pollulant
Control Technology (BCT) standard~

Section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) requires MS4 permittees to "effectively prohibit" non-storm
water discharges into MS, Is unless these discharges a~ in compliance with sq~ar~e

crrg’$ COMMENT:     This alleged finding ix a series of legal conduxiom.
City recommends tha~ the relevant statutes and implementing regulations which establisk
the propositions summarized in tl~ "finding" be cited in pertinent parL

g. On November 16, 1990, pursuant to Section 402(!)) of C’WA, the United Stal~
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) promulgated 40 Code of Fedegal P..egulalk~
(CFR) Part 122.26 which established requirements for storm watex discharges under ~
NPDF_.S program. The regulations recognize that certain categories of non-storm watt"

R0029967



di~ha~es may no{ be prohibited if ~ have been determined to be no{ ~gni~cant
source~ of pollulxnt~.

crib’S COMMENT: See comment 7, above.

9. The USEPA Office of General Counsel in a memorandum to USEPA Regio~ 9, dated
January 9. 1991, determinod that Clean Water Act Section 402(p) and ~
301(b)(I)(c) must be interpreted to stale thai NPDES permits for MS,Is must include In).
requirements necessary to achieve compliance with water quality ~

C/T)"$ COMMENT: statute, then refer to the memorandu~ m aathori~the
for the proposition ~dvanced. ~hat there I~ a memorandum on the ~ubject i~ intere~l~o
but a finding devoted to the e.gistence of the memorandum is of little value. Of more
significance is what does the Board find the law to req~re.

10. To facilitate compliance with federal regulation,t, in 1992, the State Board ix~ued t~o
statewide general NPDES permits to facilitate compliance with federal regulatiot~:
for storm water from industrial sites (NPDF_.S No. CA$00fJ001, ~.~-nerai lndu.~tr~
Activities Storm Water Permit (GISP)) and the ~o~d ot~ for storm water from
construction sites (NPDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Stomt ~
Permit (GCASP)). Most industrial activities (unexpo.~l light indu~’ial activiti~
exempt) and construction activities on five acres or more ate required to obtain individ~i
NPDES permits for storm water discharges, or be covered by thee statewide
permits by completing and filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) with tbe State

crrg’$ COMMEArP:     A finding as to ~at the State Board did In 199"2, ami
Lx of moderate interest, b~ it is not an appmpr~ate finding. Instead, the finding, ~t~e~t
is to be one on thLx $~bject, should rec~w what the stutewide general permi~

i 1. Section 62 ! 7(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendment~ of 1990 (C’ZARA)
require~ coastal ~tates with approved coastal zone management programs to ~
nonpoint pollution impacting or threatening coastal water quality. CZARA �~ver~
nonpoint source area~ of pollution: ,Agriculture, Silviculture, Urbin, M~.rirku, and
Hydrom~dification. This Order include~ Management Measures for pollution from
Ufoan Area~ and Marinax, and provides the functional equivalency for compliance with
CZARA in these two area~. The CZARA Guidance Document developed by the USEPA
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) recommem~
Management Practice~ for commercial facilities, including gas station~; and all
�onstruction activity (new development and redevelopment).

CITY’S COMMENT..     This finding ix not relevant unle.~ it is first established
Cal~forma has, seek~ or ~x subject to the C~¢A requirements.

12. The State of California is a delegated state under the NPDE~ program, and as
pursuant to Section 510 of the C’WA and 40 CFR Part 123.2.5, may impo~
.~t~ngent requirements neces~zry to implement water quality control ~ fox the
protection of beneficial use~ of receiving ~ater~, and/or to prevent nubance.
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]?. The intent of" this Order is the implementation of" the foregoing statutes and regulations
to attain and profit th~ beneScial u~$ of receiving wate~ in the County oi" Los Angeles.
This Order, therefore, includes Receiving Water Limitations that require that storm water
discharges neither cause violations of water quality objectives, nor cause ¯ conclitio~ of
nuisance or water quality impairment in receiving walers.

To meet the receiving water limitations, this Order requires the implemenlatio~
technically and economically feasible measures in accordance with the Storm
Management Program (SWMP) described herein to reduce pollutants in slorm ~
the maximum extent practicable. The SWMP includes ¯ monitoring program Io assess
compliance with the objectives and requirements of this Order. This Order also se~
forth the procedure [hat the permittecs will undertake in case of excx~lance of
receiving water quality objective.

(~IT)"$ �OMM£NT:     The order has so "late¯t." ~ Board ram) Am~e ~a iateet
in i~suing the order, m~! should ~o state.

]8. This Regional Board has implemented the Watershed Pmle~ion Approach (WPA)
~dressing water quality management in the region. The objective of Ih= WPA il
provide ¯ comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impact~ wilhi~
¯ hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed, it emphasizes cxxhXSllive
relationship between regulatory agencies, [he regulated community, =nvironme~lal
groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed Io achieve Ihe grealesl =nvimflmmlll
improvements with [he resources

~71TY’$ {:OMM£NT:     /s it a fact that the Re/cioaal Board hm "implemeated" tAe
WPA ? Or has it simply odored WPA a~ an approach ? /t is the City’s positio~ t/~l
sew permit should Be tailored to the distinctly diJjrereat seeds o/each watersAed, ¢ts the
aeeds of the ~anta Clara watershed are signi./icantly di~rereat thaa those o/the Lore
Angeles River watershed, for example.

20. Federal, or regional entities within the Permitmes’ boundaries or jurisdictions outside
County of Los Angeles, not currently named in this Order, operate storm drain
and/or discharge storm water to the storm drains and watercourses �overed by Ibis
Order. The Permittecs may lack legal jurisdiction over these entities under state and
federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes that the PermilZees
should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The Region~! Bom’d
may consider issuing separate NPDES permits for storm water discharges to these ~ntilies
within the Permittees’ boundaries. Such designated Permitlees may include hu~=
landowners such as State Parks, Universities, and similar ~tities.

t:TI’Y’$ ~’.OMM£NT: This is a rather cavalier, ar, d iacorrect, aa~ysis o~e tAeexsent to which federal faci/ities are subject to state autho~ty under the CleoJ~ Water Act.
/n short, in enacting, and amending the Clean Water Act, Congress waived a sigaiJica~
measure of its federal sovereign immunity. The term "regional entities" seems irrelem~,
as no "regional entities" ~$C4G?~ are discussed in this/u~ling. ~tate par~ ore state
entities. Universities, per se, are not exempt, although state universities ~ tAe
University of California entities may
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21. Approximately 34 square miles of unincorporated areas in Ventura County drain into
Malibu Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay, in the County of Los Angeles. The County
of Ventura is a Permittee to Order No. 90-079. With the issuance of waste discharge
requirements for discharges of storm water from the MS4 in the County of Venturt
(Order No. 94*082. NPD -i-i-i-i~ No. CAS063339), the County of Ventura has opted to be
the Principal Permitlce to the Ventura permit and manage the areas draining into
Angeles County, under Order No. CAS063339. The County of Ventura will e~suge that
its storm water management program for the portion of its area draining into lain Angele~
County is made consistent with the requirements of this Order issued to Lm Angele~
County.

CITY’S COMMENT: The last sentence is little more than a hope. it is &ardly
appropriate finding.

22. About nine (9) square miles of the City of Thousand ~ also drain into Malibu Creelk
thence to Santa Monica Bay. The City of Thousand Oaks initially opted to apply for an
individual permit for the area that drains into Malibu Creek. instead of becomin| ¯
Permittee to Order No. 90-079. With the issuance of waste discharge requir~ment~ f~r
discharges of storm water and urban for the County of Ventura (Order No. 94-0~2.
NPDES No. CAS063339). the City of Thousand Oak~ elected to be ¯ Permittee to the
Ventura permit including the area~ which drains into Los Angeles County. The ~ity of
Thousand Oaks will ensure that its storm water management program for the portion of
its area draining into Los Angeles County is consistent with the n:quirementl of thb
Order ir~ued to Lm Angeles County.

crrg’$ COMMENT: See comment 21. able.

23. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), discharges storm water and non-
storm water from highways, freeways, streets, interceptors, maintenance yards, and otbeg
holdings it owns and/or operates. Caltrans submitted an ROWD on July 3, 199’J, for’
separate waste discharge requirements for its discharges in the County of Los Ange.l~
and the County of Ventura. The waste discharge requirements issued to Caltrant will
be made consistent with this Order ami Order No. 94-082.

crrk"$ COMMENT: The last sentence is, at best, a prediction, It is hardly
appropriate for a fmdin#.

26. This Order requires the formation of an Executive Advisory Council (EAC) comprbing
of representatives from the six watershed management areas. The main role of the EAC
is to facilitate development of storm water quality management programs within the
watersheds and to promote consistency in the implementation of these programs among
Permittees. However, the Regional Board recognizes that, similar to the Ih’incipal
Permittee, the EAC is not responsible for insuring compliance of any individual permittee
with the requirements of this Order.

CITY’S COMMENT:      The first sentence should be revised to state "...comprised
of representatives of...." A~ to the responsibilities of the EAC, is their respective lack
of responsibility "similar w" or "the same as" that of the Principal Permiuee?
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28. The Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) submitted by Permittees include: (i) Summan/,
of BMPs implemented; (ii) Storm water m,~gement plans for six WMAs; (iii)
Countywide evaluation of existing ~torm v,~ter quality data. and (iv) W~ for Pha~
i, 11, and 111, Monitoring Program.

In most MS4 permit~, the Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) requirements am
components proposed by permlttee~ and are incorporated in the permit by ~ to
a storm water management plan. In the case of the County of Lot Angele~ however.
the submitted plans were determined to be incomplete and inadequat= in ~
program components necessary to reduce pollutants in ~torm water to the "maximum
extent practicable" ~ required by CWA Section 402(p)(3)(B). Therefore, the $ubmitted
plans served a~ partial I)as~ for the development of the SWMP tl~quirgments of ~
Order.

crrg,$ COMMENT:     Please prmoide citations, for eoch sMmfftted pla~. ~ will
inform the permitee$, in detail, of the deflcwncies in their respec~ pla~, cold
when and by whom the "s~tbr~itted p/an~ were detenmned to be inagiequate. Please
reference the US EPA "s comments oa applicatioti$.

29. Each Permittee under the existing permit (Order No. 90-079), wa~ required to implen~nt
Be,ca Management Practices (BMPs), conduct monitoring of ~torm water dig:hlrg~, ~
evaluate their impacts on receiving water~. Information obtained from the~ a~-tiviti~
would haw provided ¯ b~i$ for e,~abli~ing numerical criteria or goa]~, and hi ligu
ggcific program requirements. Ho~,,:ver, these activiti~ ~!’~ nO{ fully accompli~tl
during the five-year term of the permit. Storm water criteria development has ~
recently s4x)n~red by the USEPA in pannership with the Water Environment Federation.

crrY’$ COMMENT:     ~Ls "the~e activities were no¢ fsdly accomplixt~d" L~
apparently the bmis for imposing specific program requirements, please sJate, as to
pemuttee, j~t wha~ "activities" ~wre not fully accomplished, and how, ~ ~
precisely what respect it was dewrmined ~at {hey were not /u/ly acrampliOwd. Onless
it Can be demottstrated thal all activities were not fully accomp/ixhed, by all pertllitees,the, activitiesBoardo, should carve OUrordere, gemptionx for permitee~ t~#i¢/# did ~

crrF’$ COMM~V~I’:     What is the relevance of the EPA partnersMp ~ith
Environment federation ? Apparently the sponsorship no longer e, gLxt$: "has bee~" re~ers
to a contint~ing action la the ~.

The SWMP required in this contains the components devrJoped by the State30.
Bom’d’$ Urban Runoff" Ta~k Force in consultation with the State Storm Water Quality
Task Force described in Finding 27 and with the cooperation of representatives from
Permittee~, environmental groups, and the indusu’ial community.

CITY’S COMMENT: To be ~’urage, the finding ~ recite tKat
permitees objected to the SWMP reqmred in this order.

requirements with compliance date~ to ptxwide sp~gil~’ity andSWMP include~
cert~ty of expectations. It al~ include~ provisions that promote cu,~mtiz~ initiation,
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boO) on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and implementing cost effective
measures to minimize discharge of pollutants to the receiving water.

The various components of the SWMP, taken a~ a.who!e rather than individually, lie
expected to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maxtmum extent practicable’. The
Permittces are required to conduct annual evaluations on the effectiven~d of the Storm
Water Management Program, and, if necessary, in~tute modifications to meet

CITY’S COMMENT: ?his is a statement of 8~e, not a "~adtt~g. °

31. This Order provides Permittees the flexibility to petition the Executive Oflker to
substitute a BMP included under the requirements with an alternative BMP, if they gin
provide scientific information and documentation on the effectivene~ of the alternative.,
equal to or greater than the prescribed BMP.

CITY’S {:OMM£N’I’:     Cities should haw the flexibility to adopt or substitute
BMPs, subjec~ m objection by the F.zec~it~ O~cer for good and st~cient
Oties should ao~ be required m petition the ~¢ecatitv O~cer.

32. Besides the above referenced state and federal law~ and regulations, and water quality
control plans, the requirements in this Order Ire also based on the following guidelinel,
uudie~ considerations, reports and events:

b. In November 1992, the USEPA i~ued guidance for ~ubmittal of Part li
application for MS4s. This guidance provides clarification on ~l)eciflc munk’ipll
storm water program requirements that were not available to the p.ngion 
when Order 90-079 was adopted. This Order incorporate~ these requirement~ to
be consistent with the USEPA guidance.

CITY’S COMMEN’I’:     The EPA document referred to here Is
Manual For The Preparation Of Part 2 Of The IVPDF.S Permit Applicat~om ~
Discharge from Municipal Seporate Storm Sewer Systems" (F.PA
Nocember, 1992). That docwnent sets baseline requirements for this program.
These buseline standards should be clearly identified in this WDR/Pennit, peghaps
by using italic fonts. This technique would enable policy makers and the public
to readily identify those provisions which are EPA baseline requirements, and to
distinguish them from other requirements in~ened by the Board sto~.

g. USEPA review of activities conducted by the automotive ~-rvice ~ctor (including
auto body shops, gas stations, auto repair, used car dealers, ~cializnd repair,
car washes, car rental, and truck rental) indicates that automotive .~ic~ facilitiea
present a significant potential for the discharge of pollutants in storm water. ’r~
implementation of BMI~ at these facilities will reduce the relcale of pollutanta
into storm water. A compliance review of municipal pretreatment and r~ulta
to date of storm water inspection programs in California confirm the U$1~A
findings.
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V
for a fi~ing. If the EPA st~ies est~li~h
~s~t ~her than simply p~sem the "~emial’)
~gnific~ ~ou~. the fl~ings ~hould ~o st~e. ~th cit~i~ to ~ ~             L

~ ~ eff~ti~ in imp~ing ~to~ ~ter q~ity.

~ gmng to ~ timings off~. thO shouM

to ~fo~ ~mpli~ wi~ ~e ~ui~ments of

~itt~ must ~te ~d implement BM~,

COMMIT:

C~ty of ~s Angel~ for non~mpli~
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in the process of reaching a settlement out-of-court. The NRDC settled similar
lawsuits out.<h"-coun in 1993 with the cities of Beverly Hills, Cuiver City, El
Segundo, and Hermosa Beach.

CITY’S COMAIF.A’F: The purpose of this finding is u~clear.

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i) requires each MS4 Permittee to demonstrate that it can
implement and enforce the storm water management program pursuant to legal
authority established by ordinance, statute, and/or contracts. Each Permittee must,
in addition, acquire legal authority to enforce specific prohibitions which
included in this Order but were no [sic] specified in Order 90-079, to encourage
countywide

crrY’$ COMMENT:     EPA guidance on this paint is pro~wled in .gectio~
3. page 3-4 of "Guidance Manual For The Preparation Of Pan 2 Of The NPDE~
Permit Applications For Discharge from Municipal Separate ~torm ,gewer
Systems" (EPA 833-B-92-002. November, 1992). The language of that docume~
should be used as a model for this provision, and thnmghom the docume~.

crrg’$ COMMENT:     The approach taken in the December 18, 191~3,
Draft. which is to leave specific requirements unstated muii such time ~
future as they are developed will wnder it impassible for a city attorney to cet~
that the city has the requisite legal authority to implement the petmtt, as the
requirements of the permit will not be known at the time the ce~l~cotto~
required. The Board’s counsel should address thL1 point.

crrg’$ COMMENT:     The inclusion of requirements to inspect facilities to
determine their compliance statue presents serious, unresolved Ltsues of
constitutional magnitude. At present, however, in the absence of citation to
authority for the proposition that cities have the legal authority to conduct
inspections over the objection of non-consenting permitees, it appears that such
inspection~ would be an unconstitutional infringement of the rights of
consenting permitees. Consequently. not city attorney will be able to certify that
the city attorney’s city has the legal authority to implement the permit. This is
a paint which should be addressed by the Board’s counsel, with citation to
specific authority to conduct such inspections. In addition, the Board should
indemnify the permitees with respect to the inspection pragtum.

33. The Regional Board has notified each Permittee, interested agencies, and interested
persons of its intent to prescribe waste discharge requirements and an MS4 NPE)F.~
permit for storm water discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for a public
hearing and an opportunity to submit their written views and recommendations.

CITY’S COMMENT:     The Oty disagrees that interested persons were provided
adequate notice. The Oty disagrees that the permitees had adequate oppartunity to
submit their written views and recommendations. Comment periods were far too
given the complexity and changes in the draft documents.



34. The Regional Board solicited comments on early draf!.s of this Order from Permittees,
interested agencies, and interested persons, in addition, the Regional Board staff met
with representatives from Permittees, business associations, environmental groups, ~d
other interested persons to discuss permit requirements and resolve critic:a] issues.
Regiona| Board staff also solicited feedback from the Santa Monica Bay Ove~ght
Committee on early drafts of the Order, and attended Permittee watershed meetings, and
public workshops to hear coneems. Regional Board staff have incorporated suggestiona
wherever appropriate, and add~ comments where pertin~t,

CITY’S COMMENT:     The C~ty disagrees that interested persom were provided
adequate notice. 71w Cin; disagrees that the permitees had wJeq~ate opportuaity to
su/~mit their written ~¢ews and recomr~endatiom. Comment periods were far too
given the comp/e.zity ~ad changes in the dr~t documents. Numero~ comments were

37. The requirements in this Order, as they are met, are in eonformance with federal and
state laws regulations, and guidelines developed for the implementation thertof, and
water quality control plans applicable to the Los Ang¢l~ b~in.

�ITY’S COMM~VT:     Indeed, they far exceed the £PA "s b~seliae req~tremeats,
in some areas. Unfortunately, neither l~d~/ic policy makers (the Board Members ami tile
Mayors and co~acil members of the permitees~ had am~ eJfective way to di.uingwis~
bazeline wquiremems from provisiom added ~ the board st~" at the ImLueact o/
persons with special interests or constitueacies.
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A. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONg

B. Permim~es
L

I. Each Permittee ~hall:

~i~te In the ~velo~nt and ~i~t~
~~ of the CSWMP and j~nti~ ~ t~ W~
th~ ~i~ti~ ~ t~

C~Y’S COMMENT: ~ dott ~wht~

~oi~O p~" a WMAP? Jointly wkh whomP
for �~ of ~herjoinl p~? Re~� ~ ~�

Permlttee’s City Adminbtrator/Publk Works Director shall appoint ¯
representative(s) to the WMC, who has the delegated authority to ~

CITY’S COMMENT: Whoever drafted this provision falls to

authority of citie~ rests with the City council. It may be delegated only
w~thin narrowly pre.~cr~bed

gxteenal Agency Coordination

permits on a quarterly basis through the Regional Board’s ~
bulletin board, whkh way be accessed at (213) 266-7663, for use
each Permittee to identify permitled sources of active no~stog~
discharges intothe MS4. :~. ..... ¯ ~ ...................... o .~-.

CITY’S COMMENT:     Electronic bulletin boards are outmoded technology.
The Board should make the inforn~ion available on the Internee.

2. Each Permittee will work with other agendes, to the extent neemsary~
and report to the Regional Board on recommendations to resolve m~
conflicts which are identilk~l between the provisions offlds permit

necessary .’~..c r~.__: ........:11 ....~ ....:.~.^.~. ........~ .__. .... :_

A-12
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V
,̄.-, ................. These agencies, include bu!

are not limited to:

a. California [kpanment of Fish and Game ~’.
b. California Department of Toxic Substances Control
�. California Coastal Commission
d. United States Environmental Protection Ageacy
e. CaJifomia Department of Trans~
£ California Air Resources Board

CITY’S COMMENT:     This pro~sion should be reused to mate It dear r~            ~
the "extea~ nece.ory" detenm~uWa is to be made by the permi~ee and ao o~r
emi~. . Add the wor~ "th~v the permiuee defensives it to be necess4u~, q~er #re

Substitute for any BMP Identified In this Order, the CSWMP, or
WMAP, Jf the Pormtttee can demonslrate through
ud/~ scientific data, that the propmed alternative BMh

CSWMP, -,,d/or the WMAP, for its jurtscliction if it can demonstrate

The Ezeeutlve Officer wm approve or disappr~,e the petition In accordance
with ProvlsJoa IJ (Requiremeats for Program Man~emeat:
Review).

CFlY’S COMMENT:      This proce.~ i3 backwalds. Pennitees should Adve I~
authority to select BMPs, and that selection should stand unless the F.recutive
demonstrates thai the BMP will not achieve items a.i and ii, above. Similarly, pern~ee~
should be permitted to eliminate any BMP u~less the F.gecaiive o~cer demonslrotes that
the BMP is technically feasible and that the cost does not oulweigh the pollution benefits. ¯
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,~ter Pror, r~ Compll~nce ~l~Jendnm~ ¢SF’CA)" whid~ sh~!
Include lmplemenlalion deadJines. The [.t~cuUve Ol~er
lermil~tethem~ aud ix~od arte~ a redouble i~riod
due to a bck of’ programs on issues and m~ order submittal
the SiVA by a specified date. The NIMC ~.- ~il in¢iud~ a dat~ by
which the l~rmitlOC must mc~ with Rc~ionzl Boan~ staff. F~ilur=
to submit an acceptable SPCA by tl~ spocifi=:l date shall �onstitu~
a violation of this Ord¢r,

CITY’S COMMENT:     Again. a process in ,~ich the l~cecut~ Oj~icer resolves
i~$ues, and leaves only implementation to be determined, viola~s fundamental d~
process rights. This provision should be revised to stale thai the Permittee is
with Regional Board staff to resolve whether or ~ot the permiuee’j program is su~iclent
to meet requirements. Only if it i~ no~. should the Executive Officer prepare Jinal
opposed to proposed) findings in support of the proposed insu~icie~ determinatio& Tirol
determination by. the Executive O~cer should be subject to appeal by the Permlltee
the regional Board. The Ory incorporates by reference its pre"~o~ comments

DISCHARGES

1. The Principal Pemittee in �onsuJtation with the F_~C sl~ll ~ ¯
standard program to promote, publicize, ~nd facilitate public
reportin8 of illicit discharges and Illicit dbposal practices by

Each PermJtlee shall Implement the standard ilroaram Io htcilltate
public reporting by

standard program by July I$. 1996, for repe~rtinI incidents of ¯
reportable quantity of hazardous substances enlering the storm drabl
s.v~em. The reports shall made to the Stale of ~:alifornla Ollke
Emergency Services (OES) at (800) $$2-75~41 and the Federal
Hazardous Response Number at (800) 4~

CrlY’$COMMENT:A~poin~edoutincomments.theSeptemberdra~,
the federal response number (small J) is the National Response Center, no¢ a
nonex~ten: en~iry caller the "Federal Hazardou~ Re~pon~

Each Permittee shall implement the standard program for relmrti~
hazardous substances entering the storm draht by October 15. 1~.

R0029980



III. PROGRAM REQUIRF.AIENTS FOR INDUSTRIAL/CO~,IERCIAL SOURCES

D. Source Inspecti~

1. Each Permittee shall develop and implement an industriallcommereial
facilities inspection program by ~ The inspectioa shall
at a minimum include:

a. For Phase 1 facilities (40 CFR 122.26), site visits Io:

i. Consult with ¯ representative of the facility to explain
applicable local storm water code~ tegul~fiot~ ~1
ordinances;

ii. Review that the facility is in compliance with all municipal
storm water codes, regulations, and ordinances;

iii. Discuss appropriate BMPs ~d dislribule edm~icmal
mate~aJs;

iv. Note that an NO! has been submitted to the State
Resources ~on~oi Board, ~ a copy o~ a SWPPP
available on-site, and ~o notify the Regional Bcm~! if an
NOi I~s not been subm~t~J or ¯ SWPPP is no~ av~iabl~

v.    iclentif~ and report problemati~ ~acilifies ~o the Re~onal

~.~ b. For all other facililie~, ~ite vt,itt ,:

i. Consult with ¯ representative of the f~ility to explain
applicable local storm water ¢ode~, regulatiem and
ordinance;

ii. Review that the facility is in compliance with all municil~
storm water codes, regulations, and ordinance~

iii. Discuss appropriate BMI~ and distribute ed~

iv. Follow-up ~nd take action against problematic
recalcitrant facilities; and,

v. Identify and report problem facilitie~ to the Pa~gioaal
Board, when deemed necessa~ by the Permittee.

CITY’S COMMENT:      This section wa~ .apparem~y drafle4 ~
to whether or not the Cily/Perminee had any legal authority to omduct
inspections of the facilities to be inspected. In short, in the absence of spe~
legal authority ~o conduct an inspection, which authority is not derived by fiat
from the Regional Board, a perminee would have no authority to ctmducg a~
in~pecIion oter the objection of the facili~ owner/operator. This section m~st be
revised to cast it in terms of informational visit~ unle~ the permistee box
legal authority to conduct the ins~



~                2.
Each Permitt~ d~all submi! a schedule for
industriai/comn~rcial facilities priorilizcxl in Provision III.B.2 by
]5. ]996. TI~ ~l~dule with fr~que~,’y r, hall includ=~

vii. Restaurants (SIC Industry Number 5812), twi~e in five

~ITY’$ COMMENT:     The prm~sio~ for pennitee~ to ¢oadt~
restaurant in~pection~ i~ ludicrou~ overregula~io~. ~ re~o~iblll~y
should rest ~th the ~ Health Department, which already
lN~blic health m~pect~om.

IV. PROGRAM REQUIRF~,|E2�I~ FOR DEVELOPMENT pLANI~qG
CONSTRU~rlON

crrY’$ COMM~V’r:     Zhe Regional 8oard hm no authority to l~x~e
which preemp~ local mahon~, over land me. To the e~tent ~wh~ch ~ ¢o~lderable)
~h¢ r~gulation~ in Ih~ ~ection wo~d do ~o, they ~ be dtl~wd.

Vl. PROGRAM REQUIRF.MENTS FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION AND
PARTICIPATION

b. Audio Material.

~ CITY’S COMMENT: Giwm that radio and ~ele~slom stolons w~ic~

re~! wi~h the Principal Perminee. It ~ nonsensical for the Regional Board to
eoch of ~6 citie~ to hmw a program for a~iio outreach, especially when ~,om¢ of the.~
citie~ have tiny xtaff~, ill-¢q~apped to develop s~ch program.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ADDITIONAL PRELLMLNARY COMMEN’~
on Draft of W~te Discharge Requirements

for the Di~harge of Storm~ter in Lo~ Angeles County
(NPDES Permit No. CAS00~1654)

(Draft of December 18. 1995)

A. G~mer~l Narrative Comments.

1. Cmnnwnt: Numerous terms are undefined.

Recommem&u~m: Aa~/definitions. to include "disturbed area. ° "creattom of
area." eJlectitrly prosier." "authorized d~r~es." "$PCA" and "GCASP" to
Glossary.

2. Comment: The drat~ permit is vague. For example, the draft permit provide~
numerous places, that "... the Principal Permitter in consul, uion with the EAC ....
(Italics added.) However. the term "m consultation with the EAC" is vague

undefined, is the P~ncipal Permitter required to follow the advice of the F.AC7 if not.
is the Principal Permitter required to state r~t.ums for failing to follow the EAC’$
guidance? Who, if anyone, is liable for fadu~ to follow the EAC’s advice? Who, if
anyone, is liable if the advice is bad, but is followed? Could the County deve~
programs required by the draft permit without the comments and of the EAC? The
pennmees?

R~co~u~mlaffon: Clarify the draft permit to make it clear that it is the County.

Re.mmemda~m:Princ’palPerm’uee’andn°ttheC"es’°zpe’i’eeS’Compliance ~=hedales dundd he ,~ichisresponsibleforde~elopbt~

permit requirements to be approved by the RWQCB. offer notice and heart~.

3. ~omment: The deadlines for compliance at~ unr~ali~i¢. Many requir~m~t~ of th~
draft permit would he due aimultan~m~y.

adjusted to refl~ ~ ~

additional level of redundant government oversight of already-overs~n activities. The
Regional Board’s attempt to shift this burden to local government permitees i$ a~ attempt

Recotm~endatiom: Specifically, the draft permit’s requirements for permitees with
respect to all land use, industrial and commercial facilities, and construction activities
under draft permit from the Regional Board ~h~ould be eliminated. For
construction over five acres requires a permit from the Regional Board; it ~hould
excluded from thi~ permit. Phase I and other ~ndustr~es are permitted by the Regional
Board and should therefore be excluded from our permit. Permiteej $~dd not be
required to be "Junior Water Board Cop$.°
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5. Comment: The development and inclusion of performance standards is unreali~ic and
difficult to apply universally.

Recommendation: Each permi,ee should have the optio~ of developing it~ ow~
stormwater management plan.

6. Comnwnt: The draft permit requires the development and implementation of the "Storm
Water Management Program (SWMP)," a "Countywide Storm Water Management
Program (CSWMP)" (which is supposed to include all of the components of the SWMP),
and a "Watershed Management Area Plan 0NMAP)." While it is clear that a CSWMP
must be developed, no authority or need for the for the development of ¯ WMAP
apparent. Areas of the text of the draft permit note that a WMAP may be developed
following implementation of the CSWMP. The development of multiple plans/programs
it confusing, awkward and redundanL

Recommendation: DetWopment of a CSWMP should include all activities that cam be
shared by all permi,ees, including reporting and BMPs such as public educatlom.
framework plan can then be used to tailor an agency-speci~c storm water managemo~t
plan. Although agencies within the same watershed may share similar experiemceJ,
few agencies will be able to or will have a need to implement all requirements of ¯
Watershed Management Area Plan. This area of the drq/t permit ~ould be

~II 7, Conuuent; No legaJ authority exists for the imposition of duties on the Wuter~ed
Management Committees (WMC) or its members, or member agencies. The commiltee~

arethe firstSimplypermit.w°rking groups formed to deal with the development and implementation of

Recommendation: These committees should be fori for exchange of informatto~ and
views, and nothing more. The draft permit should be revised to delete any provisio~
which might arguably give rise to an inference tha~ these commiuee~ may ~ave
legally enforceable duties° or liability for failing to carry out any such "dutY.

8. Conunent: There is no stated legal authority for the requirement in the dra/~ pe~nit
co-permitees to conduct commercial/industrial in.~pectionL

Recommendation: In view of the potential for litigation over unlawful searche~ and civil
rights violations, this requirement should be deleted and replaced with a requirement to
conduct site t~$its, public meetings or other infom~tional activities, with th~ ~ of
the enmies to be visited.

B. Page and Sectlon-.Speci~ Commems.

9. ~ The findings provides that permittees are to "effectively prohibit"
(quotation marks in original) non-stormwater discharge~.

.
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The term "effectively prohibit" should be defned, as it has the potential to be a magnet
for citizen suit litigation.

At the end or" the first paragraph, change the period after the word "appropriate" and add
the words: "after review and comment by the pennittees and upon receiving publi¢

1. Reauirements for Pro_~ram Man~_elp~t

I I, ~ The EA(: has no iegal authority to compile information for submittal.
This section should be r=movod,

~ (:oordinating the implementation of pilot projects is beyond the
authority of the EA(:. This section should be=

13. ]~,g.2,.~,~ The Regional Board should have no authority to appoint persmm to
the WM(:$. These should r~main as staff working groups as previously mention=d,

14. Pa~_e :2:2. No. E.:2: This section should specifically provide that selection and
participation on the EA(: by permittecs other than the county and (:ity of Los Ange.lm
is imposes no duty on the EA(: member, the city represented or any other person, ~nd
that, in the ,;’vent of litigation (under (:WA citizen suit provisions or otherwise) th~ Stal=
of California will protect, defend, indemnify and hold the EA(: member and the
city harmless. Why and what r=sources is the county expected to provide permittees with
populations under 100,0007

1:5. Pag_e :27. No. J.l: (:onsidering the schedule of implementation forced upon the
permittees and the sense of urgency on the pan of the Regional Board to implement the
permit, review period for all submittals to the Regional Board should be a maximum of
(~0 days. This is still twice that allowed by (:EQA for project approvals. Submittals will
be deemed approved if no response is received prior 60 days. This section should be
amended accordingly.

16. pa~_e :27. No. ,L2.a: "SINT.A" should be defned in the gloglaty.

17. Pa~_e :28. top of t~aee_ _ : Again, the Regionxl Board should be allowed 60 days for
and approval. Revise section as necessary.

18. ~ Amend section to read ... frequency ofprogress report submittal
shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive OIEc=" in the SiNY.A.

R002~85



!I. Reeuirements for Illicit Co~nections/Dischar~e~

19. Pa~_e 29. No. A.I,b: Prioritization of problem areaz should be lef~ to the discretion of
the individual permittees.

20. P’~_e 30. No. B.I.c~ Prioritization of illicit disposal areas should be left to the dis~etion
of the individual permit; section should be deleted.

21. Pa~_e 31. No. B.I._~.; Standard enforcement procedures are unnecessa~ as each agency
rnainlains its own legal authority to deal with illicit discharges; delete section.

22. J~ What about water system main breaks, utility vaults, and other
similar problems which will be regulated under separate general permits or tho~
discharges authorized by the Regional Board? Should include such discharges here.

23. ~ The notion of conditionally exempt discharges in unclear. How Ire
such discharges identified? When are they identified? Who identifies them? Who
decides appropriate BMi~ and using what criteria?

What about such activities a~ r~w cutting, grinding, and other similar activitie,?
curb drains to be prohibited7

HI. l)ro~_ram l~ouirement~ for IndustrizllCommemizl

24. ~ This sectim is very onerous. We do not agree with the Regional
Board’s position that this is useful information, including the collection of SIC codes, lad
suggeu that it be deleted.

25. ~ Please clarify what "dataha.~ format" reguired.

26. Pa~e 36. No. A.2,b: Eliminate the word "or" from the phzl.~ "... with the EAC
and/or the Regiontl Board... ".

27. Pa~_e 39. No. D.I.a.iii: Should inspections become part of the permit require.rnents, of
which we protest, eliminate "appropriate BMPS" from this section. Businesses should
know best or hire consultants to determine which BMI~ may best for their business. . :
(same with No. D.l.b.iii)

28. P’~_e 39. No. D.I.a.iv; This r~ction should and is the responsibility of the Regional
Board. It should be eliminated.

2~. Pa~_e 40. No. D.2.viii: Please clarify the meaning of this pa~graph. We Irust that the
Regional Board is not attempting to require additional inspection groups without reason.

30. 4~ Eliminate this sec6on. An enhanced inspection program cannot be
applied to all agencies universaJly. Individual permittees should addre~ problem
locations, if any, within their r~pective inspection progxamz.
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IV Program Re~,~. For Devg]ot)ment Plannin~/Redevelonment                                        ~

31. Page 45. No A.3.c: "Public Utilities" is not a mandatory element required in most
CaJifomia general plans, as are a number of other optional elements with different titles "r
such as "community facilities," "community design." "environmental resource
management," or "redevelopment." We recommend that item iv. be deleted and
language added to the effect of:

"Each permittee thall reference or cro~ reference them ttandard~ to aw/
optional element of the general plan which my ha~ ¯ bearing oa
uormwater ditck~=."

3
32. Pa~e 47. No. B.l.a: For what purpose is this information to be assembled? Will the

pe~mittee be required to submit it to the Regional Board? For what put]x)se? We
suggest that this requirement should be deleted.

Vl. Program Ret, t. for Public Information and Particimtion

33. Pa~e ~,~. No. A.3: What type of analysis of r~idents and busine~es il the (~ity to
mnduct? How de~led mtttt it be?

~rll. Ren~uirement~ for Monitorin~ Prom’am

VIII. Prtmram Evaluation and lCL.mmin~

34. l~gr,2t,;3.~~ Please define in the draft permit how ¯ unifom data coilecfimt can
be established for each of the required BMPs and identify the purlx)se of this data
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Me. Catherine ’l’yr~e2!

California Regional Water Quality Controt
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plala Drive
Monterey Park, California 917S4

Re: Draft Waste Dtscharae Reauirements For Dlsoha~e
Sto~ater In I~s Anaeles County (NPDES Pe~mlt

We have ~ecetved and have ~evlewed ~he Re~lonal Wa~e~Qual~ty Control Board’s December 18, 1995 draf~ ot ~he "Waste ’_ ~ ~D~scharge Requirements for Municipal S~orm Wa~er D~scha~el
W~thln ~he County of ~s Angeles". We have been asked
C~tes of Carson, Wes~ Hollywood, ~verly Hills, Bradbu~,
Wes~lake V~11age, No~alk, Rolling Hills, He~osa Beach, an~
Diamond Bar Eo subm~ commen~s on ~he~r behalf. S~aff
from Ehese ci~tes may also be subm~ing additional
directed ~owards ~he ~echn~cal aspects of ~he pe~. Ra~he~
~han dupllcating ~he~r efforts, we ~hough~ i~ would be

~ curren~ ~o~.

We have rev~ewe~ [he co~ents and suggestions
by ~he Executive Advisory Co~i[[ee and fully concur In ~hem.
reviewing [he colchis submi[[ed by o[her co-pe~[~ees, as well
as ~he Board’s responses [o previous commen[s, i[ ~s ~e clear
[ha[ a nu~er of significan[ and fundamen[al issues regarding
scope and s[~c[ure of [he proposed peril have nei[her
addressed nor sa[isfac[orily resolve~.

~le we understand your desire to keep the
renewal process moving, the rela[~vely shor[ commen[ per~,
pa~icularly considering [he in[e~ening Holidays, has no~
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Ha. Catherine Tyrrell
January 29, 1996                                                                       0

provided us with a sufficient opportunity to fully review and                  L
evaluate the current draft of the permit. Nevertheless., we
wanted to provide you with our preliminary comments.

Our comments should be considered In the proper
context. The cities which we represent are acutely aware ot theproblems associated with storm water pollution. Their residents              3
and the businesses all share a cordon concern to preserve and
enhance the water quality of the ocean. These cities are tu11¥
committed to doing everything they can to achieve these
objectives. However, the draft permit does not appear to reflect
or recognize that individual cities, fiscal and administrative
resources for implementing unfunded mandates are limited. Also,
the draft permit prescribes reguirements which go beyond the
specific criteria set forth in state and federal statutes an~
regulations.

Representatives of each of the co-permittee cities have
devoted an enormous amount of time and resources in
discussing the different drafts of the permit which have been
circulated over the past year. Again, they ehare the
objective as the Board and the environmental community
to achieve genuine progress in minimizing pollution caused by
urban runoff. However, o5 all governmental agencies An
California involved tn the process, the many small �t~es wh~
we represen~ are ~he leas~ sut~ed ~o bear ~he brun~ oE the
responsibility ~or controlling s~o~wa~e~ ~11u~on.

The cl~les’ objective from ~he begtnntn9 of
pr~ess has been ~o ~ ~o work wt~h ~ard s~aft ~o develop
effective s~o~ wa~er managemen~ pr~ram ~hrough ~he pe~[~ ~htch
~arge~s and addresses tden~t~iable, controllable pollutants
cos~-effec~tve manner and which complies w~h s~a~e and federal
law while taking into full accoun~ ~he practical dtfficul~es
which ~he cities face tn ~ry[ng ~o develop effective prefab.
Regrettably, ~he draf~ pe~[~ s~[11 d~s no~ achieve these

As dtscussed below, we belleve ~ha~ ~he pr~ess by
whtch the Board has developed ~he draf~ pe~t~ ~ay no~ have
complied with basic principles of California administrative law.
We also believe that the pe~it in its current fo~ attempts
shift the ~ard’s o~ statuto~ responsibilities to the cities
without providing any funds to car~ out those burdens. For
these reasons, if the Regional Board adopts the petit
rese~llng the current draft, we believe that the pe~it
found to be invalid and unenforceable. If accepted a~
implemented by individual cities, we believe ~e pe~it
unnecessarily e~se them to litigation. That is precisely
outcome which we all should want to avoid.
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~s. Catherine Tyrrell
January 29, 1996
Pa~e 3

X, COMMENTS REGARDING THE PEP~41T RENEWAL PROCESS AND THE SCOPr,
OF THE PROPOSED PERMIT

A. Informal Rule

~oklng beck over ~he proces~ ~hlch ha~ generated
curren~ draf~ of ~he proposed pe~l~, one of ~he blgges~ proble~
uhlch ~he ~a~ s~aff and the represen~a~lves of the
have feced has been ~he lack of any established, clearly-defined
pollcles, guidelines, objectives, or regulations se~lng
~he specific elements mus~ be Included In a munl�lpal
pe~L~ lssues by ~he Board. Although the Boerd has adop~ ve~
general regula~lons for ~he tssuance of ~as~e
requirements In 23 C.C.R. S~2200 ~ ~., ~hose regula~tona
no~ really eddress ~he speclflc components ot a munl~pal

Similarly, although the Unlted S~ates Znvtronmen~l
Pro~ec~lon ~gency*s regulations con~alned In 40 CFR
122.26 eddress ~he requirements for a pe~t~ appllca~lon~
regulations do no~ se~ forth very speclflc requlremen~a
�onten~s of a munlclpal s~o~a~er NPDES pe~l~. (See~ for
example~ 40 CFR Section 122.41)

As a resul~ ~he current draft of the pe~l~
a~al~a~atlon of excerpts froa dlfferen~ quldance
re~r~s~ extracts froa o~her pe~i~s~ su~es~lons and ideas
generated bF Boa~ s~aff, all developed~ to our knowledge,
~l~hou~ �o~plylng vith Callforn~a~s Ad~inis~ra~lve Pr~edure A~.
California Govern~n~ Code ~j11340, ~ ~. (~APA~).

~lle the Issuance of lndiv~dual ~aste discha~e
re~lreNents Nay not be sub~ec~ ~o ~he prov~sions of ~he APA
(See, Governmen~ C~e Sl1352(b)), ~he s~andards, objectives and
~uldelines ~hich dictate ~he conten~ o~ ~hose re~uireNen~s should
be focally adopted In accordance v~h ~he APA. (Government
~11352(b).) California la~ does no~ pe~ either ~he Sta~e
wa~er Resources Control Board or any of the Regional Water
Quall~y Boerds ~o develop and ~pose requirements of general
application in such a Nanner; l~ke any o~her s~a~e agencF~
~ard ~s re~ired ~o f~rs~ focally establish ~s ob~ectives~
~del~nes and re~lrements ~hrou~h focal ~le~akln~ In
coNpliance vi~ the APA. (Govern~en~ C~e Jl1340.S(a).)

The APA prohibits s~ate a~encies from utilizing any
~le vh~ch ~s a ~re~ula~on-, as defined in Gover~en~
~ 11342(b)~ unless ~he rule has been adopted as a fo~l
re~la~ion. Un~on of American Phvsiq~ans and ~nt~sts v. Klze~,
223 Cal.App.3d 490, 496 (1990). Rulemaking is re~ired whenever
an administrative agency creates a new ~le for future
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F~. WATSON & QE~

Ms. Catherine Tyrrell
3anuary 29, 1996
Page 5

Regional Board staff has expressly stated that
~ard ~s a~emp~lng ~o develop and ~mplemen~ pe~l~
which will be consis~en~ fro~ one region ~o ~he oEher. In
proposed F~nd~ng NoB. 27 and 30 spec~fically s~a~e ~haE
proposed pe~i~ s~ruc~ure and much o~ ~s con~en~ was develo~
by ~he Board’s own "Urban Runoff Task Force-. However, ~o our
~owled~e, no no~ce of ~lemak~nq was ever issued, nor were
results of ~he ~ask force,s efforts submi~ed ~o ~he ~L ~or
approval.

Throughou~ %he pe~l~ renewal pr~ess, we, alon~
�ounsel for and representatives of o~her pedigrees, have
Board s~aff on numerous occasions ~o provide us wl~h ~
c~a~ons ~o ~he federal or s~a~e s~a~u~e or regulation
d~cEa~e Ehe pe~l~ requiremen~s proposed by Boa~ s~aft.
only responses which we have ever received have been
re~erences ~o various ~ask force reports, EPA guidances, and
general reference ~o Ehe ~ac~ Eha~ ~he Por~er-Col~ne AcE
~he Board ~o adop~ sEric~er s~andards ~han federal law. However,
no~hing In Ehe Por~er-Col~ne Ac~ pe~l~s ~he Boa~ or
Board s~aff unbridled discretion ~o es~ablish requlaElons,
gu~delines and policies ot ~eneral application ~lEhouE
going ~hrouqh public

The need tot focal ~lemakinq Is apparen~ In
case. ~ard s~aff presumably rec~nizes Ehe
potential ~mpac~ ~ha~ ~his pe~ will have no~ only on ~e
lnd~vidual co-pedigree c~es, bu~ also on ~heir resldenE8,
businesses and indus~ries, and ~he economy of Sou~he~
Californ~a. More impor~an~ly, ~his pe~i~ will have a
s~gnifican~ impact, no~ only on ~he quall~y of ~he wa~ers of
s~aEe, bu~ also ~he overall environmen~ of Southern California.
The ~agni~ude of ~he issues raised by ~he proposed pe~lE
underscore ~he ~mpor~ance of having ~he process for the renewal
ot ~his pe~i~ fully comply w~ ~he APA.

Before the Board pr~eeds further wi~h thls p~ess,belleve tha~ an appllca~ion should be made ~o ~he Office of
Administrative ~w to dateline whether ~he Board flrs~
engage in focal rulemaking ~o develop the written ~del£nes
which will be applied ~n ~his or any other municipal s~o~water
pe~it, before a~tempt~ng ~o establish ~he ~e~s of ~h~s

B. Re~ursement For State Mandated ~rae-.

The pe~It In ~ts cu~ent ~o~ seems to have ~n
drafted withou~ full regard to i~s fiscal impact on c~tles. ~e
pe~i~ would re.ire numerous pr~rams which individual
will have to fund and implement, despi~e ~he fac~ that no fu~l~
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~S. Catherine Tyrrell
¯ ~ January 29, 1996
~’~ Page 7

ZI. COHHENTS REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL SE~IONS OF THE ~.

The ~ce~er 18 draf~ yes ~he flrs~ ~lae ~he ~-
pedigrees had been provided vi~h ~he factual findings vhl~
purportedly suppor~ ~he requiremen~s of the draf~ pe~1~.
No~ably, ~he various pro~a: requirements were drat~ed tlrs~,
vl~h ~he Board s~aff ~hen ~oln~ back ~o look for and ar~1~la~e
tac~s which pu~r~ ~o necessitate ~he pe~i~ re~lreaen~a.

~1le ~he flndinqs are helpful In des~rlbin~ ~he
s~aff’s philosophy In d~af~ln~ ~he pe~i~, ve concur In
co~en~s of ~he Executive Advisory Committee and o~her
co-pedigrees ~ha~ ~he proposed findings (1) �ontain tar
extraneous :a~erial and (~1) do no~ identify ~he factual
tot ~he particular finding. Note importantly, ve believe
aany of ~he individual "findlnqs" are no~ actually suppor~
tac~. ~e 1n~end ~o sub:l~ a Public Records Ac~ reques~
Govern:en~ C~e 6250~ ~ ~., ~o obtain ~he factual da~a
which ~he ~ard relies in suppor~ of each of ~he findings.

The f~nd~nqs as a whole ~e~lec~ an unreal~s~
pe~cep~ion of ~he role of co-pedigree cl~les In ~he effo~
control s~o~ ~a~er pollution. EPA’s requla~ions define
"co-pedigree- ~n 40 CFR J122.26(b)(1) as a "pedigree ~o
pe~ ~ha~ Is only responsible for pe~l~ conditions rela~l~
~he dischar~e for which ~ ~s opera~o:." Nevertheless, Flndl~
No. 25 pu~o~s ~o ~ake each pe~ee responsible for any
discharge v~hin l~s boundaries, whether o~ no~ l~ ~as ~he
opera,or of ~he sys~e~ o~ had any~h~n~ ~o do vl~h ~he dlscha~e.

In some cases, p~oposed f~nd~nqs unnecessarlly
denigrate ~he successful programs which :any ct~tes have
develo~d and ~:ple:en~ed. Fo~ example, Find~n~ No. 28 s~a~es
~ha~ "...~he sub:t~ed plans ve~e de~e~ned ~o be Lnco:ple~e
tnade~a~e in proposed pr~ra: components ..... . S~tlarly,
Board’s preface ~o ~he P~o~a: Hana~e:en~ section of ~he
s~a~es ~ha~ "~le o~her NS4 pro~a: [sic] ~h~ou~hou~ ~he
and elsewhere ~n ~he coun~ry have developed s~o~ va~er
:ana~e:en~ plans and i:ple:en~ed ~he:, ~s Anoeles :untctDali~le~

To our knowledge, the cities which we represent havenot been notified by the Board that their individual plans were
"inadequate or incomplete." If they were, please immedleEely
provide us with a copy of the notice(s) so advising ~.he~. We
found these comments to be gratuitously insulting to many of the

~ ~

cities which we represent who have worked hard over the past five
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T
years in cooperation vlth the environmental coDunity to develop
effective sto~a water programs.

As an example, the City of West Hollywood has received
a commendation from the Executive Director of the Reglonel Board
regarding its cur~en~ pr~a~. Tha~ p:~:aa yes developed
vt~hou~ any qenutne help, 9utdance o~ tnpu~ ~ ~he Regional
Board. A tindin~ in a pe~i~ i~plyin~ ~ha~ ~he City o~ ~es~
Holl~o~ and many other cities have not made substantial
to develop and t~ple=en~ effective sto~ rater pollution pla~
vould be untie, a~ has no bus£ness £n th£s

The 1~£cal question that a~ises ttoa such
such as ~o.28 £s vhat study o: analysis support such
Very ~ev, It any, �Ities have eve: had Board start Indicate the
pa:tlcula: as~cts ot thei: Individual sto~ vate: pt~:aas
might be deficient. In tact, both the State and the
Boa:d seem to have made a point o~ ~ advislnq Indlv£dual
£t they ate In �ompliance. Aside ~o~ d:aftinq a Municipal
Guidance manual, vhlch has not been available ~o~ ve~ long~ the
Boa:d has p:ovlded little quidance to assist cities ~n
address a p:oblem as �omplex as sto~ rater ~11ution. Undew

sharedthese circumstances,b~ ~e ~a~. the blame ~or lack o~ profess should

Notably, no :entton Is made in the findings
the Impact o~ the efforts o~ the state aqency vh~ch has the
prt:a~ responsibility :or controllino s~o~ rater pollution.
The lack ot any mention raises a number ot ~esttons
the ~ole ot the Board. The Board has a qreater responsib~llty In
this process than simply d~ctat~nq ho~ c~es should spend their
rapidly d~m~nlsh~ng :evenues.

~s discussed above, ~nd~v~dual pe~ittees only have
responsibility and ~he ability ~o prohibit non-sto~ rater
discharqes ove~ vh~ch they have actual control, not ove~
vh~ch occu~ v~n their "~ur~sdict~on-, as pressed by Section

Similarly, we question whether individual cities
realistlcally have the capability at this point to achieve ~he
water quality objectives set £orth in the Basin Plan or as set
forth in Section A.II. ot the draft permit. To our knowledge
neither the Board nor the E.P.A. have adopted a re~latlon ~hat
municipal stor: water per=its must require compliance vt~b
general water quality objectives.
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~s. Catherine Tyrrell
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Page 9

T
We believe ~hat this section should be substantially ~j

revlsed.

C. Pro~raN Nanaoe:ent.

1.    Role of the EAC and Watershed Committee-.

We again concur in the comments previously submitted to
the Board regarding the respective roles o~ the Executive
Advisory Co~mittee ("£AC") and the Watershed

We also have serious questions vhether the fonml
establishment of these committees requires compliance vith the
Brovn Act, the APA, and vhether their actions might be �onside~e~
an unlavful delegatlon of the State’s responsibilities.

The establishment of rater quality ob~ectivee Is
essentially ¯ le~tslative function. We are uncertain vhethew
that function can properly be delegated to the EAC by the 8tare
or Regional Board.
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o~a~e ~he=selves.

Also~ Section Z.H.] ~equ~es le~al counsel
s~a~e~en~ u~h~n 120 days o~ ~he e~ec~ve da~e o~ ~he
s~a~n~ "unde~ penal~ ot perjury" ~ha~ ~he ~~ee has
necesaa~ le~al au~ho~ ~ a schedule to~ ob~a~nln~
authority ~t such authority does no~ exist. Requl~ an
t~oa counsel ~o~ a s~o~va~er pe~ seems excessive. Since
ade~acy ot le~al authority ~s question o~ le~al
~ see~s ~ha~ an~ such s~a~emen~ ~ould be an open,on
tow vh~ch ~he penal~ o~ pe~u~ ha~dl~ seems

D. Illlci~ Connections /

1.    Reseonsiblll~y.

~e are concerned regardln~ the reference In
ll.B. ot ~he pe~1~ ~o ~he operator ot a discharqln~
havl~ "primary responsibility for cleanup and re:oval ot
discharqes .... - The use o~ ~he te~ "primary respons~b~ll~y~
potentially implies ~ha~ a co-pe~l~tee may have some
responsib~ll~y vhere ~he owner/opera,or does no~ address
problem. The language should be clarified ~o ensure
~ndlvldual c~lea vould have no responsibility for ~ple=en~l~
any cleanup caused bY ~h~rd

¯ o provide fo~ ~lexlb~llty, and ~o be
Section lI.E, Section II.A.2 should be modified ~o s~a~e
each pedigree shall ~mplemen~ a pr~ram "based on ~he
pr~raa as

3.     Non-sto~ater D~scha~e~.

40 C.F.R. ~ 122.26(d)(2)(~v)(B)(1) provides
ce~a~n Identified d~schar~es are to be addressed only ~hen
¯un~c~Dal~v ~den~lf~es the d~sc~sr~es as a source of
Houever, ~he pe~ proposes ~o prohibit certain
are exempt under the federal regulations. We believe
pe~es exe=p~ons should correspond ~h federal r~latlo~.

E. Industrial / Commercial Source~.

In drafting its s~o~ water regulatlons, ~he
considered and then declined to adopt direct municipal
of industrial sources, opting instead ~o regulate ~rough
direc~ issuance of pe~i~s to industrial sources,
rec~nizing that ci~ies are limi~ed in ~he types of controls
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HS. Catherine T~rre11
3anua~ 29, 1996
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can impose on flovs into stoma rater. (See, 55 Federal R~Aster               L

47999-48000- November 16~ 1990). Hever~heless~ ~he
a~e:p~An~ In ~hAs sec~Aon ~o shaft l~s ovn res~nstbtlttycA~tes and seeks to A:~se requAre:ents on ~he �A~tes ~htch
~ tnvalld.

1.    Znfo~ation-Catherlno Retirement-.

?he draf~ ~1~, and, In partAcular, Section XXX
�oncernAn~ Xndus~rAal/Co~aercAal Sources~ con~aAns nuae~us
Anfo~a~ton collec~Aon requAremen~s, such as butldAn~ a
database, obtalnln~ Information fro: pe~At~ees,
Anspec~tons, prepartnq reports, e~c. These ac~tvA~tes ~o tar
beyond ~he requirements ot EPA’s re~ula~Aons A:ple:en~l~ the
Clean ~a~er

Any Anfo~a~1on collection requlreaen~s aandat~ by
federal requla~Aons ~us~ be suba~ed for approval ~0 the ottA~
of Hana~eaen~ and Budqe~ under ~he provAsAons of ~he
Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. ~3501 ~ ~.). ~he oHBes approval
ZPA’s re~ula~tons did no~ approve ~he ~ype of
qatherAnq ac~Avt~Aes requAred by ~he petite. The
re~remen~s analyzed by ~he EPA ~n draf~nq ~s regulations
t~used 81~os~ exclusively on ~he p~epa~a~on ot an ano11~a~ion~
no~ on :e~ng Fe~emen~s In ~mplemen~ng a municipal

Zmplemen~lnq ~he p~:ams outlined In ~he ~1~ v~ld
:e~:e ~h ~he pedigrees ~o collectively h~e dozens
additional employees ~o ~mplemen~ ~hese mandates.
~l~eve ~ha~ ~hese additional ~n~o~a~on collection
were contemplated by EPA, no~ a~e ~hey cons~s~en~ v~
~e~:emen~s ot ~he ~ede~al Pape~o:k Reduction Ac~. We belle~
~ha~ ~hese should be deleted o~ scaled back substantially.

2.    Z~sDec~O~ P~amt.

Zn Section ZZ.D and IV.B.4 ot ~he ~1~,
p:o~ses ~ha~ ~he c~es adop~ and ~mplemen~ tnspec~on
~o~ ~ndus~:~al and o~he: d~scha~e~s who a~e already
~he S~a~e Board. We believe ~ha~ ~h~s p:oposed p~an
ve~ serious constitutional ~es~ons which have no~
considered by ~he ~a~.

Hos~ c~es ~o no~ have b~oad-~an~tng etns~lone
p:~:ams. C~es do no~ have ~he means no~ ~he ability ~o
~nspec~ all businesses, ~es~dences o~ o~he~ ac~lvl~es
~heir boundaries ~o de~e~ine compliance w~h e~er s~o~a~eE
pr~rams or o~her regula~o~ or s~a~u~o~ prefab.
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We understand that the State ~oard has no~ exercis~                 ~
t~s ovn Ans~c~ton authority vA~h res~c~ ~o indus,=tel discha~e
~A~ees. X~ ~he S~a~e is unable ~o car~ ou~ i~s own
insertion pr~ra:~ ve do no~ see ho~ ~ can reasonably ex~
ci~tes ~o do so.

Government =inspectorsN, vhether they are employees ot

3
a city, county or state agency, do not have the right to
onto private property vAthout an administrative varrant. See, ~D
Re Ouackenbush,      Cal.App.4th               , 96 Daily Journal DAIt
654 (3an. 18, 1996--T An "inspection- vithout an administrative
warrant and without a procedure to protect citizens, due
rights could subject a city to liability under the federal CIvil
Rights Act, as yell as other lays.

Cities are not In the business ot �onductlnq
varrantlese inspections of their residents, businesses, homes an~
property. They have no great interest in doln~ so nov.¯ Accordingly, ve believe the entire section regardin~ lnspectlolt

; programs should be deleted from the permit. It is impractical,
and probably unconstitutional.

zxz.
! Xn summary, we believe that the current draft Petit natill needs subatantlal revision and modification, We MeZAeve

that the pe~It should focus on the i~plementatlon ~f Best
U~anagement Practlcea rather than establishlnq inflexlbXe

re~ulremente and that the cities be ~Iven adequate tlae t¢
evaluate the effectiveness of the Best ~anagement PractAcee
proqrams ~hAch ~hey have a~rea~y a~op~e~ an~

co-pedigree action ~o a~res= ~a~er ~ua~A~y ob3ec~Ave~ onZM
~he prA~a~ cause~ o~ violations are sou~ce~ ove~
An~AvA~ual cA~Ae~ have actual ~urAs~Ac~Aon an~

Our clients, IAMe o~her co-pedigree cA~Ae~, have

=espec~ ~o ~he Regional Board o~ A~s s~a~. ~o~eve~, A~ A~
absolutely necessa~ that any nev pe~ ~ adopted In co~pllan~
vAth proof ad=AnAstrative procedures, that full public
pa~AcA~tAon ~ alloyed, and that the pe~At ~hAch ~s ~e ~esult
of that pr~ess realistically reflects cities’ individual
capabilities. We do not believe that ~e current ~At achtev~
~ose

We are prepared to continue to e~aoe ~n a dAal~e
vAth ~ staff to develop a pe~it that ~All make ~enutne
profess toward our co,on objective of contro11An~ sto~ water
pollution to ~e maxAm~ extent practicable.
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We l~k
Yell as o~he: co~en~s submitted by o~he: ci~les and agencies.

JJH:sas                             //
I]11S~.|

Execu~Ave Director,
RegAonal ~ate: Quall~¥ Cont:ol
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Ms. Catherine ~yrrell
Assistant £xecutAve Officer
California Regional Mater Quality Control Boat~l
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, California 91754

Re: Public Records Reaueet

Dear Ms. ~yrreII s

To better understand the factual basis for the findings
and proposed requireaente set forth in the proposed "Waste
Discharge Recluireaents For Discharge Of Stor~water In Los Angeles
County (NPD£S Perl~lt No. CAS061654)" (the "Draft
believe it would be helpful to see the underlying
analyses, reports and other documents which staff of both the
Regional Hater Quality Control Board and the State Hater
Resources Control Board relied upon in foz~nulatLng the language
of the current draft pez~it.

&ccordingly, ve ask, pursuant to the California Public
Records Act (Goverrment Code Sections 62S0, ~;~9~-), ~at we
given an opportunity to review and/or copy each of
specifically identified public documents in your possession:

1. The following document cited in Finding No. 3 of
t~e Draft

A Report of #asia Discharge submitted on December
1994 as an application for the re-lssuance of waste
discharge requirements for LOs Angeles

2. All documents relied upon in support ot Findln~
No. 4 of the Draft Permit, identifying "[p]ollutants of �oncarna.



All studies conducted by the USEPA, ~he states, flood
control distracts and other entities vhlch indicate
following constitute significant sources ot sto~
pollutAont

’ s. Xndustrlal altos vhere appropriate
control and 5eat Nanageaent Practices
ere not

b. Construction sites vhere erosion ¯nd
controls and BNP~a are not lapleaented~

~
�. Stern water vhere ~he drainage ¯re¯ As no~

properly managed.

5. The follovir~j docunent cited in ~indt~j No. ~ of
~he Draft

A aeaorandua iron the USEPA Office of General Counee~
to USEPA Re, ion 9, dated 3anuary 9, 1991.

6. The ~ollowin~ docuaent cited in Finding No. 11 Of
~he Draft

The CZWRA Guidance Docuaent developed by the U$~PA aNJ
the ~ational Oceanic and AtaospherAc AdaAnistratAon

?. The tollovin~ docuaent cited in ~indir~j Mo. 15 e|
~he Draft

~ater Quallty Control Plan for Ocean ~aters ot
Callfo:nia (Ocean Plan), a~opted by ~he State Beard ~
~arch 20, 1990.

$. &11 stu4les, analyses, repots and o~her
rolled upon in suppor~ of PAndAn~ ~o. i? of ~he Draft
re~ardAn~ any dete~aAnatAon ~hat each of the :assures described ~’---~
in the Draft Pe~it are "technically and econoaica11¥ teasAble~

I

~ including, but not IAaited to, all technical and econoal¢
:easAMAiAty analyses.

R0030002



OLder No. 94-082, NPDES No. CAS063339, Waste Discharge
Requtreaente for Discharges of Stoat Water from tJ~e N84
An the County of Venture

10. All studies, analyses, reports and other documents
relied upon in support of thet portion of Finding No. 23 of the
Draft Permit which states that "[e]ach Pentittee has Jurl~diction
over and/or saintenance responsibilities for Ate respective KS4
end/or water �ourses.e

11. The tollovinq docunent ©Ated An Findin~ No. a? of
the Draft Permitt

Municipal Stor~ Water Proqran Guidelines issue~ by
Stats Board,s Urban Runoff Task Force in �onsultation
vith the State Storm Water Quality Task Force An
September 1994

relied upon In support of any determination or conclusion An
Findinq NO. 28 of the Draft Permit that mthe submitte4 plans
determined to be incomplete and inadequate ....

13. All studies, analyses, reports and other
relied upon in support of any determination or conclusion An
Finding No. 29 of the Draft Permit that Permitteee’ activities
under the existing permit where not been fully eccomplimhed.e

14. The folloving documents cited in Flndin~ No. 30 of
the Draft Permit:

components developed by the State Board,s Urban
Tesk Force in consultation vlth the State Storm
~uellty Task Force in consultetlon vlth the S~ate Storm
Water Ouallty Task

15. All studies, analyses, reports end o~her
relied upon in suppo~ of the determination or conclusion In
Finding No. 30 of the Draft Permit that "It]he various components
of the sk~qP, taken as a whole rather than individually, arm

extenteXpectedpracticablet° reduce, pollutants., in storm water to the

16. All studies, analyses, reports and other docuaents
relied upon ~n support of the determination or conclusion J~
Finding No. 32(a) of t.he Draft Permit that "It]he BNP*~
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F~.~j~. W~T~,O~ & �~,~l
V

~s. Catherine 1~rell
Feb~a~ 12, 1996
Pa~e 4

Lidentl~l~ by ~lttees tot lnplenen~a~lon we~ often dlsslnAla~
a~ Anplenentatlon yes scattered.e

17. The tollowA~ d~nents �Ared An PA~I~ No. 32(b)

Guidance issued by the USEPA In HereOF 199~ tow
subnAttal of Pa~ XX applications

18. All studies, analyses, ~e~rts and other d~n~
:elA~ u~n in sup~:t of the dete~AnatAon oF �onclusion An
FAndA~ No. 32(c) of the DFatt Pe~At that wA~ustrAal a~
const~ctAon sites a~e also regulated u~et 1~al la~ aM
:equlatAons,~ AncludA~ ~efe:ence to s~cltAc 1~al la~s a~
:~ulatAons.

19. ~e toll~1ng d~unents cited An PA~1~ ~0. 33(d)
ot the Draft

Docunenes indicating the intent of the dual annual fee
structure adopted by the State Board for industrial
facilities in the Phase Z program.

20. The 8pacific documents relied upon in auppor~ ot
the dete~lnstion or conclusion In Finding No. 32(f) of ~he
Permit ~hat "[e]sch Per~lttee owns/operates facilities where
industrial or related activities take place," wl~ respect to
each city identified in t.he Draft

21. The following documents cited In Flndln~ No. 32(g)
of ~he Draft

Those docunents In connection with the USEPA review ot
activities conducted by the automotive service sector
which indicate that autono~ive service
present a significant potential for ~he discharge ot
pollutants in stor~ ~ater.

Documents in connection ¥1th ~he conpllance review ot
eunicipal pretreatnent and resul~ to date of
water inspection programs in California.

22. The tollowin~ documents cited In Finding No. 32(b)
of ~.he Draft Pellit=

Results of a study sponsored by USEPA in 1992 in
California characterizing storm water froa gasoline
stations, and demonstrating the effectiveness of ~
in reducing pollutants An storm water.
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Ms. CatherLne Tyrrell
Februar~ 12, 199~ V

Pa~e $

L
~at~r ~llutant~ [~ all const~ctlon ~ctlvlty r~a~le~
acreage.~

)0. ~11 ~t~le~ awaly~e~ re~rte and other
~11~ u~n Aw ~up~ of the dete~lnatAon or cowclueAon In ~e
preface to SectAon XV of the ~raft Pe~lt that "~$4 ~Att~
are re~lr~ to addre~ ... parkln~ lot~ ~wder ~A
40~p~, awd that ~uch ~llutlon l~ "co~parable w~th ~llutAon
froa aut~etlve ~e~Ace facA1ltle~.~

SectAon XV of ~e Draft

~u~nt No. EPA 841-S-95-002, Econonl¢ ~netlts
~unoft Cont~ls.

32. All �o:~s~ndence o: othe: d~uaents evideMIM
any �o~unlcatlon ~tveen ~a:d staff and the Natutal
~fense Council, ~y Kee~:, o: Heal the ~y :eqa~i~ the
~lt a~ ~e U.S. Envlto~ental P:otectlon Aqe~.

33. All studies, analyses, :e~s aM o~et d~n~
�once:nl~ the effectlve~ss ot the Re~onal ~atet ~allty
Control ~:d lns~ct~on and enfo:ce~nt pt~:aas and
~ncludl~ ~e n~t of Inspections of ~ndust:lal dlscha~ets
citations ~ssued by ~e R~onal ~a:d In the last five yeats.

Should you :e~lte a tee o: de.sit to tel~ut8e y~
~e actual cost of duplication and aall~n~ ot the a~ve
d~ents, please advl~

Ne l~k fo~a~ to heat~nq f:oa you v~thln 10 days ot
your receipt of th~s lette: ~n accordance ~tth Gove~ent C~e
Section 6256. Please do not hesitate to contact ne ot
Nelne: of ~s f~ ~f you have any q:e~t~ons teGa~l~ ~e

~a~ you for your ~ration.

Ve~ t~ly y~
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Public Records Act P~ues~ - Public Records l~latin]
"Draft of Waste Discharge R~quiremenls for the Discharge d
Stormwal~. in los Angeles County (NPDES Pen~lt
No. CAS00516.S4)"

l)mr Dr. GhimUl:

The Mayors and the members of the City Councils of the Cities of Alhambra, Bellflower,
Downey, El Segundo and Santa Clarita will be called upon to make important budget and public
policy decisions regarding the implementation of the "Draf~ of Waste Discharge Requiremeats
for the Discharge of Stormwater in Los Angeles County (NPDES Permit No. CAS00~16.54)"
(the "Draft Permit’) being prepared by your agency. To enable their respective City Manager&
Public Works.Directors, and City Attorneys to provide them wile a full understanding of lee
factual basis for the new NPDES Permit, and to enable them to make meaningful comments oa
the Draft Permit, I request, on their behalf, the opportunity to inspect, and, depending on their
content, to obtain copies of, the studies, anaJyses, reports and other documents (collectively
"documents’) on which staff of both the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the State
Water Resources Control Board have relied in formulating the proposed findings and lXOimaed
requirements in the current (December 18, 1995) Draft Permit.

Specifically, w~ ask to be given an opportunity to review and/or ~opy e~h
following documents in your agency’s possession:

s~°



~ 2

L
1. The document (’Repo~’) cited in Finding No. 3 of the Dra~ Permit ideatilk~l as

Report of Waste Discharge 0tOWD) submitted on Decend~
1994 as an application for the re-issuance of waste digharge
requirements and the NPDE~ permit.

2. All documents relied uixm in support of Ending No, 4 of IEe Draft Permit, kkntifyi~~ "[p]oilutanu of �oncern’.

3. All documents relied upon as the basit for Finding No. ~ of the Dr~ Permit to the effect

urban and developing areas in the Los Angeles basin to
significant sources of pollutants in receiving walus ....

The documents (’[$]tudies’) cited in Finding No, 6 of lee Draft Permit ideatiaed as

Studies conducted by the USEPA, the states, Iloed emtml dimtcU
and other entities indicate the following constitute signillcant

lndustriaJ sims where appropriate pollution coatrol and Best
~an~ement Pr~tices (B~Ps) m~ not implemmted.

i
b. Coastrt~Joa ~ wher~ erosioa ~d sedim~t �ontrols ~d BMPs

5. A memorandum from the USEPA Office of ~ Counsel to USEPA Region 9, dated
January 9, 1991, cited in Finding No. 9 of the Dr~q Permit.

6. The Guidance Document cited in Finding No. 11 of the Dr~ Permit identiaed as

The CZARA Guidance Document dew.loped by the USEPA aad

(NOAA) .....

I~0030008



Robert Ghirelli. Ph.D V
Execu~ve Offtce~

L7. The document cited in Findin~ No. 15 of the Dra/t Permi! identified as follows:

Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (Ocean Plan),
adopted by the Stale Board oft March 20, 1990.

8. All studies, analyses, reports and other documents relied upon in support of Finding t~
No. 17 of the Draft Permit regarding any determination that each of the mea.qur~
described in the Draft Permit are "technically and economically feasible," including, but
not limited Io, all technical and economic feasibility analyses o( the measures described
in the Drab Permit.

9. The document (’Order’) cited in Findings Nos. 21. 22 and 23 of the Drab Penalt
identified as follows:



Robert Ghimlli, Ph.D ~’

February I~, 1996

L
of that activities o¢ the Citie~ of Alhambra. Bellflow~., Down~, El Segundo or" .~tnta
Claxi~a were not fully accomplisJ~d.

14. The "components" and amy documents evidencing °�~nsultation" referred to in
No. 30 ~ the Draft Permit identified as follows:

Components developed by the State Board’s U~an Runoff
Force in consultation with the State Storm Water QuaJity ~
Force described in Finding 27 and with the cooperation et
repres~mtatives from the Pennittees. environmental groups, lind the
indusu’~l community.

All studks, Imaly~s. reports, evaluations, testing pec~gols and other documentl re~ied
upon in suplx~ ot the determination or �om:lus~on reflected in Finding No.

[tlhe vark~us components of the SWMP. taken as ¯ whole rather

u) ~ "m~ximum extent

determination~ that the vario~ component~ of the $WMP taken u ¯ whole or
individually would reduce pollutants in slofmwat~.

16. All studies, anady~s, reports and mher documents relied upon in support of the
determination o~ conclurdon in Finding No. 32(a) of the ~ Permit that "It]he BMP’a
identified by Permittees for impl©mentat~on were often dissimila~ and implementation was
scattered" together with any decision memoranda or other ck~urnents refle~ng or
evidencing determinations that the BMPs were often dis~milar and implementation wu
sc~red, as they pertain to t~e Cities of Santa Oarim, Bellflower, Down~, [] S~gundo
and Alhambra specific:ally and the other cities genetaUy.

17. The ckx:umems cited in Finding No. 32(b) of the Dra/t Permit identified as foikmeg

Guidance issued by the USEPA in November 1992 for" submit~l
of Part II ~:ations for MS4s.

18. All ~tudies, analyses, reports and other document~ relied upon in mppot’t of the
dete.tmination o~ conclusion in Finding No. 32(c) of the Dr~ Permit that "indu~al and

reference to specific local laws and regulations, as they pe.~ain to the Citiea of $aata

~

-
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Robert Ghirelli, Ph.D v
Executive Ofl’.:er

OFebruary I~, 1996
P~e 5

L
Clarita, Bellflow~, Downey, FA Segundo ~nd Alhambra q~’ificelly ~d ~ ~itie~
generally.

USEPA review of activities conducted by the automod~
sector .... indi~tes that automodv~ servi~ fa~iliti~
significant potential for the discharge of pollulant~ in

A compliance ~ of municipal preumtmeat and result~
of storm water inspection programs in California
USSPA

Th~ documents (° USF~A
No. 32(h) of the Dmh

~nn wa~t from ~oline ~.

The W~n Sta/~ Petroleum Association has sepmalely
appropriate BMPs for implementation
pollutants in s;orm watt.

23. The compliance review document referred to Finding No. 320) of the Draft Pemit
identified as follows:

A compliance review of restaurants and similar food handling
facilities by municipal pmt~atment aM stonnwater inspectioia

~"~"- ¯ "
programs in Los Angeles County indicate that food wasle, o/1 mid
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Robert GhireJli, Ph.D

February 15, 1996
l~e 6

L
grease, chemicals, and wash watch are sometimes discharged into
th~ slorm d~Jn system.

24. The document (’Plan’) cited in Findinl No. 320) of" th= Draft P=mit idmli~Sod ms

The ~y P, esW~m Plan ~ by Ihe Sam Moelm ~y

The notifications to each Pcnnitme, intemsuxl agencies and intm~st~ ix~Jo~, ~
to in Finding 33.

26. Documents referred to in the IX~ac= to Section I o1’ the Draft Pm’mit, slating ~ lie
"USEPA has cxpres~ major concerns with the progress of the los Angeles storm went
program."

27.. All studies, analyses, r=pom and oU~r docun~ts relied upon in support
due.ruination or conclusion in U~ pr=fa,:= u) Section i ~ 0~ Drab Pmmit. ~

[w]hil= other MS4 program (sic) throughout the State and

plans and implemented them, Los Angeles municipalities have not.

In this connection, please make available to me such documems as they pemin
cities of Santa Clarita, Belillowe.r, Downey, El S~gundo and Allmmbm specifically sad
the other cities in the county generally.

28. All documents relied upon in support of" the statement in Section II.C.3 ot" the Draft
Permit that the Executive Director ha~ dctcrmined that street washing a~d sidmvalk
washing are sight,cant sour,.~s of" pollutants to rex:eiving watts.

29. The document cited in Section lll.A.2.b, of" the Draft Permit identi~ed as foflows:

Document No. EPA 833-K-94-002, Storm Water ~
Potentially Addressed by. Phase 11 of the Natiotml Poilulamt
Discha~© Elimination System Program.

.



3 !. All documents relied upon in support ot" the de~nninatkx~ or coneluskms in the IXefam

parking lots under CWA S~tion 402(p)’, and all documenL~ relied UlXm in support
the dctcrmin~xts or con�lusions th~ such poHubon is "�ompm~le with pollution ~oat
#ummo~ ~ ~lcilities."

32. The document cited in the preface to Scctio~ IV ol" ~he Dmh Permit idemi6ed ~s follow=

I:)ocumem No. EPA 841-S-95-002, Eceeomic Benefits o~ Runo~
Contrail.



Robert Ghirelli, Pb.D                                                                      ~’

L
Please re~ard this request as severable, i.e.. as ¯ request to make docuatatts win’fable

In view of th~ noncommercial nature of this request, and the facl lhal it is mad~ m~ ~
of public ~tities, for the purpose of informing publk: officials and lee Imbik, it is r~iu~sted Ihat
all �opying fee~ in connection with this requ~ be waived.                       " "

If any portion of this request is denied, or any record is withheld, please state the
grounds for the withholding or denial, the name and title of the olEcial who made the dtgidol
to deny the reqtgst or withhold me record and the name. title and address of the peram to ~
the decision to withhold the record may be appealed, in addition, plea~ provide
information to identify the record being withbeld, including the title of the documgnt, th~ ~
of the document (e.g., intemlEc= memorandum), the number of pages in the docum=~ ¯
statement of the subject matter sul~cient to enable the Cities to evaluate tl~ Imi$ for tim
withholding of the document, th~ location of the document, the identity of tl~ custod~t ~ tim

document (original or copy) was addressed, or shown or

Should you hav~ any questions is to this reqoes~, or wish to mvang~ ~or ¯ schedule
the production of the public ra~ords requested, please do not hesitate to call me o~ Or~ T.

In view of the short tinw constraints of the PRA, ! look forward to hearin~ from yo~
your tentative in the near future, and in any cvcnt, within I0 days of your receipt of this

Veo/.t?uly

Of BURK~ WILLIAMS & SORI~qSI~

�~: Honorable Mayor and Member~ of the
City Councils and Cit7 E,~nagers of th~ Citie~ of
[] Segundo, Santa Cla~ta, Bellflower, Dowr, e7 and ~

,
co: Jorge --, E~q.

~,z.=~.~ R0030014



Mr. Carlos Uranaga .Environmental Specialist ..
California Regional Mater Quality Control Boar~

101 Centro PleBs Driv~ : -"
Nonterey Park. ~ 917S4

Re: Nunici~al Stor~ Mater ~mi~

In accordance vith your request this morning,

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any
questions reqardin~ the enclosed. Thank yo, for yo, r cooperation
in this aatter.

Very tt1~ y

~ncloaure
R0030015





V¯ " 0
L

3

APRIL 2.;. 1~96 DRArf
REDLINED AGAINST DECEMBER !~, I~$ DRAi~T¯

W

WAS~ DI~HARGE REOUI~ME~

MUNICIPAL STORM WA~R DIS~HAR~g~
WITHIN THE COUN~ OF LOS

~PD~ NO. CA~I6~
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V
~"~ State of California

OCALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES
REGION

ORDER NO. 96-XXX L
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER DISCHARGE$
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

3(NPDES NO. CAS061654)

Th~ California Regienal Water Quality Control Boa~ Lm A~ei~ R~ion (henfinafl~ ~ali~l
Ihe Regional Board). Lo~ Anilel~ R~ion~

I. ~ County of Los Ansele& and eighty.six (86) incorporat~l ci6~ within ~1~
of Lm Angel~ (r,~ Attachment A. Lisl of Penniu~-s). I~r~im~le~
P~’miu~..s. di~:harse or ¢onU’ibute to discharge~ of raom~ wm,~. from m~i~
~te ~ ~wer ~y~tems (MS4~). al~ ~1~ ~o~ d~in
~ ~in ~ Co~ty of L~ ~gei~ into ~iving ~ of

~ by ~i~ ~gio~l ~ on J~ 18. I~. T~I ~
Na~ Pollu~t Di~e Efimim~on Sy~ ~PD~) ~it (~I6M~

NPD~

4. ~ q~ ~ q~u~ of ~ ~ di~ in ~ Los ~1~

~m erosion d~ to ~8�~� ~iviti~ ~1~ hy~~
~h ~ ~ motor oil, micmbi~ ~8~ of doric ~ge ~gin ~ illicit
~~ ~n ~ticid~ ~im~ ~& i~ to~ci~, ~ o~ ~11~

5. ~ R~ ~d co~id~ ~o~ ~t~ ~~ ~ ~ ~
~ ~ ~ L~ ~gel~ ~in to ~ si~fi~t ~ of ~11~
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impairment. Warning advisories arc posted on a.rea b~aches after storm events to
avoid contact with ~ater bec.ausc of storm water pollution.

6. Studies conducted by th~ USEPA. l~e states, flood conu’ol dist~ct~ and oth~ enlifie~
indicate th~ following constiluzc significant’.) som’ccs of storm water pollution:

L Industrial sites where appropriate pollution cor~tml and best man~em~nt
practices (BMPs) arc not implemented,

b, Construction sites where erosion and sediment controls and BMPs areno{ implemented, and

©.    Storm water where the drainage =’es is no~ properly

7. Section 402(p) of" tbe federal Clean Water Act, as amended by the Water Quality
of 1987, requires NPDES permits for storm water discharges from MS4s, storm water
discharges associaled with industrial activity including contraction, and designated
storm water discharges that arc considered significant contributors of pollutants to
waters of the United States. Storm water discharges from MS4s ~ required to
mitigate pollutants to the "maximum extent practicable’. Discharges of storm watu’
associated with industriai activities and other non-storm water discha~es as defined in
40 CFR Part 122 arc subject to Best Available Economically Achi¢vable (BAT) and
Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technolo~, (BCT) standerd~

Section 402(pX3XBXii) requires MS4 perminees to "©ffectivcly prohibit" non-storm
water discharges into MS,Is unless th=~ discharges at~ in compliance with ~
NPDES pgnaits.

8. On November 16, 1990, pursuant to Section 402(p) of CWA, the Unit=d States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) promuigated 40 (:ode of F~kral
Regulations (CFR) Part 122.26 which established requirements for storm watt’
discharges under the NPDES program. The regulations recognize that gertlin
categories of non-storm water discharges may not be prohibited if th~ hav~
determ~ncd to be not significant sources of pollutants.

9. The USEPA Office of General Counsel in a memorandum to USEPA Region 9, dated
January 9, 1991, determined that (::lean Water Act Section 402(p) and Sactk)n
30](b)(IXc) mt~ be interpreted to state that NPDES permits for MS4s must inchgle
any requirements necessary to achieve compliance with water quality standards.

10. To facilitate compliance with federal regulations, in 1992, the State Board issued
statewide general NPDES permits to facilitate compliance with fedend regulations: oae
for storm w~ater from industrial sites (NPDES No. CAS000001, Genenti lndustzial
Activities Storm Water Permit (GISP)) and the second one for storm water from
construction sites (’NPDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Stona
Water Permit (G<:ASP)). Most industrial activities (unexposed light industrial
activities are exempt) and construction activities on five acres or more are ~ to
obtain individual NPDES permits for storm wat~ discharges, or be covered by the~
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statewide general permits by completing and filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the
Slate Board.

I I. Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act geauthori~ation Amendments of 1990
(CZAR.A) requires coastal .~ates with approved coastal zone management progran~ to
address nonpoint pollution impacting or threatening coastal water quality. (:?ZARA
covers five nonpoint source areas of pollution: Agriculture. Silvicultu~, ~
Marinas, and Hydromodification. This Ordc:r includes Management Mea.~t~ for
pollution from Urban Areas and Marinas. and provides the functional equival=ncy for
compliance with CZARA in these two areas. The CZARA Guidance Document
developed by the USEPA and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) recommends Management Practices for commercial facilitie~ including
slations; and all �on.~ruction activity (new development and rudgvelopment).

12. The Slate of C’alifornia i,t a delegated state under the NPDE$ program, and as ~
pursuant to Section $10 of the CWA and 40 CI-’R Part 123.25, may impo~=
stringent requirements nece~u3, to implement water quality control ~ for
protection of bencficial us=~ of receiving waters, and/or to prevgnt

13. California Water Code Section 13263(a) require~ that waste discharge requirem~ta
i~g,d by Regional Boards ~udl include numerical water quality ~tandarda and
provisions to implement water quality-based objectives. This Order includea hart’alive
limilations but no numerical limits for ~torm water discha~ea at this tim= due to
insufficient infomuaioa.

14. The Slate Board considered third party appeals oftwo MS4 permits i~mled by Regiotml
Boanh during the first five year permit term. in the appeal of the MS4 permit for
Santa Clara Municipal Water District in the San Francisco Bay Region, tlw State
Board ruled in Order No. WQ 91-03 that MS4 permits must include effluent
limitations which will reduce pollutants to the "maximum extent practicable" and will
also achieve compliance ~th water quality standards. In the appeal of the MS4

that even where a permit does not specifically reference water quality ~landard& but
includes BMPs as effluent limitations, the permit should be read so as to requite
compliance with water quality ~tandard~

Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (Ocean Plan) on March 20, 1990.
The Ocean Plan contains ~ter quality objectives for the Coastal Watch of California.

16. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for
the Los Angeles Region on June 13, 1994. The Basin Plan specifies the beneficial ~
of receiving waters and contains both narrative and numerical water quality objectivea
for the receiving waters in the County of Lo~ Angeles.

The beneficial uses of wat~ bodies in the County of Los Angeles include: municipal
and domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial prnc=~
supply, ground water recharge, freshwater replenishment, navigation, hydmpower
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generation, watet contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, ocean �onunercial
and sport fishing~ warm freshwater habitat, cold freshv~ater habitat, pre~’rvation of
Areas of Special !liological Significance. saline water habitat, wildlife habitat.
preservation of r~.C and endangered species, marine habitat, fish migration. Ibh
spawning, and shellfish haJ’vesting.

The intent of tht~ Order is the implementation of the foregoing statutes and regulationa
to attain and pn,l~t the beneficial uses of receiving waters in the County of Los
Angeles. ]his l t~der, therefore, inch~.i~ Receiving Water l-imitations that gequire
that storm water ,h~charges neither cause violations of ~,~ter quality objectives, nor
~us¢ a �onditi(m of nuisance or water quality impairment in receiving waters.

To meet the receiving water limitations, this Order requires the implement~ion of
technically and e~,~nomically feasible measures in accordance with the Storm
Management pnw~ram (SWMP) described herein to reduce pollutants in storm water
the maximum e,d~nt practicable. The SWMP include~ a monitoring program to
compliance with lhe ol~ectives and rg~luirements of this Order. This Order ~
forth t~ proeedtjee that the permittees will undertake in case of exceedance of
receiving water q~mlity objective.

I$. This Regional lt,~rd has implemenled the Watershed Protection Approach (W~A) in
~klressing water quality management in the region. The objective of the WPA il
provide I comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resour~ ~
enhancement, aml restoration ~hile balancing economic and environmental
within a.hydrolo~icall.y defined drainage basin or watershed. It
�ooPemt,ve relet,,’nsh’P hetween regulatory agencies, the regulated community,
environmental i~t,mPS, and otl~r stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the greateat
environmental intprovengnts with the resources available..

19. To implement th~ Watershed Management Approach, as well as compliance with thia U
Order, the Counly of Los Angeles is divided into six (6) Wate~
.Areas (WM.~:)~ follows:

¯ Malibu ~’f~k and Rural Santa Mordca Bay Watershed Management Area
¯ Bailona (:r~ek and Urban Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Are~
¯ Los Angeles .~.’ver Watershed Management Area
¯ San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area
¯ Domin[zue,~ Channel/Los Angeles Hazbor Watershed Mamtgement Area
¯ Santa CIeI~ River Watershed/Vlanagement Area

Attachment A shows the list of cities under each Watershed Management

20. Federal, or regional entities within the Perminees’ boundaries or jurisdictions outside
the County of Lo~ Angeles. not currently named in this Order, operate storm drain.
facilities and/or d~charge storm ~:ater to the storm drains and watercour~s covered by
this Order. The !’erminees may lack legal jurisdiction over these entities under state
and federal constautions. Consequently. the Regional Board recognizes that the
Perminees should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The
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Regional Board may consider issuing S~l~u’at~ NPDFS permits for storm waler
disch~ges to thes~ ~ntities within the Permi(t~-s" boundaries. Such cksignated
P~rmitt~-s may include large lando~:rs such as St..,~¢ Parks, Universities, and similar
entities.

2 ]. Approximately 34 squa~ miles of" unincorporated ~as in Ventura Count), drain into
Malibu Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay. in the County of Los Angele~ The
County of Ventura is a Permittee to Order No. 90-079. With the iszuance of waste
discharge requirements for discharges of storm water from the MS4 in the County of
Ventura (Order No. 94.082, NPDES No. CAS063339), the County of Ventura has
opted to be the Principal Permittee to the Ventura permit and manage the aren
draining into Los Angeles County, under Order No. CAS063339. The County of
Ventura will ensure that its storm water mat~gement program for the portion of its
area draining into Los Angeles County is made consistent with the requirements of this
Order issued to I_os Angeles County.

22. About nine (9) s, qua~ miles of the City of Thousa~ Oaks al~ drain into Malibu
Creek. thence to Santa Monica Bay. ]’he City of ’l’housand Oaks initially opted to
apply for an individual permit for the area that drains into Malibu Creek. instead of

~b~:uOimning a P.ermi!te¢. to Order No. 90-079. With the issuance of waste di~,hatgereq urements for duscharses of storm water and urban for the County of Vontuta
(Order No. 94-082, NPDES No. CAS063339), the City of Thouumd Oaka eleg1~ to
be a Permittee to the Ventura permit including the areas which drains into Los
County. The City of Thousand Oaks will ensure that its storm water mmmgement
program for the portion of its area draining into Los Angeles County is comistent with
the requirements of this Order i~med to Los Angeles County.

23. The California I:)eparlment of Transportation (Caltrans), discharses storm water and
non-storm water from highways, freeways, streets, interceptors, maintenance yard& and
other holdings it owns and/or operates. Caltrans submitted an ROWD on July 3, 199:~,
for separate waste discharge requirements for its discharges in the County of
Angeles and the County of Ventura. The waste discharge requirements ~ to
Caitrans will be made consistent with this Order and Order No. 94-08:2.

24. This Order designates the County of Los Angeles as the Principal Permittee. The
Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to comply with
the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for insuring compliance of any
individual permittee.

25. Each Permittee has jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibilities for it~
respective MS4 and/or water courses and is entirely responsible for the implementation
of the appropriate storm water program as required by this Order. Each Pennittee
need only comply with the requirements of this Order applicable to discharge~
originating from its jurisdictional boundaries and/or from the portion of the MS4 it
owns or operates.

26. This Order requires the formation of an Executive Advisory Council (EAC’)
comprising of representatives from the six watershed management areas. The main
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r~ie of the EAC is to facilitate development of storm water quality management
f"" programs within the six watersheds and to promote consistency in the implementation

of these programs among Permittees. ltowever, the Regional Board rccognize~ that,
similar to the Principal Permittee, the EAC" is not responsible for insuring �omplianc~
of any individual permittee with the requirements of this Order.

2?. In September I~4. the State Board’s Urban Runoff Task Force in consultation with
the State Storm Water Ouality Task Force issued municipal storm water wogram
guidelines to encourage statewide program consistency and to assist municil~l
permittees modify storm ~ter programs for permit reissuance. The guidelines
recommend storm water program activities in the following areas: I. Program
Management; II. lllicit L)isc ’harges: III. Industrial/Commercial Sources: IV. New
Development and Redevelopment: V. Public ,Agency Activities: VII. Public
Information and Participation; VIII. Program Evaluation: IX. Monito~

28. Tbe Report of Waste l:)ischa~e (ROWD) submitted by Permittees include: (|)
Summary of BMPs implemented; (ii) Storm water management plans for six W]~Ag
(iii) Countywide evaluation of existing storm water quality data, and (iv) Workphm for
Phase I, II, and III, Monitoring Prngmm.

In most MS4 permits, the Storm Water Management Program ($WMP) requirementa
¯ re components proposed by permittees and are incorporated in the permit by reference
to ¯ storm water manatzement plan. In the case of the County of Los An~¢ica,
however, the submitted plans were determined Io be incomplete and inadequate in
proposed program components necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water to tee
"maximum extent practicable" as required by (::WA Section 402(pX:3XB). Therefore,

reguir~nentsthe submittedofplansthis ~,,rVedot, dm.. as partial bases for the development of the

29. Each Perminee under the existing permit (Order No. 90-079), was required to
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs). conduct monitoring of storm water
discha~es, and evaluate their impacts on receiving waters. Information obtained from
these activities would have provided, basis for establishing numerical criteria or goals,
and in lieu of specific program requirements. However, these activities wet= not fully
accomplished during the five-year term of the permit. Storm ~ter eriteri¯

Envixonmentdevel°pment haSFedta.atk)n.been rec~ntiy sponsored by th~ USEPA in partnet~ip with the Water

30. The SWMP requited in this Order contains the components developed by the Stat~
Board’s Urban Runoff Task Force in consultation with the Stat~ Storm Water Quality
Task Force described in Finding 27 and with the cooperation of representatives from
the Perminees, environmental groups, and the industrial community.

The SVOdP includes requirements with compliance dates to provide specificity and
certainty of expectations, it also includes provisions that promote customized
initiatives, both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and implementing
cost effective measures to n~imiz= d~scharge of pollutants to the receiving water.
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The s’arious components of the SW~4P. taken as a ~’bole rather than individually, arc
expected to reduce poilu.rants in storm ~’ater to the "maximum extent practicable’.
The Permittees are required to conduct annual evaluations on the effectiveness of the
Storm Water ~,ianagement Program, and, if necessary, institute modifications to meet
this criterion.

3 I. This Order provides Permittees the flexibility to petition the Executive Offger to
substitute a BMP included under the requirements v,~th an alternative BMP, if they can
provide scientific information and documentation on the effectiveness of the
alternative, equal to or greater than the prescribed BMP.

32. Besides the above referenced state and federal laws and regulations, and water quality
control plans, the requirements in this Order are also based on th¢ following
guidelines, studies, considerations, reports and

a. Board Order 90-079 required the development and implementation of BMPs to
minimize pollutants in storm water to receiving ~mers. The Order was written
to allow maximum flexibility in developing pollution prevention programs.
The BMPs identil’~,-d by Permittees for implementation were often dissimilar
and implementation was scattered, in 1993, the Regional Board appcoved
thirteen baseline minimum BMPs to facilitate the implem¢ntation of �ountywi~
minimum ~quirement~ to encourage countywide consistency, and provide ¯
minimum measure of progress. These BMPs were selected from Pgrmitt~s’
MS4 programs. The thirteen BMP$ have been made a part of this Onlm’.
These B~4Ps a~: (i) Catch basin labeling, (ii) Public illicit discharges
(iii) Construction storm water ordinance, (iv) Public education and outreach,
(v) Catch basin clean-out, (vi) Roadside trash receptacles, (vii) Street
(viii) Inspections of vehicle repair shops, vehicle body shops, vehicle p~rts
and accessories, gasoline stations and restaurants, (ix) Proper disposal of littm’.
lawn clippings, pet feces, (x) Removal of dirt, rubbish and debris by homes and
businesses, (xi) Oil, glass and plastics recycling, (xii) Prop=r disposal of
household hazardous wastes, and (xiii) Proper water use and

b. In November 1992, the USEPA issued guidance for submittal of Pan II
application for MS4s. This guidance provides clarification on specil"~
municipal storm water program requirements that were not available to the
Regional Board when Order 90-079 was adopted. This Ordm" ita:oqxm’ates
th¢~� requirements to be consistent with the USEPA guidance,,

�. The Regional Board is the enforcing ,uthority for the ,o statewide g~meral
permits, described in Finding 10. which are issued to facilities in Phase I of the
Federal Storm Water Program (40 CFR 122.26). However, fr=quently,
indusu’ial and construction sites discharge directly into storm drains
flood control facilities owned and operated by the Permiuees. These indusu’i~
and construction sites are also regulated under local laws and regulations.
Therefore, a coordinated effort between the permittees and the Regional Board
is critical to avoid duplicative storm water regulatory activities and promote
storm v.mer program efficiency.
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..- d. The State Board adopted a dual annual fee structure for industrial facilities in
, the Phase I Program. Phase I facilities located in jurisdictions with a IriS4

permit are subject to a lower annual fcc ($250) than those industrial facilities in
areas without a MS4 permit ($500). The dual fee structure ~’as adopled to
allow Permittees to recover the annual fee diffcrential or portion thereof if
necessary, to support the MS4 program and also provide some oversight over
Phase I facilities.

e. The ROWD indicates that the Permittees have established ¯ subcommittee to
develop an enforcement/compliance strategy for industrial and commercial
facilities and construction sites. The Permittees have agreed to notify Regional
Board staff of industrial and construction facil.;ties which may not be in
compliance with the storm water regulations. The ROWD also indicates that
the Permittees will ensure that no grading and/or building permits are
without proof of �ompliance for those projects subject to Ih¢ GCASP.

f. Each Perminee owns/operates facilities where industrial or related activitiga
take place and/or enters into contracts with outside parties to carry out activitka
that may impact storm water quality. These facilities and related activitica
include, but are not limited to, street sweeping, catch basin ©leaning,
maintenance yards, vehicle and equipment maintenanc� areas, wast¢
stations, corporation and storage yards, parks ~nd rggrelliol~! facilitiea.
landscape and swimming pool maintenance activities, storm drain ~ystcm
maintenance activities and the application of herbicides and pesticides. As part
of the Storm Water Management Program, each Permittee is required to
all of the public agency related activiti~ and facilities for potential impact to
storm water quality and develop and implement BMPs to reduce pollutant
discharses from these activities/facilities.

Non-storm water discharges from these facilities and/or activities also affect
waler quality. This Order prohibits non-storm waler discharges £n)m public
facilities unless lhe discharges a~ exempt under Provision II (Requirem~ for
lllicil Conoection.slDischarges) of this Order or arc permil~ed by lh= ~
Board under a separale individual or Oeneral NPDE$ ix~mil.

g. USEI)A revi~v of activities conducted by the automotive ~ervic= ~
(including auto body shops, gas stations, aulo repair, used car
specialized repair, car wash~ car renlaL and truck mlal) indicales ~
aulomotive service facilities present a significanl polential for I]~ discharge of"
pollutants in storm water. The implementation of BMP$ al these facilities will
reduce the rel~ase of pollutants into storm water. A �ompliance review of
municipal pr~tr=atmenl and r~ults to date of storm waler i~spection ~
in California confirm t]~ USEPA f’mdi~,s.

TI~ LISEPA sponsored ¯ study in 1992 in California to chan~’leriz= m
water from gasoline stations, and demons~ate the ©ffectiveness of BMI~
reducin~ pollur.~nts in storm water. The study indicated lhat pollutsnls build up
dunng dry l~’~ioda, aod pollul~nt concentrations in storm waler reflect



_                     length of the b~ldup period. The stud)’ found that BMPs that addre~ gas
station conditions such as high volum~ v~hicle traffi�, and leaks and ~pills of
vehicle fluids, to be the n~st efl~.-ctive in improving storm water quality. The
Western States Petroleum Association has separately identified appropriate
BNIPs for implementation at gas service stations to reduce pollutants in ~orm
watel’.

IDevelopment tnerea~e~ the amount of pollutants |n In Ilrel and ~
p.ervious surface~, Ntorm ~ater tran~port.~ .~edimenl[ from ~gon~ttru¢l|on slit
and improt~erly managed �on.~truction .~ite malerial~ into stall, s
rivers de.~trovin~ fi~h~ildlifet and natural habita!~, N|any pollutants
.bind I0 sediment, In addiliont increase in impervious surfac¢~ in¢l’~i.~.
~he velocity and volume of .~lorm ~atert ~hich ~an erode stream
gai.~¢ turbidity t)ollution and .’~tream temperature, and cause
Prol)er development planning and implementation.of IlN, IPs ~0"~ ~-edu~
imDa~’ts a.~.~ociated ~ith �onstruction activiw ~’hile Drovidint~. ae~thetie an, I
economic benefits (i:’�onomi¢ Bene]~t.~ o( Runo~[ Controls. USEPA.
JJ’et/and~. Oceans. #nd JJ’ater~/ted~, I~’P~I Document No.

i. A compliance review of restaurants and similar food handlini~ facilities by
municipal pretreatment and storm water inspection programs in l..oa
County and the experience of other ~alifornia MS45 indicate that food
oil and grease, chemicals, and wash waters are sometime~ all,barged into the
storm drain system. The implementation of B~Ps at thee faciliti~ will reduo=
th~ release of pollutants into ~torm w~..

The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project (SMBRP) was e~tablished in 1988,
pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 320, when Santa Monies Bay
included in the National Estuary Program. The SMBRP, �omprised of
government, industry, and environmental representatives, prggluced ¯ Bay
Restoration Plan (BRP) to serve as a blueprint for the Bay’s recovery. The
Restoration Plan identifies 74 Priority Actions to be implemented to restore and
protect the Bay’s ecosystem, and to improve the quality of water~ flowing from
the Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area into the Bay. The BRP
was approved by Governor Pete Wilson on December 7, 1994, and the USEPA
on March 9, 1995. This ReFional Board adopted Resolution No. R94-.00510 on
May 9, 1994, supporting the Restoration Plan. As a key element of th= BRP,
the Plan contains extensive information regarding storm water management mid
provides guidance to the Regional Board for development of 8 ~trong,
environmentally sound storm water program. The Regional Board h~ the
responsibility to ensure that recommended actions are implemented by
Permiuees in the Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monies Bay WMA, and the
Baliona Creek and Urban Santa Mon~ca Bay WMA.

k. The Federal District Court, Central District, ruled in ~ (C.D.
Cal. 1994) that the California Department of Transportation had not
substantially complied ~Sth Order No. 90-079. The court issued ¯ ~
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Order to Caltrans to enforce compliance with the requirements of Order No.
90-079. The Court stated that in order to reduce pollutants to the *maximum
extent practicable’, a P~:rmittee must evaluate and implemenl BMPs, except
where, (i) other elTective BMPs ~+ili achieve gr~aler or substantially similar
pollution control henefits; (ii) the BMP is not technically feasible; or (iii) the
cost of BMP implementation gn:atly outweighs the pollution control

!. The Natural Resources Defense Counsel (NR[X:) filed a lawsui! against
Counly of Los Angeles for non-compliance with Order (~)-079 in the Federal
District Court, Central District, on Octoher xx. 1(~4. The parties to the
age in the process of reaching a settlement out-of-court. The NRD~ settled
similar lawsuits out-of-court in Iq93 with the cities of Beverly Hills, C~lver
City, El Segundo, and Hermosa Beach.

m. 40 CFR 122.26(dX2Xi) requires each MS4 Pennittee to demonstrate tha! it
implement and enforce the storm water management program ~t to
authority established by ordinance, statute, and/or contracts. Each Permitt~
must, in addition, acquire legal authority to enforce specific prohibitions whigh
axe included in this Order but ~gre no specifwd in Order 90-079, to encourage
countywide consistency.

Findine on RWL (see ~llle

33. The Regional Board has notified each Permittee. interested agenci~ and interes~d
persons of its intent to prescribe waste discharge requirements and an M54 HPDES
permit for storm water discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for ¯
public hearing and an opportunity to submit their written views and ~

:~4, The Regional Board solicited comments on early drafts of this Order from Pennitlee~
interested agencies, and interested persons. In addition, the Regional Board
w!.:th ~presenla..tives from P.e.rmittees, business associations, environmental groul~

Regional Board ~ also solicited feedback from the Santa Monica Bay
Committee on early drafts of the Order, and attended Permillee watershed ~
and public workshops to hear concerns. Regional Board staff have incorporaled
suggestions wherever appropriate, and addressed comments where pertin~t.

35. The Regional Board will notify interested agencies and interested persons of
availability of reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports, Work plans,
Performance Standards, and proposed Storm Water Management Plan revisions,
submitted in response to requirements of this Order and will provide them with ass
opportunity for a public hearing and/or an opportunity to submit their written views
and recommendations. The Regional Board will consider all conunents and may
modify the reports, plans, or schedules or may modify this Order in accordance with
the NPDES permit regulations. All submittals required by this Order conditioned with
acceptance by the Executive Officer Wil| he subject to these notification, �ommettt, trod
public hearing pmcedure~
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36 A municipal s~orm w~ter progr, un companion guidance manual is being developed V
~ under conu’act Io provide ~uidelines and assis: Permittees in complying with this

0
Order. Permittees who have gracioush, contrihuled funds to develop the guidance
manual, include the County of Los Angeles, and the cities of Culver City. La Canada
Flintridge, Los Angeles, P~lena, Rolling Hills Estates, Santa Ciarita. Santa Monica.

L
and Vernon.

37. The requirements in this Order, as they are met, an: in conformance with federal ~nd
state laws regulations, and guidelines developed for the implementation ther~f, and
water quality control plans applicable to the los Angeles basin.

38. The action to adopt a NPDES, permit is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality ,Act: Chapter .1 (commencing ~ith Section 21100)of Divi~on
13 of the Public Resources Code in accordance with Section 13389 of the California
Wat=r Cock.

39. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued, prior to the
.expiration date to include: changed conditions identified in technical ~
!ncorporate applicable requirements of statewide Wller quality control piing

water .Act, if th,..,,~..:.~:~:. _._-:’~./’. Y’ q,pruvea unaer ~’ction 402fn~ nf d~
�on~ins different �ondition~ or additional ~xluiren~n~ rm provided for in this Ord~,
The Order as modified or reissued shall also contain any od~ requir=monls or federal
or state laws, regulations and 8uidelincs al)piicabl� at di ~

¯      Tho Board, in a public hearing, hean:l and �onsidef~l all comments pertainin8 to lhe tentative             "
waste discharge requiremcnts.y (30) days from the date of its adoption provided the Regional
Administrator, USEPA, has no objectiop.t.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the County of Los Angeles and the Cities of Agoura Hilla, U
Alhambra. Arcadia. Artesia. Azus& Baldwin Park. Bell. Bellflo~er. Bell Gardens. Beverly
Hills, Bradbury. Burbank. Calabasas‘ Carson, Cenitos. Ciaremont. Commerce. Compton,
Covina. Cudahy. Culver City. Diamond Bar. Downey. Duarte. El Monte. El Segundo,
Garden& Glendale. Glendora. Hawaiian Gardens. Hav, lhome. Hermosa Beach. Hidden Hills,
Huntington Park. Industry. inglewood, irwindale. La Cafiada Flintridge. La Habra Heights,

8

Lakewood. La Mirada. La Puente. La Veme. Lawndale. Lomita. Long Beach. Los Angele$,
Lynwood. Malibu. Manhauan Beach. Maywood. Mom’ovia. Montebeilo. Monterey
Norwalk. Palos Verdes Estates‘ Paramount. Pasadena. Pico Rivera~ Pomona. Rancho Palm
Verdes. Redondo Beach. Roiling Hills‘ Rolling Hills Estates. Rosemead. San Dimas, San

8

Femando. San Gabriel. San Marino. Santa Ciarita. Santa Fe Springs. Santa Monica, Sierra
Madre. Signal Hill. South El Monte. South Gate. South Pasadena. Temple City, Torrance,
Vernon, Walnut, West Covina. West Hollywood. Westlake Village. and Whittier. in order to
meet the provisions contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulatiom
adopted thereunder and the provisions of the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and
guidelines adopted thereunder, shall comply with the following for the areas tmd~ theh"jurisdictions in the County of Los Angeles:                                                          ~.’
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t        A.    DIS(:HARGE PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS
I.    l:)ischa~e Prohibition

Each Permittee .~hall, within its jurisdiction, effectively prohibit non-stot, m
~ater discharge~ into the municipal sep,~at¢ storm se~ system (MS4) and
~atercour~ excep~ where such di~charge~ are ~ :

I. In compliance with a ~’parate NPDES permit: or
2. Identified and in compliance ~th Provision II.D (Requirements for

Iliicil Connections/Discharges: Non-storm Wirer Discharges), of thai

Discharges orieinatinl from federal stale or other fatiliiles
the Pe.-~iltee is nrcemnted from rt~ula|in~

(::omnliane¢ with this prohibition shall be --~¢~,----nlished by ---
~ith the rt~uir~menls of Ibis Ordlr..~.       -

oualilv obieclis.es, llnd wll~r _nu_-lilv sla.n.d__.rd~: : contained in the Basils
(e,’ater ~l~ty C’oatrol I)I,~ Los Aagele.~ Region: B~in Plan for tie
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura (’ounties. (’alifarnia Regional Water
Control Board Los ,4nge/es Regm~, ,~tontere~ Park, /994) ~:.-.~ ~ e:;;.-.

R0030029





...... ~’~’" ..... "~." ....
~" ...........e .... r.-.--’;;~-7.; -r ,~.:_

~ .:

................................ :: ~ ;~ -~.~’:

~ .. and amtndmtnls lht~lo, lad ~-imbienl water quali~*. They I~ inlend~ to p~tect the beneficial um and I~y ~
water qual~, ob]ectiv~ contained in the Basin Plan. The discha~e of sto~ water.
non-sto~ ~ater~ from a municipal sepa~te storm sewer system (M~I for which I~
discha~e~ are r~ponsible shall not cau~ �ontinuine or ~u~n~ imDai~ea� ~,
beneficial uses or exce~ances of water quali~- obiectiv~ in the ~eivin~ wate~ ~
Pe~itt~ will not be in violation of this p~v~ion ~ Ion~ as th~ a~ in ~m~!~-
with the r~ui~ments ~t fo~h in tb~ O~er.~                          -
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L          REQUIRF.MENTS FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

I. The County of Los Angeles is designated as the Principal Permittee.
L

2. The Principal Permittee shall:

Coordinate permit activitie,

b. Convene the countywide Executive Advisory ~:)mmittee
constituted pursuant to Pmvi~ion i.D.;

~ �. Provide personnel and fiscal resource~ to develop a Countywide
Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) which may then be
used to develop ¯ Watershed Management Area Plan for
wat~

~’~ d. Convene the Watershed Management Commitlee~ (WMC$)
" the designation of ~’Wesentatives to the WMCt, and

appointment of ¯ chair who will also lerve on the

: �. Provide ~1 and fiscal resoume~ for the developmem of~ WMAPg

~!! f. Provide ~1 ~d fiscal resouxces for updati~ and
modifying the CSWMP and the WMAI~

g. Provide technical and administrative support for both the EAC,
nand the WMCs constituted pursuant to Provi~ion I.E.;

h. Provide personnel and fiscal resource~ to complete Anntml
Reports including evaluations of monitoring program data and I
BMP effectivene~;

:

i.     Prepare and forward summaries and evaluations of program
compliance for submittal to the Regional Board, upon t’eceipt of
information and materials from the WMC~;

j. With guidance of the EAC, act as liaison between Permit~ea
the Regional Board on permit issue~ and t."

k~..~_.~_~ With guidance of the EAC, implement activitie~ outlined
in this JcOr4et=f~-j. +-�-Order for,H- ¯ Permittee and ¯
Principal Penmttee.

I~ L"~mll~l~’N1~3~$’~m-.l~mk1~O - ~ 25, ~ ".
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B. Perminees-
!.    Each Permittee shall ~ ++implement within it.~ jurisdiction

The storm water management l~roeram nro~i~ion~ of this Order, Unless Ot,L,~i-,~
sDeci~ed in Ibis (Jrdert lhe compliance dale for ,,11 .~egments of Ihe Drot, rllm
be iin~ert datq~ nine months’ fulhming date of adontion uf this Orderl.

_̄~x~.~..~.:?, ~.-            ,t.~_ ...........,~..~, .~ u.. ::~.~ ~ The (’ount.~id¢ Ntofm W~!¢r Management
Plan ((’N~,MP|, inv of its
revisions or amendments. Iha! will
developed accordin~ to the reouircments of

Each Petal�tee shall ~artieinale in the develol~menl t_-a
~er~ ntwcssarT thT modification of the (’SWMP, The C’SWMP.
aminimum, ~hall j~tclude tbe components of
management nro~ram defined in thi.~ Order and      is subieet
to++ approval by the Ex~utiv~ Office ++of the Re~ionBl

o .......

2. Each Permittee sh~ll _’~�’s)articit~ate in the develonment of the WMAP
for its rgspectiv¢ water~hed mana~emen! area through
Watershed Management (;ommittee (WM(~L The WMAP sbwn
include the components of the storm water management Dro~ra--
defined in this Order, the’ ~’SWMP, and any uther nnDlica~’-
Ir~’~uirements to reduce to the maximum extent Drnetic~lb~-"
pollutants in the discharee. Unon approval by the Executiv-
Officer. the WMAP for a particular watershed suDer~’d_~
CSW~|p and shaJl thereafter be imDlemcnted by each Permitlt.~

3. Each Permittee shall provide in a timely manner all informatie-
needed by the Principal Permittee for �omDietine the Annual

--

4.    Each Permittee shall4-~ coordinate among each Permittee’s internal
departments and agencies ’ ......~-’: ......,-- ...., : .... .:,:.:~ ....
~++~s nnnro_nriate~



~" :~. Each Pennittee’s City Administrator/Public Works Dirt’ctor shall appoint
4.+I ¢hnieall knowled eabl¢++ rcprcscn[ativc(s} Io the

Ext,’hal Agency Coordinalkm

l. The .l~rincipal Permitte~ will b~ provided an u~dated lia of NPDF.~
I~rm,ls on a quarlerly basis through th~ Regional Board’s electr~mi�
bulletin board, which may b~ accessed at {213} 266-7663, for u.~
each Pcrmittce to identify permitted sourc~ of activ~ non-storm
di~cha~ into ll~

2, Each Permitt~ ~II work with other agcnci~, to the extentand report to th~ Regional ~ on recommcndatiom to r=~olve may
~onflict~ which at= identifi=d b~t~-~n th= provi~ion~ of l~s P=nni!
th= requir~men~ of other r~gulatory agencit~, if lhcy deem it
h a~enci¢s, includ¢ but ar¢ not iimi~d m:

California l~partmcnt of Fish and
b. California l~partment of Toxic Substan¢¢$
�. California Coastal Commission
d. United States Environmental Protectk~
�. California i~partmcn! of Transpormlion
f. California Air R¢sour¢~ Board

D" Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

I. The Executive Advisory Comminee shall consist of ¯ voting
r~’es¢ntative from the County of Los Angeles, I~� City of Lm
Angeles. r~pmsentatives from the Malibu Cr~k. Santa Clara Riv¢r, am:l
Dominguez Channel WMAs, and two from the San Gala/el Rive., Lo~
Angeles River, and the Baliona Cr~k WMAs. for a total of ei¢v~
voting members. The Regional Board Executive Oftic~. will appoint
Regional Board r~prescnta~ive, a member of the public, and
industry representatives as non-voting mcmbgcs on I]~ EAC.

2. "rh¢ Priacipal Pennitt¢e shall provide th¢ EAC with the opportunity Io:

Advise the Principal Permiaee on the development of the
CSWMP, and countywide programs to be developed by the
Principal Permiuee;
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b. Coordinate implementation of storm water quality management
~I~ activities of regional significance (such as watershed.wide and

�ountywid~ B,~tPs, public outreach and education;

�, Make recommendations on county-wide issues to each W~4C;

d. Review the WMAPs developed by each WMC and provide
direction and guidance for consideration by the W?dC;

e, Assist the Principal Permittee in compiling sununaries ~d
evaluations of compliance for submittal to the Regional Board.
upon receipt of information and materials from the WMCa;

~ f. Guide conflict resolution among Permittees and advi~e
Principal Permittec on it~ liaison responsibilities to the Regional

Coordinate the implementation of pilot proj~tz to ~
pollutant sources, cvaluate BMP appropt~atene~, m~d ~

E.    Watershed Management C’ommi~..,~.a (W~4Cl)

!. Em:h Watershed Management Committee shall be �omprised of ¯ voting
representative from each Permittee in the WMA. The Executive Offg~’
of the Regional Board will appoint a Regional Board rept’t~,-ntativ=, ¯
member of the public, and an industry representative as non-voting
n~mber~ on each WMC.

2. in the inter~t of minimizing the burden on m~all cities of participating
in the committee process, each WMC’$ representative to the EAC ahall
be a Permittee other than the City of Los Angeles, with the iarg~
population. In WMA$ with two representatives on the EAC, the
as ¯ whole shall select the second representative. Whet= the population
of the EAC reWesentative municipality is less than 100.000, the
Principal Permittee will provide some resources to the Pg~’mittee in
carrying out it~ role on tl~ EAC.

The WMC’$ chair and ~’cretary shall be chosen by the WMC. In the
absence of volunteer Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal
Perminee shall assume those roles, until the WMC approves qualified

4. The W~IC shall under the legal authority of it~ membe~ Pennitte~
obtained in H. below:.

a. ~lish goals and objectives for the ~
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V
b. Pfioritize polludon control efforts;

0

months of app~val of the completed ~NWNIP: The WMA~
sh~ll..include a sch~ul¢ of implemen!ation,~

appmphat¢ c~g~ w ~ CSWMP ~ ~ ~

~ ldenti~, ma ~a~ of the lndust~aflComm¢~lml Eduemt~~’
~u~¢ identification ~ram, a minimum of t&~ ~1~

Ih¢ datmba~ d~ in this O~¢r, bas~ on the

Extent of ez~su~ of the indust~m~=~
mctivi~ to s~o~ wate~
Tv~ and auali~ of non sto~ water d~hu~,
~imila~ of indust~aUcomme~ial actWi~ t-
indust~ul aetivi~ ~ulat~ under ph~ I:

Tv~ of chemical contaminants and wmst~ ~i~
~hat can ~ome exposed to sto~ wmte~
~xistence o~ duplicate ~ulato~ D~ms of Otk~
a~enci~ qhat emphas~e waste ms~a~ent mud
minim~e exposu~ of theindust~aU~mme~t
mctiviW to sto~ wat~
Num~r of faciliti~ in wate~h~:
P~f~ional unde~tandine of th~
indust~aUconm¢~ial ~tor w~te ~apae~=~-

Any other info~ation that indi~t~ a si~i~q
~tential for ~ntamination of store wat~,~
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storm ~mer discha~ed from s~tes of industrial activity+~.J.++.

0

~ ~r~e of untreated wash waters to the M~-~

L
~hen pa.~ .~tations: auto repair estates, or --.i.--..ilar -----
lra~iliti~ are clean.It

iL Prohibit discharge of untrealed wa,;tewatcr lo the M.~4 fr’J
,mobil[, auto ~ashinf..~team cleaning, mobile CaiT~
and other such mobile ¢ommereial and industrial

iil. Prohibit to the maximum eltent nraetieable di.~¢ha~-~ to I~,             3
MN4 from area.~ ~here renair of ~-’~hinerv and enuinmen!
|ncludine motor vehicles, ~ hick are visibly leakine oil. ~.’-"
or antifreeze is undertaken.

~v. Prohibit discharges to the MN4 fre,- utor~.~.~ are.as ~_°
materials �ont~inine erea~, oil. or other
sub.~tanees fe.~., motor vehicle nartsL and u .~-"
recentacles ¢ontaininf J~s,~rd_,~_s

v. Require nlacemen! of machinery or eauit:.T.~=t Ibat Is to
~D~ired or maintained in areas susceptible to or ex¢~;.-~
storm water, in a manner ~here leaks, sniffs ~nd_
maintenance related nollutants are no! discha~-d to

vL Reauire regular ;wecnin~ or otber eauallv effective measu~-:
Io remove debris from ~ommereiai/industrial motor vebifl
l)arkins~ tots with morg ehan t~enty-five narkine sn~.~ t~ U
are Jocated in areas susceptible to or eznoscd to storm

vii. Renuire rgmoval and ProPer disposal ot all fuel and ebeml..~ I
Irgsidue, animal ~aste. ~arba~e. batteries, or other t~-~

potentially harmful materials ~bicb are located in
suscentible to or exnosed to storm water"

viiL Re~]uire disposal of b-,,rdous waste at an at)nronrtag!
disposal site. and not in trasb containers used for munJeiosl
lrasb disnosal: sod                                   ¯

viz. Re~]uire Droner disposal o~" food wastes by tbe f-~-:~
and food distribution industry,�-~

b. Prohibit illicit discharges and illicit connections to dg MS,4 and
rcquir¢ removal of illicit �onnections;
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�. Control the discharge of spills and the dumping or disposal of
n~te~ls other than storm water (e.g., industrial ~md commercial
~tes. trash, debrL~ motor vehicle Iluids~ gr~,’en waste, animal
~stes. leaves, di~ or other landscape debris) to the MS4 ;

d. Control through interagency or inter-jurisdicth~! agreement~
among Permittees the discharge of pollutants from one portion of
the MS4 to another;

f. Conduct inspection, surveillance and monitoring
necessary to determine �omplianc= and non-compliance with
permit conditions including the prohibition on illicit di~char~a

3.    Each Permitt~ ~all:

Provide to the Principal Pennitte~ for ~ubmittal to lh= Executive
Officer of the Regional Board within 120 day~ oi" the
date of this Order ’ .... ~:-’- -~ ’- ’: .... " copies ofordinangt$,
regulations, and other legal documents establishin~ ~
muthority43rJ-++, or In lhe

A ~tateme~t ~----= ...... ~ .... ¯
representative legal counsel that the Permitt~e ha¯
obtained all necessary legal authority to ~omply with thia
Order.l-i-~H,++, referen¢in~ lhtt le~tl tulborllv Wlg"
aeecincitv: tad/or++

ii.    ’ ....... "Y --"---~-!- f~. =--~=:=- ::’:-:::: .:-= :=:.~.;:.’1~
(~ ~ Provision I.H.3~i.

is only partially fulfilled-+3+�-~. ¯ limelv ~ehedule for
obtainin~ adet]uate le~,,! authority to eomt)~ with
Order. enumeratin~ with st)ecifi¢iW !~=_!
authority which remains to be .

compliance with this Order, the Countywkk Storm Water
Management Plan, and/or the Watershed Management .Ages
Plans.

Any Perminee may petition the Executive Offxa." to:

(l~ll,~l~g ~ (:g~4_pl4’r.3A              22
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Subs~itule for an)’ BMP identified in this Order. the CSWMP. or the
WMAP, if the Permittee can demonstrate through documentation and/or
scientific data. that the proposed ahernative BMP:

i. will achieve greater or substantially similar reduction in ~xm
water pollutants: and

ii.    will he implemented witl~n a similar period of time,.

b. Eliminate any storm water BMP identified in this Ordeg, the C’SWMP,
m~l/or the WMAP. for its jurisdiction if it can demonsttlte through
documentation and/or scientific data, that the BMP " ¯

i.    Not technically f~bl=, or

ii.    The cost of implementation greatly outweighs the pollution
control

The Executive Offices’ will approve or disapprove the petition in Iccord~
with Provision 14 (Requirgments for Prosnun Managen~nt:

Adm~s~a~v~ ~

The adminis~ative review ~ fom~izes ~e procedure for ~

this Order. In addition, i~ provides a meU~d to resolve any diff~ in
compline ©~l~’C~tio~s herwee~ ~e Regio~l Board a~l Pe~l~s, ~ to
imtiating cnforcement action.

i. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, program
~m, maries, and implementation and compliance schedules, developed by
a Permittee under the provisions of this Order shall be submitled to
Executive Officer for approval. The Executive Officer will notify
Permittee and the Principal Perminee of the results of the review ~d
approval or disapproval within 120 days. if the Executive Officer has
not responded within 120 days, �-+the submitta! sball I~
annrovgd and if applicable,++ the Permittee .shall implement the
submitted IC~Lx.~.’.~,:.° ^--. program components without
mo<fification.

2. If the Executive Officer finds that’a Permittee’s ~torm water program
insufficient to meet the provisions of the Permit~ the Executive Officer
shall send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (’NIMC)" to the
Permittee, with specific findings in support of the insuffgient
determination. The NIMC shall include a time frame by which the
Permit’tee must meet with Regional Board staff.
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The Permittee. upon receipt of a NIMC. shall meet and confer
with Regional Board stall" to clarify the steps to be taken to
completely meet the provisions of this permit. The meet and
confer sessions shall be for the purpose of developing additiom
and enhancements Io the jurisdiction’s storm water program.
The meet and confer period shall conclude with the submittal to
and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written "Storm
water Program Compliance Amendment (SIVA)" which shall
include implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may
terminale the meet and confer period after ¯ reasonable period
due to a lack of prot~r~ss on issues and may order submittal of

i the SPCA by a specified date, The NIMC shall include ¯ date
! by which the Permitlee must meet with Regional Board stiff.
t Failure Io submit an acceptable SIVA by the specified dale shall
I constitute a violation of this Order.

t b, The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SI~.A

i or an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of ¯ SPtT.A by

! the Executive Officer shall slate the reasons for the failure to
t approve the SPCA. A Permittee that receives ¯ rejectioa ofm

Si)CA shall have sixty (60) days to remedy the specified
deficiency and resubmi! the SPt~.A.

�.    The Perrnittee shall comply with the terms of the SIVA. ~
Pennittee shall submit reports to the Executive Oflkel’ of                   ¯

0~ progre~ made under the SPCA. The frequency of Ira)gross ~’ ---~
report submittal shall be quarterly unless otherwise presoribed
by the Executive Officer, Failure to comply with the tenm sad
conditions of the SPCA shall constitute ¯ violation of this Ord~
and shall be cause for immediate Administrative Civil Liability
as prescribed by the Executive Offizer.

I
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!. The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list of interested

parties, organizgd by WNLAs, for distribution of documents that require the
TExecutive Officer’s approval. The Regional Board will provide the Principal

Permittee with the initial list of inten:~l partiea.

2. The Principal Permittee shall distribute for public comment the initial C’SWMP.
WMAPs and other storm water Program Requirement~ that are submitted to the
Executive Officer for approval. The public comment period will run
~:oncurr=ntly with the Regional Board’s review pet’iod.            , ¯                   .~

3. Interested parties wishing to comment on the initial CSWMP. WMAi~ and

~
other storm water Program Requirement~ in rgview, must submit their

. ¢omment~ in writing to the Executive Officer no later than 45 days at~er the
~ Principal Permittee ha~ made the document available to the public. Region~
; Board staff will maintain a list of intere~ed parlie~ who have reque~,d to

i receive announcement~ of permit ~-IaJgta.

~ ~lt~ (12/1~k ~ (~l~l_lu~t~l,..~A             ~
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Ii. REQUIREMENTS FOR ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / DISCHARGES

++llllicit !;’onnections I Di~har~es i.~ divided into thr~t sub-sections, lilieS"
connections; Illicit di~charl;es: and Non-storm ~ater di,~char~es. Chances ~’~i-- /_made bn.~cd on comments bT Permittees on the .~eptember 15, 1995 nnrlin! drafl
One Permitter .~u~e~ted that this Section be re,erred ~ith the next (i.e.
.sources ahead of illel~al). |h)~c~er. this .~eetion includes pt’rmi.,tsibl¢
~attr di~harg_�.~, teleran! to I)ischar~e Prohihition~ of the Order, In m_d~itio-
~hT empha%i.~ of the Industriai/f~’ommfr~ial .~4t’ction is on ~ollution u)revention, n

Direct illici! �onnection.~ to thor M.%I include phvsical �onnections of #anitgry
¢ommercia!, or industrial nigine Ior channel~) carr)ine unlrcated or narlial;-;
treated ~’ast~r ~-aler.% Nuch connections a~ sometimes Unauthorized. and may L.
intentional of’ mc~dcnia; due ~[o mi~takq~’~ ~dentification of --nitary sewer lines,
Illicit connections can r~ult in continual or intrrn~ittent noa-.~!orm wi~er and
waste ~ater dk~char~es contaminated ~*ith palhoeens and pollutants to Ihe
~investi_~ation of Inappropriate Pollutant Entries into Storm Drainaee
USEP,A Document No/600/R-92J238|,++

!. The Principal Pcrmi.¢� in consultation with the EAC shall develop ¯
O t model program for the elimination of illicit �onnections to th~ MS4

�onnection ~ identification and elimination pcoc~u~#;

Ix Methods to prioritize potential problem areas, including, but not
limited to old �ommercial/industrial areas, and areas with
industry listed under subchapter N of 40 CFR Pans 40~ -4~1;

/
�~ Methods to utilize results of field screening activities, and oth~

appropriate inl~natkm;                                                  .

(̄~ -0-~1-~-. Storm dra~n insp~tions schedule for illicit corm~ctions;

~ ++�~0-. $~dardized record keeping to docum~t illicit
conn~tions; and

~ -0.+fl~. Enforcement procedu~s 1o t~rninal¢ illicit connections.
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Each Permitlee shall based on the model program, as appropriate,
develop and implement ++by linserl date]+-+ a program to identify and
eliminate illicit ,J;....~._._._ ......... .,. k..~z.’-:~.O, !~, !~-"l ~

Other Prohibited Activities

I. Each Permillee shall prohibit by legal authority, by July !$, 1996, lay
person from ++leoaform with le~tal authority teelioal4~.

a.    l~ausin8 or allowing illicit discharges to be nutde into Ihe MS+I;

b. Establishing ~ing or maintaining an illicit c~mectioo to the
MS4;

|

e. UsinB ~ny pesticide, fungicide, or herbicide whose sale has
volunumly discon~nucd or is proldbited by Ih= USEPA;

f. Washing ~ toxic materials from paved or unpaved areal

Washing ,tde+mJ- impervious surfs:ca in industrial/�omm~cjal
a/eas +rote1- +’~’hich mulls in ¯ discharle (94-t, the MS4,

¯ "~State or local he¯llh Ind safety codes or ,)ermitled "~;r
~eo¯rate NPDES Derail++: and

storm drains.

D, Non-storm Water Discharges

,’t-t-Non-store w¯ter discharees in eomDli¯nee with ¯ sep¯rate NPDE~ ;-
WDR permit or eranted ¯ discharge exemotion by the Executive Off~r.~-
the ite~ion¯l Board ~)r the State Board are not prohibited -,,dq"
Order.-~-                                 -

The following non-storm water discharges need not be prolu’bited:

a. Flows f~om riparian habitats or wetlmm~
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b. Diverted su~m fiow~
~’~ �. Springs:

cL Rising ground watet~
e. Uncontaminated groundv,~ter infiltration: and
f. Discharges or fio~ from emergency fire fighting activities.

The Executive Officer. upon the presentation of evidence in accordance with

categories of non-storm water discharges under this sub-sectio~

2. Conditionally Exempted ~

The following non-storm water discharges need not be prohibited.
However. if they are identified by either a Permittee or the Executive
Officer ~s being ~ sources of pollutants to rec~ivin~
waters, then appropriate BMPs to minimize the adverse impacts of such
sources shall be developed and implemented under the CSWMP or’ the
WMAPs in accordance with Provision "" "" ,’ .

b. Water line flushing:
�. ++Polable water ~ources I includine P.~w~ from

failure, nrgssur¢ rtleam, ~’stem maintenance,
develot)ment, I)umn lesline, fire hvdrae! ~ow luting

!~.,~                               Ilushine an4 dewalerine of nipes, reservoirs, vaults, and
die �o;~dueted in accordance with ~h¢ industry-wide standard
Pollution PlN~’gntion Practices develooed by the
Water Works ?kssociation. (?alifornia- Nevada ~,¢tio,,
eouivalent document: and in ¢omnlianee with a~
reouircments estab!,.’_~hed be a Perm~i!teel:

d.++ Foundation dra~s;

f++ "l~J-.    .Air conditioning ~;

¯                  orina    swimmine
_discharees (ez¢|udes filter

k-~ "~-t-~. Hydraulic g~ib abatem~t; and
-~ -~m++. FlushL,~g of i~du~ti~� tra~¢ loops ~ b¢



Th~ Executive O~c~r, upon th~ presentation

:’" ~;~;~:~)1 ~!I,D,4,~. myi~l~� o~ cat~ri~ or ~o~ wal~

~ follo~ng ~n-~o~ ~t~r

Io =limit{( ~ die.g(, or ~v(lop
~v(~ im~c~ ~lo lh{ m~imum

~vision "" "" -’ ¯

b. Si~k ~

~ Ex~utiv= 0~, u~ ~ ~~ of ~, my i~l~

fo~h in Section A ~bov¢, ~be ~�~ for ¢onside~tion ef I
~u~t for ¢~em~/ion of ~ aon*slom wller d~h~e ~ i=~-
~ae or mo~ of the follo~ia~:~

~n~tion ~t ~ di~
~c~ of ~ll~ to ~eiving wale~

di~s~ ~ve ~n fo~

detemin~ feasible~ that

p~c~bl¢" ~d minimi~ ~v~
~, with aa implemtntatioa ~b~ule: ~: :
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V
................. ~ ........... e ................... [-..:.-- .:1
~;.~..~ z.., t~-.,..z._.. I ~

)n~naeement ~uidelin. So u~e in pr~narin~revie~ine ~EOA d~uments, and in lin~
~form ~ler oualit~’ mili~atioq fonditions to I~al di~tiona~ ~i~l aop~vals
~onths after ~it

The ~uidelin~ shall add~ the n~ntalion or
Qf a~as lhat p~vide water quali~’ ~nefils su~5 as ~n~--
Torrido~ and wetlands and p~mote n~l~lion of
b~loeical int~tw of d~inaee s~’stems and water -

...... ~vi~ fh~ Guid~lin~ for the ou~
makine anp~p~ale ~ih{ations in their
p~du~ by 15 months after Ez~utive O~eer aB~’BI

~                   ~~. E~hP~in~l~~

ii. ~ ~; ~

4. Pl~i~ C~i

16 months after avv~val of the ~SWMP bY the E~~-

~. ~ . , ,_g_, ...... -__
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Priority ~ ~: For projects that meet the
3criteria in l~’ovision I;;’. * , -,

;!.~::.:!::dl Priority Pmj~:t, each P¢rmilt~ dudl ~
T-’.----~ ~ ~ ~Izn [irban ,~!orm t¥=l~r Mili=zlion Pl=n be submilled

¯ pprovcd prior Io Ihf issuanc~ of ant" st=din= or bgil~ja-

B~IPs to ’-:-:-:-= =~ ...... ~.:::: _~.~---~ ~:~

~ ¯ ~:~ ~ ~- ~ ..........

g
~ ~ implement, to the maximum extent n~cticzble.

~tabJi~h~ by =npmn~ate =ove~mental n=enci~ uader CEO~
~tion 4~ of the ~’A. JocaJ o~inanc~ tad other ~i]
¯ utho~tim intcnded tO minim~� impacts f~m slo~ water
on the biolo=ica! Jnt~ of natural d~ins~e systems rand

~ ~. ~imi=, to ~ ~ ~t

to ~low mo~ ~ia~on of ~o~ ~

~ ~. ~imi~, to ~ ~ ~t
p~d~ble, ~g lot ~llufi~ ~u~

~ ~ll~ (1~1~ ~_M~ 4]
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of appropriazc BMPs such ~s retention.
infihralion~,++ and
bou.~eketpinzt+-+

~i~ .~.. Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of
vet~’ctafion from the project sile including, but
limited to. regulation of fl~ I~ngth of tim~ durin~
which soil may be exposed and, in certain
sensitive ~ the prohibition of barn soil.b.f

a~ronrimt¢++ I~rman~n! controls Io reduce
----.~1 pollute!

load produced by I~� developmen!

extent ~l¢.

~-~The Permitt~e may rarer nnnJicants, to the

Ouafirr Task i:~rtej Sacramento. C/t. 799,?. their revisions.
.~’ount~’ide Storm ~’aler Manaeement Plan. Documen! 1~.
~PA K40 B 920002 (1993)t nnd similar manuals for specific
luidsnce on seJectine nOStoconstruction BMPs for red~H~8
DoJJutant~ itt storm water dischnr~

lnformntJon Pro~re~i)~veJoner

The Principnl Permittee shall develop a model nr~L~rnm by {~e
months after permit issuance) to inform deyeJoners
discretionary anprovab about:                         -

8. D~veJopment and construction storm water m~n~_~emeuP
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V
CounW~,~d¢ Guidelines

The Principal Perminee in consultation ~th lee EAC shall
develop bv ~"~-"-’~-- ’ ~ "r¯ , .......... . :.’~;t.++(14 months after
~dontion)++, ~ part of Ih~ ~ .’~’(’ounlYwide Pl~n4-~,
minimum r~commended r~luiremenls and { E.~.L% *--

]~r~¢tie~ ~BNIPs| for ~1!+~- developmen! projecl �onslrl~-Ii~
aclivilies. Requirements and HMPs appropriate for ~
~ "~-various ncti~ili~++ shall be developed along wile
ch~klists fur us~ in d~gn and inspection. TI~ ~
~ +-~’ounlY~ide Guidelines++ s~il:

~ ~ Add~ss multiple ++construction aetiv#y
related4-~ polJutan~. ¯

~i~ ~..~_IIL~_. Focus on BMPs such as source minimization,
~’ducation, good hous~eepins, Rood waa~
mm~asement~.++ and So~xl sh~

~~ctivi!ies wi[h ~h= potential ~o l~memle~ pollutant loads;

~ ~ Reouire retentionS- on the sJl~___a_~_~
the maximum extent practicabJe, of"
sedin~nt. �onsu’uction waste and other
pollu~nts from construction activi~/;

~ .... .~-:;--~:~...:~.~J +~L ReouJre. to the maximum extent
nracticable, muna~,ement~- of"
excavated soil on site to minimize
the amount of. sediment

J~mi(ed-to~ ~ Require. to the maximum exten! practicable, use of struetur-a
drainage controls to minimize ghe e$ca_De of sediment and og_~--:
nollutants from the site,++

r--
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V
................. ~.- .’I~.T.~ U

~ ~ Re!luire. 1o Ihe maximum Cxlen.l practicable, eonls|n~;r.,;: : ,Lt

of non-storm w~iter I’mm ~.]uipm~nt ~ld vg~li¢l¢ wl.l~ng
�onstngtion .~te~. unle~ t~ated to t%-rnovg lediment~ mid
pollut~n~

¯ .~.!:.--; ....., .......... ~, ........,".-- ¯ (n,,n)~ ~ (7onslruetlon t~’onlrol
Messure~�-I.

~ -H-a~. E~ch Permiltee .~lll de, lop a regulatot~ I~{)gram
,J~miiP~i~.-I.~ for construction activiti¢~ con~i~.nt
with th~ (.~ountywide Guideline~ ++by ~6 monlbs slier
E.leculiv¢ Officer annri)vl!l of IV.B.I.s.I-H-. TI~
Program ~1~11 require, i~or to the iiiuan~ of any
�’+buildinR or tradint _Dermlt. nrenaraliol.-H-.

~ of ~pl~’tq~t’iate wet weather erosion control �-�-and storm water ~llu .1~-_
Inn ~ " n lude b elai                        ¯

:’!., , ,.

:__,~    "’ }: :PrioH~l,
Proiecl plans musl include s nsrl-alive distuslioll of
I~lPISOnS usltJ ~or seleelinl or rli~linl Ihe BNIPI, in lien of

~n a statement on the plan to the effecl: As I~-
.arehitect/eneineer of record, I have selected
IB.NIPs to effectively minimize the nelative imnscls of

Droiect o~ner and contractor are aware tha! the
BNIPs must be installed, monitored, and mainlsine~l
.ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs no! _,e_!_-cled fo.-
implementation are redundant or deemed not IDD_I_’_w~__~.~_
the DroDosed construction sgtivities~ ++

Permtltee shall ,mplement s procedure by ~6 monlhs after
i~susnce| ~hereby the Permittee shall not issue a gradin~ I~i~it f:-

oil. DEI&C{)I~ II~,~g ~ (I~1_1111"3,A            4~
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4-1-]’ ~. Procedures to keep sewage spills or leaks from ~
o~eraled by ¯ Permitte¢ from4.~ end-ring ~h¢ MS,! to

+~+ :~::~. Procedures to identi~v, _repaint. and remedilte ~niWy N
blockages, cxfiltratio~ ovemow, and wet weather overlkjw~
from sanitary sewers 4"+ooermled bv ¯ Pemiflet,-o..�-. to
MS, I;

+.3+ �-~-�-. Proced,res to tx’wond to overflows, foilow-,p tests, and
investigate complaints~ ~

the Permiflee is able
i.vcstieate a.v SUSDeCtq~l
connections or cross

to the MS4. usin~ technic]u,
ms++ field screening, sampJinS.
smoke/dye testing. 8rid TV
inspection, ~ ~
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V
Public Construction Activities Management

O,14-J, +-~�-�-. Storm water management requirements for the design and
construction of public facilities comparable to requirements for

Lprivate development;

~ ++b+4., Procedures to seek coverage, as an option, under ~ Order for
construction activity listed in Proviskm
~..~J.E~?.~.z~. ~th a disturl~d area of five acr~ or
(Phase I, 40 CFR 122.26) ~hich ate owned and operated by ¯
Permittec if the Principal Permittee in �oasultation with the FAG

~ ~___.]:~. A process for notifying the Regional Board of public
construction activity owned or operated by the Permittge.;

~ :~i[~. A checklist of construction activity BMPa uain~
BAT/BCT criteria fo~ public con.muctioa activity;

~ :~:[il_~. A procedure to verify implementation of gomtngtioa
activity BMPa;

441+ :~I::~. A requiren~-nt to prgpa~ and retain ~ite apegilk
SWPPP~;

efi~ctiveness of SWPPPs at public construction activity,
and certify compliance with thh Ord~.

":’-~":::’~ "-":’" :,::::, :’:;;::’: :::-= -’!: ~’-:: -:: -:::-.-:: ~:-:’---.::.~:.~ ::::’::~.’" L~

r ........... ¯

Vehicle MaintenanccAVlaterial Storage Facilities

~ +-+a+-+. Model pollution prevention plan for public vehicle
ma~ntenanceJmaterial storage facilities which have ~ po~nt~l
to discharge or discharge pollutants into storm wa~. A public
vehicle maintenanceJmatcrial storage facility is any
o~-d or operated facility or por~on the~x)f ~

"1~ ++i++. Conduc~s indumial activity, operates equipmem, handles
materials, and provides services similm to Fede~J
! facilities;

D~I i Cl31~ t iZ Ii~’~g Nm~ CO~-PMTJA 49
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~ ++ii-~. Performs fleet v~hicle maintenance on ten or
v©hi¢l~s including r~pair, ~shing. and fueling;

+e.J. ~4~-~i~. Performs maintenance and/or repair of heavy ilglustria]
machine~’/equipmcnt;

~ ~�’�’, Stores chemicals, raw materials or waste materials in
quantities that requir~ a hazardo~ rnate~Is busine~ plan
or a spill prevention, control and �ountgr rneastu~ plan+l

44+ :~:. BMPs to improve ~it© specific pollutant gontrol including, but
not limixxl to:

,{~ �-�-H~. Good Hou~keeping ~

44J, �-~h~.. Illicit discharge go~tgol~

~, ’l~ �,+~I.. Training for employm ~ o~
~ outdoor loPing/unloading of mlterialg

.
eontrol:++

~ ~. Regular main~ of m:atment structur~ inch
sumps, oil/water separators, and equivalent; and

Management
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~ -+’~. Procedures for application of pesticides, herbicides,

iv.    R~ k~i~.

~ ~. ~~ ~ minimi~ ~ ~t~ ~llut~ ~ ~i~

to ~k �ove~�, as an option, under thlt Order for d~ha~ of
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BMP~ to minimize tra~, debr~ and other pollutant~

R~ti~ ~ coll~ion ~g, ~ ~ ~

~blic ~h to ~te ~ ~blic a~ ~ of
illicit di~.

B~Ps f~ In~ M~ntc~ m ~ ~pl~t~ i~l~

l~ion ~ clewing of ~tch ~ ~ ~y I
~ ~~ 30 of ~h ~

~tch

~to~ I ~ ~1

~ of ~ ~ dens ~m ~ �~l

of ~ y~

~~t ~ ~ ~i~:

~~ to identify ~ ~bl~ ~ of
¯ ~e for ~ ~~ ~

~~ to ~ ~mimim~e to the ma~mum
extent p~cti~bl~ ~ di~e of ~n~
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Program to inves~i~alo d~ f~sibility of" d~’ ~il~s, ilow
diversion from [h~ M~4 to municipal ~a,s~¢ ~tct ~
planL~ ~h~r~ appropria~=.

Stre~s and Roads Maintmlanc~

H̄i++. A~ ~ monthly: md

:~ti..~.. Where fetsible, areas 8eneratin8 aignifgant refuse moee

BMP,t for existing saw-cut management and pavia8
practices to include but not limited to:

+i+ :~:L~.. Avoidance during we~ weathw, and

~ ~b4-4-. Material slorage away from drainage meal to

~i¢-�.. Good housekeeping practices to insure Iwoper

~ ~oilection. transport and dispose!~ of m~ntenance ~mte ~t
¯ pprolx~at¢ d~spos~l f~�~iit~es ~n accordance with
applicable fedend, state, and local law3 and regulations;

++h,++. Manaseme~t of concrete materials and wastes including
Ixa not limited to:

~ ++8~. Washout of concrete trucks off- or on-site in

ditches, sucets, o~

~ :~:~[t:~. Material storage under cover, away from drainage

~ -I-t~-+. Avoidance of excess mixing of coecrete or

~. Employee Training to:

~ ++t++. Promote a clear understarxling of the lx)te~ fee"
maintenance activities to pollute storm water, and
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~ ++b-~-. idcmit’y and select appropriate BMPs;

~.~. ~, ...., ,-. .................

...... ~ ~- ~,"~-.

~
" .

~ ::L:LI.~. P~rkin8 Facilities Maned.mere to include:

~ :L~J~:, Periodic hard.pc Rnd --~ch I~sin �leanins oa Pemdllee

spaces which are exposed or suscel~ble Io morro wI~,,
~o reduce oil Lnd gr~a.~, suspended pmlicul~ ~
¯nd I~troleum byproduc~

~ i~, io w v             dusl

~3~Ia.~..~." ¯ d

L~. ~44+. Public Industrial ,k~ivi~

~ :~:L~.. Procedures ~o seek coverage, as an opdon, undeT this OrdeT for

~ wh,ch arc owned or opcraled by a P’-’TTni~e-~ll;
¯ e Principal Permine~ L. �ons.ltadon wi~ ~he E~C develol~

~ :L:Li~. A proc~ for .o~inS ~h~ R~io.al ~ of public
indus~aJ facilities o~ed or opcTa~d by ~he Penn/flee;

~ ++ii++. A cbecldist of BM])s using BAT/I~q" c~teTia for public
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++V__.__~_~.PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION AND
PARTICIPATION

To reach as many Los Angeles County residents as possible, a comprehensive
educational outreach approach shall be undertaken under this permit, in recognition of
the importance of public education to el’l~ti~,e slorm water management solutions,
this order calls Ibr immediate pcrmi.ce public outreach �fforts at a specified minimum
level as well as a longer term eflbrt to develop an integrated, eumprehensive
outreach program. As part of the immediate cflbn, each Pennitte¢ is expected
choose an appropriate combination of oul~’-ach tools and activities to raise public
awart~ss of storm water issues and impro~.¢ water quality in their own individual
jurisdictions, with efforts at a prescribed minimum level as described below. As part
of the longer term �ffo~. each permittee is expected to contribute a "lair" share and
work ~ ++eoJlaboralivelv-~- to develop a �ompcchemive
outreach/education program countywide and within tbeir watevJhed~

There art two main objectives of the public education program over both the ~bort and
longer term. The first objective is to measurably increase the knowledge of the
audiences r~garding: a) the MS4. b) the locations and significan�e of Lo~ Angel¢~
County watersbeds, c) the impacts of storm water pollution on receiving wate~ and
d) solutions by the I, ar~ct audience to the problems caused. The second objective
measurably change the behavior of target aodicnces in implementing appropriate
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~ iii. Training materials for educating Permittee employees
r~a~ding, the storm water permit;

iv. An accurate, up-to-date listing of contractor ~
developer storm water management tr~ning progrm~
available in the areg

v. An up-to-dale checklist and ¯ brochure explaining
contractor and developer needs as it relates to Provision
IV (Development Planning I (:on.strnction) of this Order
for u.~ at ¯ Permittee’s planning/permitting counter;, and

~ vi. Education materials (a minimum of three pieces) for
,~ targeted business sector ¯udiences for us= in site visits
, per Provision III (Industrial I (:onunercial Sources) ofth~

~ b. Audio

"~ |. Documentation that ¯ reasonable effort w~ made by
~ each permittee or on behalf of ¯ group of Pg’nnitteea to

obtain radio broadca~ public ~rvice annmag~,~er~a
convey information r~ga~ding storm mater numagemem.b.J,
Examples of audio materials include radio ~dverfiaements,
public service announcen~nts, and informmiotml

©. Visual

i. A catch basin labelling program, including label
installation and maintenance schedules, to educate the
public on the ultimate �le~ination of storm chain

iL At lea~t One storm water management informatiot~
video (either produced or acquired) and documentation
that either it has been distributed or shown to apWolx’iate
conununity groups or that it has been shown on televised
public service station~ and cable acce~ ggograms on ¯

[~st~buting the above outreach mate~als to the general pu~
or targeted audiences such as schools, community gn)up~
conu’actors and developers at the appropriate public �ounter~ and
public events (e.g., fairs, festivals, public meetings, librm’ks,
community event.s, school assemblies, and workshops), and,
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~ NPDF~ ~tor~ water i~rmit t~ve~ slatu~, if annl~b~

Each Pe~itt~ shall coll~ infomation bas~ on Ihe fo~
developed h~’ the Principal Pe~itt~ to idenli~
jpdust~uUcomme~ial faciliti~ ~ithin it~ iu~diclion by
datel. Thg ii~( of faciliti. ~hall include, ag u minimum:

All indmt~al e~ups ~ulat~ under pha~ I or the
~torm water p~e~m {40 (’F’~ 122.26: Pha~ I
iden(ifi~ by lhe F:x~v(ive Off~r.

~ Motor vehicle ~nair sho~ motor veh~le ~vvehicle nu~s and n~~ fa~ilili~ ~as

A minimum of th~ additional SIC indmt~aU~m~�~:-
muns idenlifi~ as n~o~ti~ by e~h ~’M~" nunuanl

~e P~ncinal Pemitt~ shall ~mnile the info~ation submitt~
taeh P~,ill~ into a databa~ of indust~aUeomme~ial faeiK~
ba~ on the standn~ format by lin~ datel. This

~ For each four dieit SIC Indu~t~ Numbs.
that mieh! imnact ~noff di~ha~ tf~m na~l
~omme~ial dllnba~ ~u~):

For each fou~dieit SIC lndust~ Num~r,
Ihal miehl imaacl ~noff d~ha~ (f~m national
~mme~ial

~u~t~nal Site ~

~h Pe~ii~ shall imnlemen~ an indust~a~eomm~:~l
~ucational sitg visi, n~m in a�~an~ wigh Che follow~.
~b~ul~

~base I ~aciliti~ in cat~o~ Ill tb~ueh lizl and
hav~ an indusc~al w~le d~e De~it or a
~J¢. once a v~

~hase ! faciliti~ in ~t~o~ Ill tb~u~h lizl and lxiL
~o not hav~ an indust~al w~te discha~e ~it or
P~treatment permit but have obtain~ ~ve~e ~er
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Phase ! faciliti, in cate~ori~ lil th~u~h fish which
hart an indu~l~al waste di~cha~e Dermit. ~ ~t~atmenl
~mit or (;ISP �oyote�. on~ each men~’-four monfh~,

Pha~ I facilili~ in cat,ore" Ixil wilhoul In indust~l
di~cha~e permit, a p~l~almenl ~rmil. or GISP
In lieu of a ~ile visit �onlac! bv phone, mail~ul of
~ue~tionnairg and ~ducaliona! malerial~ or other
meth~, to inform Ih¢ faciliti~ of noli~ of intent
~uiremcnt~ and encourage ~o~ ~lorm water euali~
~ntrol mea~ur¢~ tnon-~ond¢~ Io ~ idenlifi~ In
~1. once in five

Vehkl¢ ~atr ~hop~ vehicle ~v ~hom. vehicle
ac~ori¢~ lSl~" Indu~l~ Major G~u~ 751: once
~¢nlv-four monlha:

Ga~line alalton~ ~SIC Indu~t~ Num~r 5~!~:
~en~-four montha:

four monlht:

Any additional SIC indust~a~comme~tal ~u~ ~fnti~
by the WMC for the wa~e~h~ in which the
~at~. once in thi~-siz month~

j
r

.
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V

wilb

DhtNbute rand di~uss snnlicmblc BMP and ~ucslions! ml(~Ni~ includl~
information ~t~in~ the ~. ~uJntions lad o~innnc~ nnnJicsbJe to

ldenti~’ Pha~ ~ flcililiu whe~ a SwPPp is no! available on-sale or an
has no! ~ submill~ to the K~iona! ~ard or other an~D~te
within nines" days; and                                             -

FoJJow-up with facJliti~ as d~m~ n~sa~ and apn~n~ate by the P~[K~
to n~vide adv~� in �omnlvinE with the Pe~itt~’~ sto~ water ~uJation~                ~,,

~e P~ncipaJ Pe~i~ in consultation with the E~ shall d~e~n a �~
Of specific sto~ water BMPs for u~ by Pc~i~ for ~eh
indusl~aWcommercial %!~ Eroup ~ui~ne ~ucational site v~i~ und~
Order by Jin~ date nine months after adoptionJ. The BMPs ~
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$ Year Storm Water Publie Edueatiou

efforts to coordinate public outreach effon.~ shall be undertaken. ThisAll reasonable
may include coordinating with environmental groups and public agencies (e.g.,
California Coastal Commission. Department of Beaches and Harbors,
Agencies, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California).

I. The Principal Perminee shall develop by January !, 1997 with the guidance
and review of a perrnittee public education committee and the EAC, ¯ 5-year
countywide storm v, ater education strategy which addresses edueation/ouu’ench
issues by ~atershed as well as countywide. This strategy shall include ¯
schedule for implementation. The intent of the strategy shall be as described in
the introduction to this section on page __.

At ¯ minimum, the 5-Year Storm Water Education Strategy shall include ¯
full range of outreach tools, from sophisticated media to simple brochmes. The
strategy will also identify each pennittee’s responsibilities for implementation
and the correlation of each perminee’s analysis of target audience with the
overall strategy. The strategy shall also include specific quantifiable objectives
for changing knowledge and behavior in each of the targeted ¯tttfiences.



At a minimum, the 5-Year Storm ~,’atet Education SumelD’ shall include
0

¯ The identification of land uses and activities that have a higher po~nlial
Lfor storm ~ater pollution ~ill include and/or a~mmplish the foliowi~:

i. Pollutants: The reduction of targeted pollutants of ~ im¯
pur~iculm" watersheds :

ii. Activity.specific: Activity.specific outremch programs shall
dcvcloped and implemented using written, audio, ~ visu~
outreach tools.

The sumegy shall include activity-specific ouL,~ach peogrm~m
that inform residents about the problem of illicit discharBcs rand
dumping and that promot©, publicize, m~d fmcilimte public
reporting of ~ activities. The program shall also includ~
continuing operation, maintenance, and promotion of d~
�ounty.wide ~ hodin~.

b. Emphasize the importance of pollution pmvontion foe ¯ ~ ot’
audiences, including local residenls, school-aged child~n,
and public ~mpioyees whose job functions and daily lives nm¥
storm water quality and will include and/o~ accomplish Ih~ foilowi~.

& Educate residems on recycling options m~d bomehold

on collection services, including Iocatiorm and
provide outreach materials on source reduction and proper
use, storage, and, disposal methods for household
hazardous ~stes; and continue to encourage residents
recycle (e.g., oil, antifreeze, glass, plastics, hatleries);

b, Encourage watershed residents to participate in g~cific
storm water outr~h programs. Residents shall be
informed of and provided with the opportunity to
ideas and comments about the programs.
~ "~-Permi~ees shall~- demonstrate th~ ¯
good faith effort has been made to outreach to different

c. Educate Do-it-yo~rsclfers regarding pollution prev~fioo
strategies. Each Permittee shall demonstrate that ¯
faith effort has been made to outreach to differ~t
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Promote public participation tl~ough cooperafi~
programs to foster awareness and identification of storm
water pollution issues among residents in th~ a water~ed.
Catch basin labelling and other established sign progranu
axe excellent examples of this type of �ooperativ= effort.
One example for cooperative outreach is ~n "Adopt-A-
program. Residents can "adopt" highways, storm drains,
catch basins, or streams, to monitor, restore and Wot=~

ii. For K-12 School Childma

School wograms shall include information on MS4~,
difference between sanitary ~v.~r~ and storm dmint,
importance of preventing storm water pollution, lind alao
illicit dischatge~disposal and reporting Wocedure~
minimization, and general pollution Wevention.

iii. For

s. An education ~nd outreach prosram shsll b= devdopM
for business OlX-rations identified und=r th= imp~lioa
programs as having greater pol~ntial of disch~
pollutants into th~ MS4. "I~ program shall
employe= u’aining on. and th~ eff~tiven~s of

I,~ water pollution prevention practice~ in addition to ¯
written, audio, and visual material~, other pm~ble
of focused outreach may include: conducting
mass mailings, submitting informational article~ to
trade/industry magazine~, Each Permittee ~utli provide
outreach materials through business liceme renewal
�ounter~ and/or make efforts to outreach
professional and busine~ associatiom.

b.    ~m.muctioa

it-yourselfers on proper BMP implementation sad
maintcnanc~ and pollution preventlo~. ++iv. Pcrmil1~

Perminee employees shall be trained on storm
management and pollution prevention practices sm:l the |
t~aining must revolve employees on many differem k’vels
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V
- from program marmgers to field personnel. Training

0programs shall include, but are not limited to, articles in
city newsletters, training classes, checklisls for field
pe~mel. ~ interdepartmental forums or �onunille=s.               L
Materials developed for other audiences may also be used
in Permittee employee training programs. Appcopriate
public agency employees shall be trained in:

a. Emergency spill cleanup pco~durea;

b. Environmentally sensitive alternative pcodu~,~
3

�. Goed hou.~keeping practk:~ and.

d. NPDES Permitting requirements.

"
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4A:4~ ~V~. REQUIREMENTS FOR MONITORING PROGRAM

The o~-rall goal of the monitoring program is to develop and rapport effective
watershed monitoring. "]he objectives include to-l-~: i. Track ~,’ater quality status,
pollutant trend~ pollutant Ioads~ and pollutants of concern: ii. Monitor and assezs
pollutant loads from specific land uses and water~ed areas: iii. Identify, monitor, and
assess signil]cant water quality pn)bl~ms r~lated to storm water discharges within the
watershed: ~ ..�’+iv, Idenlify++ sources of pollutant,~ in storm ~ter runoff
to the maximum extent possible (e.g.. atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediment¯,
other nonpoint or point sources); v. Identify and eliminate illicit dischagge~ vi.
Evaluate the efl’ectiveness of existing management program~, including gientific
estimation of pollutant reductions achieved by structural and nonsttxgtura] BMI~
vii. Assess the impacts of storm water runoIT on receiving water~. (This may be I
coordinated effort among point source dischargers, SC’(::WRP, State Storm Watt’
Quality Task ~ 4-+Foreg.�-�.. and other gegiona] gnfitk.I).

A. PLAN

The ~ ~ Permitt~ ~tll prepare ~d ret~n ¯ Monitori~ Pl~a
which will include, at a minimum, dg~cription of:

I. Metho~ for the collection, analysis and interpretation of existing data
from monitoring programs within los Angeles (::ounty. The~ ~d ~
data from local, regional or national sources should be utilized to
characterize dilTercnt storm water sources; to determine pollutant
generation, transport and fate; to develop a relationship between
use, development size, storm size and the event mean concentration of
pollutants: to determine spatial and temporal variances in storm water
quality and seasonal and other bias in the collected data: and to identify
any unique featu~ of the watershed management ar~ts in the County
of Lo~ Angel~. The Permittees a~ encouraged to u.~ data from
attgli=~, if

Rationale for ~election of monitoring Incation.~ pantmeg=~ number

A description of the monitoring program shall include at ¯mmunum" "    :

The number and location of monitoring

b. Targeted monitoring indicatot~ (e. g., ecosystem, biological
diversity, in steam toxicity, habitat, chemical, ~xl~-nt,
health) chos~ for monito~ag~

�.    Parameters ~lected for field screening and for la~ work
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d. Sample collection, handling, storage, and analyses ng.dmds in
OP~ accordanct ~Rh 40 CFR 136;

e. Total numb¢r of samples for statistical signiraamc= to be T
�ollccwd from each station, rtc~iving wal¢r and major oulfall
moniloring. I’r~qucncy of sampling during d~’ ~alhcr and short
or long duration s~orm ¢vents, l)’i~ of samples (grab, 24-hour
composit¢), and the t)’l~ of sampling t’quipm¢~

f. Uniform guidelines fer quality control, qualily maaa’an~ data
�ollection and data anal),s=~ and

$.    Data ~)rage and transfer format, acoeaaibility.

4. Method~ for interpreting the results including an evaluation of the
¯ efi~’ctiveness of the management practice~ and ~ for any
, of the management practigea,

i $. A description of the ~’spomibilities of all the participants in ~

6. A description of computer ~oflware and modelling Woggan~ that will be
utilized to assess data, interwgt infommtioa

7.    A description of how data will be utilized for feedback into the Itmm

B. MONITORING PROGRAM

!. ~ Us~ Station

Evaluation of Land

The IN~ncipal Permit~ee ~11 evaluate the location of the land u~e monitoring
stations u~ing a methodology which i$ described in Att~:hm~nt B. TI~
methodology is intended to produce * marginal �o~-benefit Imllys~ fog
identifying the most impolxant land ~ for monitoring h~ t~ Lo~ ~
county. The Principal Permittee w~il monitor (subject to the ~,ttion
limitations ~t forth in Section Ii(B)(3) below) stations reflecting land ~ that
are identified through the marginal co,t-benefit an~dy$i~ as appropt~te for
monitoring. The Principal Permittee will include for monitoring ~ ~ five
land uses before determinin~ whether there is a point beyond ~ich monitoring
would not meet the margir~ cost-benefit analysis. Exisdrlg land us~
which need to be relocated, ba.~ed on the methodology, will be relocated. The
Principal Permittee ~11 decommission land use monitoring stations which
as a result of the cost-benefit analysis, not required to be monitored or which
reflect duplicafim~.
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Land Use Monitorina Methodolotn,

Sampler Typ~
The Principal Permittee will monilor the land uses selected by the analys~
described in Section i(A) above using the same automatic samplerz used under
the cun’ent permit.

(~onstituent~

for the constituents that ~e analyTg, d I~" automatic sampJetl under the
existing ~’rmit. If¯ constituent is not found, at the method detection limit, in
mor~ than 25% of the samples after the first t~.’n sampling rounds (and if it is
found in the first ten rounds, thercafler on a rolJing basis), it will no Joltg~
regularly he analyzed for (unless the few observed occ~es show unusually
high concentrations and are cause for concern.). Also. once suffici~lt storms
have ~ sampled to allow the establishment of an event mean �oncentmtioll
(’I-MC") at an error rate of 25% fi)r ¯ constituent at a given location, thlt
constituent will no longer he analyzed for at that location. In addition,
Principal Permitte~ will conduct annual confirmation sampling for the non-
detected constituents for as long as the land use monitoring station remains
open (i.e., until all constituent of concern EMCs are calculated or the statinll is
otherwise closed). The land use station shall he operated until the permit term
is concluded or until EMCs arc derived, 8t the 2:5% error rate, for the followilt8
detected constituents of concern: PAlls (total): chlordane: Cadmium; Coppe~.
Nickel; Lead; Chromium; Silver; Zinc; Total Suspended Solids; Total
Tottl P~

At the time of the closure of ¯ station, EMCs will be calculated for all
constituents which have been detected during the operation of the statiolk
although EMCs for non-constituents of concern need not he calculated at lhe
25% error rate. The list of constituents of concern may be amended by the

constituent of concern is added following the end of the first year of
monitoring at the land use statior~ the Principal Permittee will [LANGUAGE
TO COMEI

Frequeaey of
The Principal Permittee will monitor at the land use stations at the frequency of
¯ total of i00 station events (defined as the number of stations times the
number of storm events monitored) in the first full rainy season after the
commencement of the permit, 200 station events in the second full rainy season
and 200 station events in the third full rainy season. These station events
represent both minimum and maximum numbers, such that the County commit~
to monitoring at that rate, but not beyond, so long as there a~ sufficient
monitor¯hie storm events. Monitoring after the first th~-e rainy seasons will
continue (subject to a maximum 200 s~ation event cap) until EMCs ate
established for constituents of concern which have been found in the ~,mples or
until the permit term ends, (Data from land use monitoring stations unde~ the
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Onk’r 90-079 that continue to be used as monitoring stations under this Onks"
bill be used for establishn~nt of th~ EMCs; however, use of the data will not
reduce the frequency of uation events in tl~ first three years of the permit.)
When EMCs are determined, monitoring at the land use stations will be ended.
Dry v~ratber monitoring will not be conducted at the land use ~atiom, unle~
such monitoring is required for a special study.

2. Ma~ Emission Station Monitorial

Station~ to be

"the Principal Permitlee will monitor four mass emission statio~ tho~ pre~nlly
©xisting on Ballona Cr~k and Malibu Creek. the Los Angele~ River at Wardlow P.,md
and the San Gabriel River. These stations rel~-sent the four major drainage points for
the watershcth which discharge into the ocean from Los Angele~ County. All

Monitorin~

The automatic ~tmplef~ t~a, rently ifmalled at the four ma~ emi~ion ~
will ~ontinue to be u~ed.

in addition to the constituents being monitored by the 8utomati¢ ~unpler~ grab
sampl~s will be taken at [h~ mass emission stations to obtain ~ampl~ for tbe
Inalysis of �on.stituents being analyz~l for grab samples taken under tbe

Frequency of Monitorial
The Ballona Creek and Malibu (~reck stations wiJJ be monitored during the
cun’~nt rain)’ scason (199~.96) and the 1996-97 rainy scamn at tbe rate of" up
to ten events per station per yea~, for a to~ of" twcnt~ station events IXT yeer.
This monitoring will inc|udc d~ weather samples. Tbe Los ~eics River and
San Gabriel i~v~r stations wi|J be nlonJtort%J d~ng ~ following two
r~iny seasons (I 99"7-98 and J 998.1999) at the rate of up to ten events I~"
station per ),cos, for 8 toud of" twenty station events lX~ yeer.

(~arryover MonJtor~t|
in order to use data ~om mass emission stations on B~llona Crick 8rid Malibu
Creek to assist the carrying out of a receiving waters study in the current rainy
season, the Principal Permittee will focus its efforts on those stations and will
discontinue monitoring at other mass emission statiom.

Wide Chaaad Study
The Principal Permittee also will assess the accuracy of single sample ports in
wide channels by conducting a study at one wide channel comparing the
automatic sampler results with samples from grab sampling, if the wide



channel study reveals that them am diflrer~nces in �onstituen! concenl~’alions
d~pending on the location of the sampling point, it will d~velop adjusu~ent
factors to deal with this va~’iability.

3. Storn~ to be Monitored

The I~incipal Permittee will set the automatic samplcr~ to monitor ~torm~ ofdom~ to
.25 inches in si~=. in addition, the Principal Permittee will. as ¯ pilot ~udy. ~t one
land use sampler to record storms of down to 0. I inch in size. Based upon an
assessment of: i) the operational efl~ctivene.~ of the .~mplcr; ii) the feasibility
eITectiveness of samples retrieval and transport: and iii.) the ability to reprogram Ind
maintain this setting at other samplers, a decision will be made as to whether to
some or all of the remaining .~ampler~ to iample storms of down to 0. I inch in

4. Pollutant ~ Study

The monitorin~ of ma~ emission and land use station~ is intended to provide input
into a loads assessment model to estimate Ioadings of varioua pollutan~ The pollutant
loading information will be used by the Permittecs and th~ Regional Board to
develop the ~tormwater management program under the upcoming permit and fut~e
permits and to support ¯ receiving water~ study. "]’he model to be used for th=
~’ssment will be the EPA Simplified Method. The increased frequency of aamplin
set forth in this monitoring program is intended to provide EMCs for th~ go~titu~tl
found in the water~ed runolT to be used in ¯ loads a,~,e~ment model that will be run
at the end of th= third year of the permit,I

,::)
5.    Critical Source,/BMP Monitori~

The critical sources monitoring program ~1 evaluate: i. pollutant~ of concern and
~ources, and, ii. specific stngtural ~torm water control measure~ such ~, oil/w~ter
~eparator~ infiltration, detention, biofilter~ and other control measure~. The structural
control measures must be evaluated as to: effectiveness in reducing toxic pollutants and
pollutants of concern: ease of maintenance: current frequency of use; feasibility and
�ost-elTectivene~; and po~ible method~ to ensure implementation if ~.

~ The Principal Permitlee shall conduct critical sources/BMP monitoring to
evaluate for indus,¯l/�ommercial categorie,~ construction activity, and other
~ -~-Iand use++ activity, for five critical source typ~ over ~x nliay
seasons. ,After the third rainy ~eason, the Principal Permittee will evaluate
progress by other municipal entities in (:::alifornia in evalua~ng critical
any monitor three additional critical sou]’ce$ if nec~g~.y.

~In addition to samples ~aken under the new permiL samples ~aken at ~he four mass ~mission
st¯lions and land use s~ations under ~e existing permit which will continue m be monhored
under the new permit also will be used to develop the loads assessment modol.
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~lection o£ C’ritical ~ourees ~o be

The first phas~ ot" the program will be the selection o£ priority critical sources
to be studied. The selection will be made using the I’oliowin

Step I: The Principal Permitte¢ first will develop an initial list ot" �.andid~
crilical sources, including industrial and commercial sources that art regulal~l
under the state’,, Ciencral Industrial ^ctivi[ies P©rmit ("Ocn¢ral
t~)s¢ which ~

Step 2: The Principal Pc~nittee next will develop ¯ list of criler~ for
prioritizinB the candidate critical soumes developed pursu~ to Step I,
including the following: number and/or total ~ ~,~,0ci¯ted with e~cb ¢rit~l
source; runolT pollutants associated with each source; the impel of
~ ++non storm wll~l"~- discharges associated with
~,u~.�; whether or not the source is regulated under the General Pratt;
ease of implement¯don ot" monilorinB m~l BE4Ps.

Step 3: The Principal Permittee nexl will prioritize the �&,xlidate
sources based on the s~iection critcri¯ develop under Step 2.

Step 4: The Principal Permittee next will conduct ¯ literature review
contact other State municipal stormwater programs to identif), wha! critk~l
sources have been (or am planned in ~e next five years) to be studied
elsewhere. Where s~udics have been conducted or are planned to
�lsewhere, such s~udics v, iil be reviewed to assess whether the hydrologic
conditions in the s~udy ~rea are representative o£ those in Los Angeles County,
the quality of the .qudy and any conclusions from already-conducted studies.
This evaluation would b¢ coordinated with the State Stonnwa~ Quality Task
Force.

Step 5: next will take the lisz developed up to Step 3Penninee
~1 ref’mc and f’malizc it based upon the review conducted pursuant to Step 4.

The Principal Perminee shall examine five critical source types ov~ six rainy
seasons. The other Perminees shall examine five additional critical source
types. Following selection of the candidate sources, and during the 1996-97
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V(’SC’C’WR.P’), In addition, the study will be don~ in cooperation with an ongoing
"~ toxicity study by investigators at UCLA. Co-funding, either direct or in terms of

0
vess~l support, also will be provid~l by th~ l;�’deral governmen! through the Sea
progr-~n, by the City of Los Angel~s and through SCCWRP. The scope of the!
ma)’ be ~fl’eeted b7 the availability of non-Count), funding sou~,,s. ~s is discus~d

L
below.

Tbe receiving waters study includes ¯ plume study to delermine tbe di~-r~on og
s~ormwaler runoff" and ~ociated sedimen!, a sm~y of the benthic environment n~r               3
two pcincipal storm drains, Malibu and Ballona C~k$ and ~n ~es,~nen! of the
toxicity of storm drain wa!ers and affi,-cled sedin~nts ne~ Malibu and B~llon~ ~
Th~ plume study will be carried ou! by the USC Sea Gri!! i~og, r~m, ~nd the
¯nd toxicity studies will be �~n’ied oul by

Tbe plume study will be carried out over ~o storm ~e~ons, with tbe third ~r
for ~n~,iysis of th~ d~t~ ol~ined in th~ previous ),eats, The Prineipal Permi~te~ will
spend up Io ¯ n~ximum of $14~.000 1o support the plume stud),. Additional
will be supplied b), the federal S~¯ Gr~,nt progr~n, ~ith re~,~u’th vessel time Io I~
ix’ovided by the City of Los Angeles. The benthic stud)’ will ~lso be ~ out ~
~ leasl !wo storm ~e,~-~ons. Th~ Principal Permiltee ~ll spend up to ¯ m~ximum of
$205,000 for the benthic study, plus up !o ~n ~ldilion~! $110,000 for ¯ third ¥~. of
stud)’, if i! is th~ ’~L~ensus of th~ projec! scien!ists the! ¯ third )’~r of re~r,h ~
¯ppcopri¯!e. Finall)’ the County will �ommi! up 1o ¯ maximum orS118,;500 fo¢¯

~. study of th~ Ioxicity of storm wa!er ~nd Ml’ec!ed sediments, with ~n ~dditio~l up Io¯ ~ $110,;500 for ¯ third )’e~ of the study if i! is the consensus of the I~oje~ scienti~t~ tl~
¯ third )’e~ur of re~e~ch is ¯Pl~opri¯te. E~h ~iemen! of these studi~ is outli~d

~

’

Plume lnw~i~_’_~

Tbe plume s~dy will examine th~ following issu~ ~mong others: i. Mapping the
sl~tial ~nd temporal structure of the runoff plumes from Ballon~ and Malibu C~,k~
they flow into Sant~ Monic~ Bay following strong winter storms; ii. Exaunining lee
interaction between the runoff plume and ocean processes ~ the), affect the ~dvectlo~
dispersion, and mixing of the plume; iii. Evaluating the impact of s~orm runoff plum¢~
on beneficial uses of the coastal ocean; iv. CharacteriTing the optical properties of
suspended particulate ma!erial (’SPM’) and dissolved organic malerial ("DOM")
~Lssocialed with runoff sources; v. Ex~,nining the effects of DOM and SPM on
water column optics and the distribution of nutrient concentrations. ~s the ~m~ m~-
¯ l~/’ec! phyloplanklon productivity; and, vi. Helping to establish ~ppropri¯t~ lo~lio~
fo~ benthic study sUuio~s.

Benthic lnvestim,~i?~

The benthic study will measur~ the following parameters: i. Water quality (dissolved
oxygen, salinity, density, temperature, light transmissivity and pH); ii. Sediment grain
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size sediment organic concentrations and sediment contaminant concenuations: and iii.~ Structure of the henthi¢ invertebrate community. The benthic study will employ the v
same methods used in studies of dry ~:ather impacts in river discharge areas carried
out by SCCWRP in 1994 and 1995"in the Southern California Bight.

T.

The Ioxicity study will involve the following proposed annual

Water Column Toxicity: i. 30 sea urchin fertilization tests taken during two ~lorm and
one dry ~¢ather event off each of Ballona and Malibu Cre~ks (including r~fcrt~
sites): ii. 3 Phase ! TIE tests on up to 3 samples showing toxicity in the ~¢a urchin
fertilization

Sediment Toxicity: i. Amphipod survival tests of sediment samples from 10
stations (including reference sites) will he taken 2 tings (I ~)rm and i
~,~ather period) in Year I; ii. Amphipod survival lests of scdimen!
from 10 stations (including reference sites) will be taken 2 times (I ~)rm anti
I dry weather period) in Year 2: iii. Sea urchin growth tests will b¢ ¢onduct~
for chronic toxicity in sediment samples from 6 stations, plus I r¢fer¢n~
with the locations to he determined by project scientists based on existin~ dala
and best scientific judgment. Biological efl~cts only (survival, ~n)wlh,
sediment avoidance) will he measured for all sites in Year 2; iv. Clg, mir.al
analysis of sea urchin gro~,~h test tissue samples (gonad) will I~ �onducted for
organics and metals. Duplicate samples from 4 stations (including one
r=ference) will be analyzed in Year 2; v. Phase ! TIE testa using ~¢a
fertilization of interstitial ~,ater from up to 4 stations identified to b¢ toxi© ia
amphipod survival tests (4 .samples total) will he conducted in Y¢ar 2; and vi.
Additional interstitial water testing �oordinated with th¢ UCLA.

Project Rexibility

The exact parameters of Year 2 (and Year 3, if necessary) testing will be determined
by a re,dew of the project scientists of the rtsuhs of Year i and Year 2 t~ting. Thus,
ct’nain of the steps outlined above may he modified following the r¢vicw~.

Coordination with UCLA Toxicity lnvestieatlon

Researchers from UCLA art involved in an ongoing Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Project study of the toxicity of storm water runoff in Ballona and Malibu Cr~ks. Tb¢
Principal Permittee’s receiving vmters study vdil be coordinated, to the extent possible.,
with the UCLA study to maximize the utility of the information olxained by both



Los Angeles and San Gabriel Riv~

The Principal Pennit~e~ will rake a total of three (two storm weather and one dry
w~ath~r) ~:ater samples ~ken at each of the Los .~m~eles and San Gabriel River mass
~’mission stations during each of the two y¢,’u-s that t~ose stations will I~ monitor~L
The samples will be analyz~.d using the sea urchin fertilization ~

3
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~ ++VII¢-�-. PROGRAM EVALUATION AND REPORTING

A. DEMONSTRATION OF COMPLIANCI~

I. Each Perminc~ is responsible for demonstrating thai Ihe required BMPsand othe~ actions as prescribed under this ~ +-~Order ~nolleatd-
1o such Pemilt~.~. :, as well as BMPs and actions included in the
CSWMP and ~’MAPs -’-*"~’am)lieabl¢ Io such PermilC;~: :,
implemented ~,:~. ~-2"’~_- ~;~-’!’-’:"’;t~t to the maximum extent practicable,

~)- The degree and the effectiveness of BMP implementation shall be evaluated and reported
by each P.ermitlee ." . ¯

i¢~,e~,-l~. These s~aaJI include indicators prescribed under relevant provisions
of this permit, and/or other indicators deemed appropriate by the WMCs, the EAC, and/or
.ultimately the Regional Board. (F-x.amples of quantitative indicators include the number of
inspections conducted, number of szafl: number of audience reached through public education,
waste recycled, water conserved, hazardous waste collected, oil recycled, and catch basin
waste removed.) Quantitative indicmors of environmental conditions shall also be reix)rl=d ifthey can be linked to the effectiveness of BMP implementation.

T4+ ~. In onk~ to yield comparable results for year to year evaluatioa
on the success, the progress, and/or the failure in BMP
implementation, and comparable results from area to area, ¯
uniform data collection methodology shall be established for
each of the required BMPs. The uniform data collection
methedology shall be developed by the Principal Permittee in
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consultation ~th EAC: Subs~luemb." each report on BMP
~ impl~n~ntation shall provid~ comparison with the

0implenrmntation status during the previous reporting period and
the s4:h~dul~l impl~’ntation ~im@lin~ for the �~l and ~
r~poninl~ pe~ods. -bas~ on data �ollect~,~l usin~ the unil’ona
coll~-tion m~lhodolol~,

B. INTERNAL REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING

I. in order Io t’acilitale the preparalion o1" ~he Annual Report. the Principal
Pcnnill~-e in �onsullalion ~lh [he EAC shall develop slandard t’on~ for
internal repon.~nl~ Io be used by all Permiltces wilhin lhe waterr~.-d. The form~
shall be used Io collect all [h~ inlormalion es.~nlial Io the preparal~m o1"
annual reporls and to Ihe needs of otbef management actions by
WAC’,WM(.’$ and/or Ihc Permillecs. Rq~orled inl~r~nation shall be
and Sl~cil~¢ for each program area ~,d/or BMP. Tbe dales for submittin~
inlcmal relx)rts r, hall allow sufficient lime for compilation and mlaly~b by
WM(.’s and/or [be Principal Pcnniucc/EAC t’or ~h~ preparation o1" ~h= Ammsi
Rq)on due Io ~= R~ional Bo~L

PROGRAM REPORTING

t’enn,ttees by watershed Tables shall be dev¢l~)---’ ~’-~’~’= Y. ,mp,©men.umon i..or ~                  ¯

Pcnnille=.      "’~         ,mu ~-~cnvc me s~atu.~ ox Implemcnlation for

p ementauon summed by Pmnit~

obtainin~ ade~]uste le~l authority de~ribed i~
I.H.I of thb Order: ~

�. I)roi~ess on obtainin~ any residual legal authori~, if £ull legal audmrity
was not cer~fied in l)rovisiou VIIi. C. l.b., above.
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Illicit Connections/Di~:harge~
Summary of illicit connections eliminated. The summar~ ~MII include
by cat~ory:

i. Type of illicit connectio~
!!: Type of contaminants or chemical ~
,u. watershed;
iv. Ranges of estimated length of time tit= pract~ ~

going;

vi. Number eliminated and number in process of elimination;
vii. Number subject to legal cnforccmcm

.: viii. Commems as appropri~.

b. Summary of illicit discharge practices reported through ~J~ ~
public reporting sysl¢m. Th¢ sunmmry shall include by

~ i. Type of illicit disclmrge/disposal
¯ ii. Type of contaminant wa~ spill~l/di~

! iv. Range of eslinm~d qusmi~, of
! v. Range of es~inmted k-~th of lime f~ ~ was
: going;~ vi. Remedial nc~on

~11 vii. Number ¢liminmm/;
viii. Number subject to legal enfon:em~nt ~

¯.    Summ~ of i~’ogre~ of ~he inclasuial/comme~:ial ~tivi~ ~

b. Database compiled in Provision llI.A.3. ~-n requested by the Resio~
Board. A Permittee may also be requested to provide the
industrial/commercial database information for its municipality in
Provision III.A. in an approl~ate formal

4.    Construction A~vity
¯    Summary of progress of the development plannins/conslructioa

b..[~- Construction activity database developed in Provision ~
++IV.B.i++. in an appropriate format when so requested by the
Regional Board.

5.    Public Agency Activity
Summary of progress on the Public Agency Program in the areas of: (i)
Sewage Systems Operation (if appropriate); (ii) Public Construction; (ill)
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Vehicles l~aJntenanceJ ~taterial Storage; (iv) Parks and Recreation/
Facilities Mana~:m~:nt: (v) Storm Drain Op¢’ralion and Manag~-nt;
(vi) Su’~ts and Roads l~taintcnanc¢; (vii) Flood Control 1~4aint~nanc~,
(viii) Parking Facilities l~lanagem~-nt; and (ix) Public lndmuinl
Activities (optional).

6.    Public Education / Public Participation
Summary ot" the Public education / Public participation I~)gram. The
summary shall includ=:

i. Activities undertaken throughout the
ii. Samples o1" educational materials distributed or othenvis=

public throughout the year;,
: iii. Results o1" the comparison between performance s~ndards

the Permittees" Public Inl’ormation and Participation

iv. A workplan t’or an), changes to lee $ ~’ear

b. Results ot" a public education survey undertaken within a
ar~a o1" the Count), o1" Los Angeles during fi~.al )’e.~ ~97-1995 (1999
Annual Report only).

D. PROGP,.AM EVALUATION

The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC shall, in the Annual ~
submitted to the Regional Board, evaluate progress in ~he storm wa~r proflmm,

delays, changes), and analyze an), problems encountered during the implementation
and propose solutions. The Program Evaluation shall include proposed changes to
storm water program components/or the l’oilowing yea~, based on the

The Program Evaluation shall utilize Ihe ini’ommtion provided by each Permittee, m~l
~ssess program e/Tectivencss in the areas ot’:

2. Illicit Conncctiom/Dischm.~

3. i nd usu’ial/Commercial Activi~
by review of:

b. _.’~+~’~- site " "
c. heckhsts o1" storm water BE4Ps implemented; ~
d. Results from the critical sources monitoring program in

4. Construction Ac~ivi~
by review or’:

a.    B/rIPs implemented based on site inspec~n resui~ and

"



b.    Results from the critical source monitoring progrm~                      O

5.    Public Agency Activity
by review of:

& Se~age Systems Operation (if appmprime); Lb. Public Construction:
�. Vehicles Maintenance/Material Storage;
d. Parks and Recreation/Facilities Manageme~
e. Storm Drain Operation and Management;
f. Streets and Roads Maintenan~;
g. Flood Control Maintenance.

3h. Parking Facilities Management; and

6. Public Education / Public Panicipetk~
by rrview of:

Storm water/non.storm water pollution prevention public
education programs within the County of Lo~ Angeles and
r~cornmendations on future public education efforts.

E. PERFORMANCE STANDARD~

~tummn~ ~tmmaros oevelope~ t~y the Prmctpal Permittee in g~msult~tion
with the EAC. Performance Standards are defined as the level of

water to the "maximum extent practicable’. Performance S~ndarda ¯hall be
established for implementing BMPs contained in this Order and the CSWMP
and the WMAPs. Performance Standards shall be developed through ¯ proc:em
which includes opportunities for public participation and include appropriate
criteria for the applicability, economic feasibility, design, operation, and
maintenance or otherwise implementation of BMPs so as to achieve pollutant
reduction or pollution prevention benefits to the "maximum extent practicable".
Performance Standards may be based upon special studies or other activities
conducted by the a Permitlee, literature review, or special studies conducted by
other wogmma.

2. Performan~ Standards shall include countywide components to be
accomplished and the method to be used to verify that the Peff~
Standard has been achieved. Following the addition of a Performance Standard
to the CSg,’MP or WMAP acceptable to the Executive Officer, each Permittee
for which the Performance Standard is applicable shall adhere to its
implementation. Performance Standards shall be established for all appmpt~te
BMPs identified in the CSWMP by July !~, 1997. or otherwise, ¯ proposed
schedule for completing or omitting ’the establishment of Performance
Standards with justification acceptable to the Executive Officer must be



V
submitted by ,~anuarv 15. 1~)~, Such time schedules shall not extend beyond

O
th,: term of this ix’m.t.

Each Permi.ee shall incorporate newly developed or updated Performance
Standards, approved by the Executive Officer, in each revision to the CSWMP L

The Aanual Report shall include both a summa~ of the Ixogre~ ~

3
status of CSWMP and WMAP implementation, a summary on status of
�omplia~x:e with all Permit provisions, a report on the evaluabon of
program effectiveness, and a summa~ of recmmnerglatiom for permit
provision mod~ fw.atiom.

¯ .    The I~ncipal Permine~ in coordination with the EAC shall
submit an Annual Report to the Regional Board no later than
~ of each year. The first Annual Report th~il b~

b. The Principal Penni.ee shall ~ubmit ¯ ~l~u’ate Monitmi~
Annual Report due no later than August I 5 of each year. ~
first Monitohng Annual Report shall be due ~

�.    The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC shall
identify in the Annual Report, Performance Standarda ~ will
be developed for the upcoming fi~r.al year.

The Principal Perminee in consultation ~th the EAC may remmmead
and request ~-visions to the CSWMP and the WMAP~ through

Recommended revisions to the C’SWMP and W’MAPs will be considered
by the Executive Officer if it is demonstrated that: (i) the chanse~ will
lead to improvement of the effectiveness of this program; (ii) the
changes will result in positive impacts to beneficial uses; and (iii) the
current measures have been implemented to reduce pollutants to the
"maximum extent practicable". Any recommended revisions shall not
lage effect until approved by the Executive Officer.
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IX. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS V

~
I. The initial storm ~mer rnanag~-m progran~ as delineated in the CSWMP ~ 0

WMAPs may ~ ~o be modified, revis~l, or an~nded from tirn~-Io-fime to r~pond
to chan~ed conditions and Io incorporme mon~ el1~ctive approaches to pollulam                  L
�onirols. Minor chan~es may be made at tl~ direction of the Executive Officer,
Minor chan~ requ~s~l by I~ Discharger shall become cAPtive upon w~illea
approval of the Executive Officer. If proposed changes imply a major revision ia the
overall scope of ellbn of the program, such changc, s mus~ be ipproved by the Regional

2. This Order may k modified, revoked, or reissued, w/or to Ih= expiration rime m
3follows:

To addrt~ changed condidom identil’~,d in Ihe required technical repom m
other sources deemed signif~ant by the Regional 13oa~

b.    To incorporate _applic~_ble requirem~.a or statewide water quality �~ntrol ~
¯dol~ed by the bm~ ~ m mnendments m the Basin Plm~

To comply with my q~pi~e requirements, guidelines, or mgulmions ismed
or epproved under Sectmn 402~p~ of the Clean ~-tet Act, if the requirement.
guideline, or regulation ~o ismed or ~pproved conchs diffen.-n! conditions o~
~ldihoml reqmr~-ments nm provided for in this Order. The Order ~ modified
or reiss~-d trader th~s Ixu~gmph shall al~o cont~fin any othe~ r~luimmonts of

d.    Any other F~-r~ or Sine Law~ or Regul~tiom become effective ~

3, The issuance of this permit is not intended to, ~ does not, absolve any Permittee of
liability for conduct ~,~tich may have constituted a violation of the previous Board
Order 90-079 (CA0061654. Ci 6948) adopted by this Regional Board on June lg,
1990.

4. All reports or submittals made to the Regional Board shall include the following

"! certify unde~ penalty of law that this document and all attachments were

designed to assure that qualified persormei properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who
manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, IJ’ue, accurate, and complete. 1 am aware that there are significant
.pena!.ties for submitting false information, including thc possibility of fine and
unpnsonn~nt for k~owing violatiot~"                                          ~ j
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V¯ The certification shall only be valid if made by either:, a principal executive
~ officer; or a ranking elected official.

Ob. A certifica6on may be a4:c~ed by this Regional Board if sign~ b~ a duly
authoriz~l repre~nta6ve only if:

Li.    The authorization is rn~k in writing by ¯ ~ d=~’il~l
above;

ii. The authorization specifies either an individual or ¯ portion
having responsibility l’or the overall openuion of tbe Pennil1~’s

3
~torm water management program, position of eguivalenl
responsibility, or an individual or position having over~ll
responsibility for environmental matters for the Pennitle=,
duly authorized representative may thus be either ¯ nan~l
individual or any individual occupying a named posilion.) ~I,

.~ iii. The w~’inen authorization i~ ~ubmined to ~ Ex~utive Off’~
~" of ~h= Regional Bonrd.

~$, TI~ Ord~, expires on ffive years from the date of
 ’. mittecs must submit �orn-’ ........... _

V~~ ~,=’por~ Ol waste ¯~ ~.a:orda_nc_ e with Title 23, California C,,~, ^~" =,--.., ..... ~.l.targe
~vanc= or ~uch date ~s a lication I’o .,~ ,.,- ,~u~au_o.ns, .not ta~-r ~ I$0 d~x~
Tbe              . PP        r re~ss~ance of was~© d~sc ¯    "ROWD ~all cons, st o~" watershed ~pecific WMAP~     harg reguu’m~

plea ~)y l~e ~:alilomia R ional Water "Los Angek= ~ on (date of reissuan~, eg Quahl), Control
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ATTACHMENT A

NPDES STORM WATER PERMIT
~ WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREAS

Santa Monica Ba_v Los Ar~eles River San Gabriel River
~Mahbu Creek and Other Ru~!

Alhambra
Agoura Hills Arcadia AzusaBall Baldw~ Park°Calabasas Ball Gardens BellflowerLos Angeles County

BurbankMalibu Bradbuty
Westlake V’dlage Commerce Cerr#ceCompton CiarernontCudahy CovinaBallona Creek and Ot _1~,~               El Monte                Diamond Bar

Hidden HillsBeverly Hills                 Huntington Park              Glendora

~ La Canada Flintrk:ige Hawaiian Garder~"Long Beech
Hermosa Beach L~ Angeles County

¯ Los Ange/e~ La Habrs Heights
#.~.. Angelss_C~unty

Lynwood
Meywo~l                 La MiradaManhaltan Beach
Monrovia La VemePalos Verdes Estates

MontebelloRa_ncho Palos Verdel
M_onterey Park Lakewood

Redondo Beach "Long
Rolling Hills P’aramoont L~ Angele~ C~nty

Rolling Hills Estates Pasadena Norwalk
"Santa Monice Rosemead Pomona

West Hollywood San Femando Pico RiversSan Gabriel San ~
Domin~uez Channe’~ San Merino Santa Fe SpdngsSierra Madm WelnutLos Anoeles Harbor Dra~nac- Signal Hill West Covina

Camon South Gate
South Pasadena           Santa Clara River’Hawthorne Temple CityInglewood

Lemite Santa Clarite
Le~

Lo= Angele= County
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Mobile Homes and Trailer Pad~
Mixed Residential

VRural i~sidential
General Ofl’.:e U~e
Retail Stores and (~omnlercial
Other Commercial
Public Facilities                                                                    L
Special Use Facilities
Educational lltimtiom
Military lnstallatiol
Light lndum’iai
Heavy ladustrial
(Mineral} F.xu’actiol
Whok   Wareh0.  
Trar, six)nalm
Conunun~tioo F~ili~m
Utility Facilitim

M~xed Trampomtioa
Mixed Transportation and Utility
Mixed Commercial tad ladmU~l
Mixed Ud~a
Uller C~
Golf (~ma,iiI

Ceme~d~
Wildlife PreierveI aad SaIawiel

Urbaa Vacant
Irrigated ~ropland and Improved Pasm~ Lind
Non-lrrigated Cropland and Improved Pasture Laad

Nmserk~
Dai~ and Intensive Livestock, and Associated Facilities

Horse Rtache~ Vacam UndifferentiatedAbandoned Owhards and Vineyards VIcant with Limited llnprovemell
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AI"rACH,~IENT C
V

GLOSSARY OF TERMS.-
permanent rules punished on the Federal Reg,ster by the execute ~)ortments and agancms of the
federal govemmenL

Annual Report: A repo~ submdted to the Regional Board at t~e end of each pem~t year, ~
,r~uOes a summary of me progress and status of stormwater management wogram m~4ementa~on. ¯
summary on status of coml~,ance w~th all permit prov,sK)nS, and report on program effectNeness, and
a summary of reconvnenoat~ons for rev,s~ons to the NPDES stormwater pemvt. IConmtency
th~s defindK)n is �onsistent wdh the language in the draft perm,t Below is a delV,borl bailed on 40
CFR §12242(c) It Is recommended that the perm,t based 0efon~bon be used unless the penni(

3
language is mod~fmd to mad kke 40 CFR §12242(c).|

IAnnual RepoR: A roIXXl, submitled yearty to the Reg~nal Board by the onnNMSa~ of the data of
the issuance of the NPDES storm water perm;t, that mclu0es (t) the status Of im~)iementmo Ihe
components of the storm water management program that are established as IPern~! �onddmns: (2)
prolPosad changes to the storm water management Ixograms that are established as permit �ondlbon~
(3) rev,sKmL of necessary, to the assessment of controls and the hscal analysis reported in Use IPemVt
appl~..at~on, (4) a summary of data. mcJud~ng monitoring data. that Is accumulated thro~hoot the
reporting year~ (5) annual expenddures and budget for year following each annual ropo~ (6) a
summary delcnl~ng the number and nature of enforcement acbonso mspecbonL and pubk¢
Ixograms; and (7) 0denbf~abon Of water quaidy m~rovern~ts or degrmdabon.j{Cons~stancy issue: lie
discus~on adev~.]

Autholtzed Discharge: Any dmcherge tl~t ~s authorized pursuant to an NPOES parma at meets the
axemlpbons set forth und~ II.C.1. and IIC2. of this NPDES storm water IPem~

Basin Plan: The Water QualW Control Plan. Los ,Angeles Ragm(4). Santa Clara River aind Lad
/~geles RNM Basms. ~dopted by Itm Reg~orlal i~ard on June 13, 1994 OraS subsequently

Beneficial Uses: Existin9 or potantisl uses of receiving waters on the permit area as designatod by
~i~the Rag~onal Board m the Basin Plan. Examples of benef,:~ai uses may mckxPe munL¢41:W end(X)mest~� supply; agricultural supp/y., inOustnal process supply: ~lustnal setvoce supply; ~round wMer

Urect)arge: freM~weter teplenk~hment: nav~gatK)n; I)ydropower generatm: water �onta<:f
non.<:ontact water recreatK)n; commercJal and span fish,rig, aquaculture: warm frestlwater IlabitM;,
cold freshwater hal~tat: roland saline water habatat; estuanne t~ab~tat, wetland habitat: mannawddl~fe habitat; prese~at~n of I~cal hal~tats: rare, threatened. Or endangered specte&"

BAT/BCT Cdtoda: Tmatmant-based standards for reducing the d~:~a~ge of pollutants, as defined in
40 CFR subchapter N. for speofic categories of industnsI faohbes sublect to Itorm water ~
kmitabons guKlehnes, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent
Effluent lim,tatK)ns have been defined on 40 CFR for the reduction of toxic pollutants using BeM
Availabla Tent~nology Economy.ally Ac~mvabte (BAT). and for the reducbon of convenbonal polulants
using Best Convenbonal Pollutant Control Te¢.hnok:~ (BCT).

Be~t Management Practice (BMP): ActW~. practk=es, faol~es, and Ixocedums that when
implemented prevent or reduce the pollution of wate~ of the state. Examines of BMPs
treatment facdlt~e$, opembng procedures, and pracbces to �ontlol s~te nmoff, spillage or leaks.or waste O~sposal, or drainage from raw material storage.

Bioaccumulato: The build up of a substance in the bssuas of an o~janism to a higher ~
than in the surrounding enwronmenL generally as a rasult of the organ~m’s ~ngoslX~ and inlwnal
storage of the substance over

B|osUmulatow: An agent, aclXon, or cond~tk)n that arouses, elicits or accelerates physk)k~ical ~"
rorgen~ acbv~ty. For example, the ~ntro~uct~n of excess~e nutrients to an aquatic ecosystem has a

I~osbmulatory effect wh~ct) mendests itsetf as exce~ growth of aquabc I~.
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California Storm Water Belt Management Practice Handbooks: The te<:hnK:al ~ Ixepamd                V
under 01rectK)n of the Sto~n Water Quality Task Force, tel)resenting Cahfom~a members of the
Arnencan Pubhc Works Assoc~t~,t (APWA) Cornpr~ng three votumes--MunK~l~ll, Industrial,
ConstruchorP-.they PtOwOe guK~ance for selecttng BMPs to reduce pollutants ~n storm water
O~scharges These manuals am ave#a/)/¯ from B/u¯ Pnnt 3erwce, 1700 Jefferson Street. Oak/and, CA
94612, (510) 444-6771 or Fax (510) 444.1262.

Clean Water Act (CWA): The Federal Water Po~lut~ Contro~ Act enacted m 1972 by Public Law 92.
500 and amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The Clean Water ACt l)tOhd)ds tile O~:hltge of
pollutants to Waters of the Umted States unless se~l O~schar~je ~ ~n eccotUance ruth 4n NPDE$
permit, The 1987 amendments ~nctucle gu~Yel~r~es for mgulahng rnun~l, m~lustnal, end
storm water dncharges urger ttm NPDE$ program.Construction AcUvity: Clearing’ 9radm9’ or excavatK)n that results an I(Xl d=stwbanct. Constrdcbon

act~wb/does not include routine maintenance to maintain original hne and 9race¯, hydraulic capaoly, or
ong;nal purpose of the faokty, nor does ~t

3
pub~x: hea~ and safe~y. ~ emergency �onstruct~ aCtN~eS requ*red to Wolact

Countywide Storm Water Management Plan: A �om¢)mhensNe I~an for m~)leme~’~abon of
parred requ~rernents described an SectK)~s C.I through C. VIII of the NPOES store1 water perm4 ~

,~ u~vmopeo as a .-.’.,- Oocume .... -- ...... tyv,~e ton. Wet~
from the EAC and partK~oat~on from the "~"    ,nero oy me Pnncmel Perm~ttee, with assistance
permit. Th=s shall I)e used aS ¯ tool to Oar¯top ¯ watershed spec#~c slorm water management ~

Development: The Placement or
9radon9 rernov,n^ �1 ...... ~ of any .~)bd material or Itn~ure on IMid in ot ~
use of land an¢lu0~ng, but not I~n~ted to, sub0wis~onl pursuant I01 he SUtX:IN~s~O~ Map Act Govemm4~
Co0¯ .~66410 el seq), any olher 4w=s~on of land, mCkKhng lot SpUdS; consUuct~on, m¢onstm¯ti~,

Di~ha~ge: Any mleale, I~1. leak. I~m~. Ik~w. el¢~e, duml~ng, or 4~x)eal of any I~luid, ~

quanta¯bye ~. - .-~ .......... ~,~,~r.~, ~e. no~rs ubkZe~, and resultl of

Erosion: The weanng mvay of land surface pnrnahly by w~nd or water. Emsk~ oc¯ur~ natuta#y ea a            L
result d weather or runoff but can be ~ntens#~i by cleanng, gr~l~)g, or excavlbon of the land
surface.

Executive Advisory C<)mmlttee (EAC): A commute¯ composed of re;>msentatNes of the Counly of
Los Angeles (c~a~r), the Cdy of Los Angeles, and the six Watershed Management Areas.
,ncluOe assisting m Oevetopment of the Countywide Storm Water Mar~gement Plan:
Watershed Management Plans and ptovK~ing Olrectlo~ and guKlance to the Watershed Ma~
Committees,. prepanng and forwarcl~ng unrhed submittals to the RegK)~al Boeml,. me~ati~g conflict                      ,
among perm~ees,, coorOmat~ng the ~nplemantabon of ~ ptogrerr~ a~l ~ BMP
appropriateness and assessing ¯ffectiveness~

Angeles Regx)n, or ¯n authorized represantatn~

Good Housekeeping Prectice: A common ~ related to U~e ~ ule. or ~ of
matena~s, Performed m a manner that minimizes the discharge of pogutant~. Exa~ ~
purchasing only the quantify of re¯ten¯Is to be used at a gNen brae, u~e of alternety~ and less
harmful products, ctean,ng up sp~lls and leaks, and stonng materials in ¯ manner that w#l contain ~ly
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H~zardous Material: Any material defined as hazardous by Chapter 695 of b~e Cakfom~ Health and
Safety Code Tt~s ¯etudes any material tl)at, because of ~ts quant~y, cor~c~ntrahon, or Physr.W orct)em~.al char~ter~t~..s, 13osas ¯ s~3n~hcant present or potential hazard to human hearth and safety or

to the enwronment d released ~nto the workplace or ttm envvonmenL

HIzirdous Substance: Any substance determined to be a hazardous substance I:M’suanl
31 l(bX2) of the Federal Water Pollut~on Control Act (33 U S C Sec. 1251 el ~ ) Hazardous
substance 0oes not mclude any of the following (1) nontoxic, nonflammable, 1~3~:orfoswe slormwelM
r~noff 0rained ~ urmlergmund vaults, chambers, or manholes ¯to guitars or Slorm sewers; (2) any
Pest~cKle Wh~:t~ IS appt~:l for agncultural purposes or m app/~:l m aK:co~lance w~th ¯
agreement authorized by Sectx)n 2426 of the Health and Safety Code. and ~s no~
acc~entally or fi:x purposes of disposal, the aP!:)t~,at~on of wh~,,h is m �onll:)kanol
appt~,able state and federal laws and regulations. (3) any discharge to surface wele~ of ¯ qulnt~y less
than ¯ reportable quanbty Is deter¯mad by mgulabons ,ssued pursuant to Seclx)n 31 l(bX4) of Itle
Federal Water Po~lubon Control Act

Examl)les at hazan~ous substances ~ any substanc~ or ct~mca/procbct/or wh~ one or morn

¯4 mat¯net safety data sheet (MSDS) i~ mquimfl
¯ The substance ~ I~te~l ¯s r~lx)ect~ve by the Nuclear I~tory ~¯ The substance ~sksted 4shazen~ous bythe U.$. D~ of Tr~
¯The materiel ~ kst~l m Labor Code

lilt�It Connec’ti~l: Any m/n-lYmde �onveyance that is connected to the storm �lr~n system ~ ¯
parr¯l, Examples ~nclude c/mnne~ p#>~me~, corKk~s, m~els, or ouUets net am cormectwt ~mofly

IIIk:tt Di~chaege: Any descharge to Ihe Stain drain system that ~S WohiMed undo’
federal statules, oil:Ira¯rices, codes or regulet~ons. T/lea ~nc/uo~s e# non-Mar¯ wMer
¯ xcept ~sc~ pursuant to ¯n NPDE$ penn# an~ ~sct)arges tt)at ¯re ¯xenlXe~l or
¯ xernpte~ ~n eooon:~nce twtll SectK>ns II.C.! end II.C.2 of the NPDESstorm

in01rlc~y by the discharge of pollutants to Ihe rnun~:)a~ s~rm drain sys~ent.

Impervious Surface: Man-made or modred surface that Wevents or stgnir~wmy mOuces
water ¯to the underlying so~. ¯suiting m n~noff from the surface in greater quant~es andS’ a( an
incmmsad rate when compared to natural condd~ons prior to 0eveiopment. Exan~s of
commonly ¯xht~it ~nperlnous surfaces ~ park,rig lots. driveways, ~J,’z. stortge
rooftops. The m~oerwousness of thesa ~ commonly msu/ts from pavmg, �ompm:t~l

Industdal/C4~mmte~¢lal Facility: Any faoldy involved and/or used Jn the producbo~, manufadum.
storage, transportation, dlstnbut~ort. ¯xchange or sale of goods and/or commod~es, and any facility
mvo~ved and/or used m WovK:hng profess~)nal and non-wofessKmal servm. Th~s category of faciMty
includes, but ~s not lira¯ted to, any fao~’lty defined by the Standard Industnal C~ (SIC).
Fac~hty ownership (fe0eral0 state, mumc~pal, Ixwate) and profit marne of the fa~ are not fac~:x~ in

Integrated Pest Management (IPM): A philosophy of pest management that console¯ U~e whole
ecosystem when 0elerminin9 the pest control sUate<jms. This I~dOSOl~y eml:~as~es use of ¯
hm~archy of controls, with ¯ preference for mechamcal controls (e.g.. mow~rKj) and ~
(e.g., benaficml insects, pheromones) before chemical �ontrots (e.g., PeelX~des).

Legal Authority: The abilW of a Permit1¯¯ to impose and enforce statutes, on:Ira¯rices, and
regulations to re(luim contro~ of pollutant sources and regulate the discharge of pollutants to the store1
0rairl system, and to enter into interagency agreements, contracts, and memorandums
understanOing. These powers are granted to the Permittees by the Constitutk)n of theCal#ornia and the General Laws of the State (for General Law Cdies/Counties) or
const~tubons (for Charter C~bes/Counbes). These powe~ are promulgatecl by the ~
their munic4Dal coO¯s, orclinance& and statutes cluly aclopted by their govemelg body.
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Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP): A ;~ standard for Ifte reduclx)n of polutants
through the OeveK)pment and ~nplementatK)~ of a program of Best Management Pracbces under
County-WKle Storm Water Management Plans ~ Waterstmd Management Plans. Th~s means
selecting all WactP,,al:4e 8MPs taiung rata ~:�ount facto~ mcJu0~ng, pollutant removal e~
recju~atoty Come,ante, I)ubhc acceptance, ,mplernent~b hty ¢o~t and techn~..~ feas~ldy. BMPI
~lenbfied through th,s process dO no~ have to be ~m~’mented d ~t ~s found that. (1) O(h~ effecbvl
BMPs w~ll achieve greater or substantially the same Po~ut~l contro~ benefits; (2) the BIVlP m01dd
be techmcally feasible. Or (3) the COSt of �’nplernentatK)n would greatly outwex3h the poilubOn o0nb’l~
benefits The enbty(s) respon$~l~e for Oevek)l:,ng and ~’nplemenbng each plan ~ h~ve th~ ~
of show~ng that ~t has met the "max~num extent ~- Standard m proposm9 Or mjeclm9 BMPI

National Poltutant Dlecharge Elimination System Storm Water Permit (NPOES ston~
permit): A permit issued pursuant to the Clean Water Act that re~u.res the d~scharge of polutenll
Waters of the Un,tad States from storm water be conth~led NPDES peffntts can I~e ~ssued For

po~nt d, schatges such as wastewater treatment plants. Or for mun~Jpel storm ~Jr~n systeml ~effeclNety �onskst of mult~t~e point ~lksctmrges of water ong,nMmg es no~ ~

Non4torm water I)tm:ha~ge: Any ~kscha~e to ¯ mum:q~ ~ drain systm I1~ i~ n~t

Nuisance: Anything wh~h meets all of the fo~10wmg fetlu~ementa: (1) m ~ to healh. ~’
,~lecent or offenswe to the lenses. Or ~n o~slfuct~o~ to the free use of Wo!)efly. Io as to intefle~
the �omf~lal~e enF,/ment of kfe or Ixopafty. (2) affects at me same brae an entre �~m~mun~
ne~ghlx)mood. Or any co~l~derable numl)er of II~"~nl.
Itm extent of the annoyance or damage mtt~ed ~ ~:lwKl~als m~y be unequal; (3) ~ ~
es a result of. the treatment or 4~oosal of wastes.

Perm#tle(a): Any agency named in t~e NPDES storm water pem~ as being mlpOnl4lle !0r ~
�onditions v~thm ~$ luns4~ct~n. Perm~ees to ttm NPDES storm water penn4 mclu~e ttm County of

C,~mmont. Commer~. Com~on. C,o~ne. Cushy. ~ C~. D~rno~ B~. Oow~y. O~ne, El
~.~rM~n~e~E~Segun~.G~m~ena~Gter~ale~Glen~ra.Hawa#anGanyens,Hewth~me~-~tmos~-

HK)~en Hdls, Huntington Perk. In~uMry. Ingtewood, In44r~ale. La Canada Fkntndge. LI H4b~Lekewood, La M~ra~a. La Puente. Le Verne. Lawr~ale. Latakia, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Lymmo~
Mehl)u. Manhattan Beach. Meywood. Montovm. Montebe#o. Monterey Perk. IVotwall(. PMos

Galx~el. San Manna. Santa Clante. Santa Fe Spnngs. Santa Man,ca, ,S~erre Mm, S~nel I,M.
El Monte. Soutl~ Gate. South Pa,~lena. Temple C~ty. Torrance. Vernon, Walnut. West ~ Welt

Pmious: Natural or man-made surfaces Ihat allow Ihe enVy of water into the underlying Io4,
msulbng in less NI’K)ff frail1 the surfac~ when compared to ImpervK)us s~rfaces. E.x~.flp~s
surfaces mcluo~ vegetated areas, most unOevetoped areas, uncompacted eartll smMces, andtype modular

Pollutant: Any substance introduced into t~e envV~nme~t that may direc~y or ~ resul k~
adverse effects on ltm benefioa! uses of a resource. F.xamples of pollutants ~1 as foflow~.

materials: excessive pestX:~les, herl:K:Xles er~ ferbkze~.- use~ o# en~ flu~ls from vehicles,

eCommercial and ~ndustrial waste (such as packaging, raw material~ r~shed materials. ~
products, fue~ solvents, o~etergents, P~)sbc pe#ets, I)azanYous substances, ferbl~ers, ~
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~econdap/¢ontainm~t: Structu~i, uluelly dlkel ~ ~, ~~ ~ ~ ~ S~

S~l~nt: ~ ~ ~n~ ~t~ ~t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ m wat~ ~ ~t ~ ~
3to ~ ~s m ~ St~ d~,n syst~ ~ ~ ~t~

Stand~ I~1 C~lflcation (SIC): ~ smt~ ~t~ ~, ~n~ W
~ustw. u~ ~ esta~,sh~nl.~ ~al ~ statlst~, T~ SIC ~ a ~
~ustw ~ ~t~ us~ t~ ~test Sm~a~ I~us~ C~s~t~ Ma~ as ~ ~ ~
Ex~t~ ~ M ~ P~t, O~ ~ Mi~t ~ ~

St~ ~la S~m: S~, guam, ~Rs, ~ ~ ~ ~s, ~ ~

~to ~. ~t~, ~ ~ ~.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): A I~n r~luimd by a,’KI for which �o~tlentl Ire
spec~fmd m tl~ General Permit for Storm Water O,scharge$ Associated wdh IrKlultliel ,,l.�tNit~S,
the General Perff.t for Storm Water D~scherges Assoc~ted wzth Construction ACtNibel. The
of the plan ~s to help ~o~enbfy the sources of pOtlulK)n that effect the quaMy of Morro water
f~m a site and to Oesord~ and ensure the ~rnplementabon ot pracbces to reduce pollutant~ m Mor~

Stomt Water Ru~ff: That pa~t of Wwc~tatio~ (rainfall Or zx~wnelt) which travels via flow ~ ¯
aurfac~ to the StOrm ¢lra~n system Or mce~wng waters. Exam!>les of th~ phenomenon incluc/e: the
water that flow~ tram a budd~ng’s roof when ~t rains (runoff from an ~rnl:>e~ous surface); the wMertlows into Mrearns wtmn ~ on the ground 13eg~ns to matt (runoff from a semi-l:~1,’k~a ~url~):

and the water that lows from a v~jetated surface whe~ rainfall ~s m excess of the rata at which it~nfdtrate mto the ur~lerly~ng ~ (runoff from ¯ pe~wous surface). ~ a# otl~r facto~ are
runoff ~cmases as the ~sness of a surface ~

Ston~ Wlter Runoff Mitigation Plan: A plan. to be submitted prior to the submitlal of an application
for the first planning or bulk:hn9 approval for a new Oevekx)ment project, that sets forth atom1 water
poltubon contro~ to be incorporated into Oevelopment pn:)jects. The plan must shill:

abe designed to rz~luce the runoff volume from the s~te and the pollutant load contributed by the ~

-minimize. to the extent practical:de, I~e amount of runoff directed to impermeable areas to the store1
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Xavier Svantkannu

contatnt~ 8 clean veraton of ~e ~tt tncludt~ our

Plume do no~ heal~a~e ~o �on~8c~ ~ It you have
~es~lon8 r~a~l~ ~e e~l~.

111~

~ v/88 (v/e~ls.)
8baron ~rla~eln (v/~18.)
Cl~ert~ ~rrell (v/~18.)
~ld L. ~olte (v/~18.)

~. ~rk ~ld (v/~18.)
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~. WA~ & ~

(vh~¢h p~bably would not ~ available ~foro ~e enn~veroa~
date) could ~ �ollect~ 8~ reviewed. O~e~se, the
vould only contain da~a for a ~lal year.

Pleaoe contact ~ At you have any ~estAon8
~e enclosed suggestions. We l~k to~a~ to ~elvt~
revAs~ tentative draft of ~e

~ Xavier SvanS~u (via te1~)

Ga~
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PROPOSEDTO CHANGES
O

PROGRAM EVALUATION AND REPORTING PRO~RA.M
[aQRTION OF DRAFT NPDES PERMIT

L
May "/, 1~9~

a, ~ ~plemc~a m~ of program tasks �omaimd in the Pem~ CSWMP,
~or WIvIAP. as ~1~ ~o ~ P~rminm;

b. T~ m~ of, o¢ m~m of ¢o~l~ion of -" ~ m~

�. ~u of ~ m~ �omined in the Penn~ CSWMP. and/~ WldAP. m
qpl~k to ~ ~mmnm;
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+11+ +. Any recommemled clzzn~,es arieL/or modifications to z~e Permit. CSWId~,
~xl/or WMAP, ms ll)plicablc.

v
TI~ ]~ncipal Pcnnirtcc shall submit i S~l~Lqte Monitoring Annu~ Rqx~ by
~f~e,~-~e~.-~,~ + *th.e anniversgn or the date or this Order-0-.o.. The r~It T
.’vlonzzoring Annual Report. due ~ + +one ve~ frem the
date or this Order+ +.

3

I

T~T~..
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(213) 266-7600

)is. Catherine Tyr~ell
Aesistant Executive Officer
California Re~lonel Nater Q~ality ~n~l ~

101 Centre Plaza DT~
Nonterey Park, California 91754-21S~

Re: DT~tt NPD~ Po~I~                                                        ¯

~R~ you again tot meeting vi~ interested City Attorneys
to d~scuss the draft ~t. : thought ~e aeet~n~ yes helpful
and Interesting. Th~s ot~ce :ep:esents the C~t~es ot
Bell, Sou~h Pasadena and Cala~sas. Consequently ve are
~nterested ~n ~e contents o~ the ~t.

Z aa ~l~lnq ~cause ~ have ~en ~nfo~ed that ~.
Svaa~kannu v~11 ~ ou~ o~ the Count~ on the date ot the
sch~ul~ vo:kshop on May 29, 1996. Zt ~s ou: unde:stand~

on aany o~ ~e ~ssues that v~11 no doub~ coae up at
~et~n~. Constantly ve ask that the aeet~nq ~ aov~
o: ~c~ to alloy ~o~ ~. Svaa~annu’s attendance at ~e aee~l~.
~e a~e conce~n~ that d~scuss~on on ~a~:tant ~ssues v~11
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H8. Catherine ~e22
Nay 6, 199~
Page 2.

Th8~ you In advance for your consideration of
r~esC,

Ve~ ~ly y~rs,

Na~ L.
ot OLiVe, VOSE~

HLJ(! crl~
co: Jorge &. Leon, Senior start counsel

Charles Redding, City of Cov~
Carlos Alvardo~ City ot
3~n Van Wlnkle~

~ S~eve Craig, CL~y of ~la~sa8 ~-~~
Charles S. Vome.
~vard W. ~e,
Lisa Peskay ~alns~en.
~tus C. You~,
John Ha~ls,
Her~r~o
~ark S~eres,
David Huff,

m 3. ~v~d

-° j
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~ ~z (JZ3) J66-7~00

~: ~ L.

X~ you do no~ recetve any and/or alt ot ~e ~ges, pZease ~1 n

Client: ~
X~tter:
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

ro~
January 24, 1996

Dr. Robert Ohirelli, Executive Officer
California Regional Wa~er

Ouali~y Control Board
Los Angeles Region
I01 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Dear Mr.

EXECUTIVE ADVIBORY COMMITTEE
DECEMBER 18 DRAPT ~IPDE~

The Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) wishes ~o ~hank ~he ~oard
suaff for ~helr long hours spen~ in developing ~he draf~ flve-year
NaUional Pollu~sn~ Discharge EliminaUion System Permi~ and
sollci~ing our inpu~ into ~he process. However, ~he EAC has some
serious concerns wi~h ~he curren~ drafu and we have Identified more
~han 20 impor~sn~ issues which all Permi~ees believe require
exuensive modification prior uo adopuion of ~he final permi~ by
Regional Board. A summary of ~hese concerns isenclosed for ~our
review and response.

aware ~ha: ~he enclosed summary only reflectsPlease
Permi~ee commenUs iden~i£ied by nhe EAC and should no~ be
consurued as ~he collecuive commenus of ~he Permi~ees. Each
PermiUUee will be submiuUing iUs own commen~s and suggestions. We
requesU Uhau uhe Board consider and respond uo all commen~s
submiuUed by individual agencies, Permiuuees, and ouher inueresued
par~ie8.

All ci~ies within Los Angeles County are env~ronmen~ally conscious
and are desirous of implemenuing and enforcing Uhe provisions of
Uhe Clean WaUer Acu. However, the currenu drafu of the Permi~ is
nou conducive Uo Uhe efficienu use of our limiued resources ~o
accomplish our goals. To assisU in resolving Uhese issues, Uhe EAC
is willing ~o mee~ wi~h your s~aff and develop Permit language
which is accepUable uo all paruies.



DONALD L. WOLFE
Chairman, Execu~tve Adv£sox7 CoemJ.t~:ee

PK: pl\O: \FILES\GHIRELLI. FK
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Major items of concern regarding the December 18 Draft Permit, as
identified by the Executive Advisory Committee.

1. ~nknown requirements to ~e imposed in the future

¯ Many programs In the Countywide Program/Watershed
Management Plan are "to be developed" with unknown
requirements imposed in the future.

¯ Too many levels of plans could impose undue
requirements on the Permlttees.

2. The Permit is too lengthy and complex.

¯ Detailed requirements belong in the Watershed
Management Plan, not in the Permit.

3. The Permit exceeds Clean Water Act authorlt¥.

4. The Permit should clearly state that the Permlttee should
only be required to meet the requirements of the Permit.
If the Permit does not meet a11 requirements of the Clean
Water Act, Permlttees should not be held accountable.

5. The outllne headings sequence should be consistent
throughout the Permit.

6. Compliance dates are not realistic.

¯ The Permit should use periods of time after Permit
adoption, instead of dates, for completion

¯ Too short
¯ Inappropriate deadline sequences which could impact

action effectiveness, e.g., inspection before
outreach to inform industries

7. Permit demonstrates lack of understanding for local
government decision-making and budgeting process.

b)

1. Findings should be limited to those relevant to
stormwater quality enhancement.

2.    Some information presented as factual is not correct.

3. No. 20 (page 5), "other entities," should be clearly
identified and included as Co-Permittees

I
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4. Findings should not give any implication of wrong doing
by any agency.

5. Findings should not be self serving or biased.

6. Findings should not repeat what is contained in the
requirements.

7. Pollutants of Concern are not adequately identified and
referenced.

8. Major land areas are exempted from the Permit which may
have significant discharge/runoff

¯ Universities, State, and Federal
¯ School Districts
¯ State and Federal facilities and lands

DZBCHARGI PROHZBZTZONSANDR~CEZVZNONA’TERLZMZTATZO~q8

Receiving water limitm

¯ Unachtevable
Permittees will be Ln vtolatlon immediately upon issuance
o£ the Permit

¯ Water quality objectives should be goals and not
compliance standards

¯ Compliance o£ permit should not    related to exceeding
any water c~alit¥ objectives, but should only be
evaluated based on implementation o£ prograu

R~QUYJt~BI~TB FOR P~OGP.M(MM(~2~(~NT

~. Sudget requirements are too detailed.

2. Makeup of Executive Advisory

¯ Members should be limited to
¯ Mandating members are not acceptable
¯ Permittees should determine membership on Executive

Advisory Committee

3. The Program Substitution requirements (page 26) are too
burdensome on individual Permitteee.

4. The appeal process is not acceptable.

¯ Administrative review process (page 26) should
state that the Permittees are not in violation
until the review process is completed.

2
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V
A,, 5. The time perio~ given to Board staff to respond to ~
, submittals £ro~ Permittees is too long.

6. The time needed for the Board staff to review submittals T
should be included in the ti~e allo~ed for plan
implement¯floe.

?. Joint powers/inter-jurisdictional agreements (page 25)
requirement are not achievable by Permitteee.

e) REQUIREMENTS FOR ILLICIT CONNECTIONS/DZBC~LERGE~ ~IC’TXO~ t~
Exempted Nonstormwater Discharges

¯    Other discharge¯, such as co~merclal roof drain¯, should
~                      be included.

f) UQUI~8 FOR I~DUSTRIAL/COMMERCL~L 800RCE8 SECTION

Indu¯tr/al/Coe~ercial Inspections

¯ How priorities are established that target certain
industrial activities for inspection are not clear.

¯ The "Enhanced" Inspection Program (page 41) ~e not much
different fro~ the inspection progr¯m on page
therefore, it should be deleted.

¯ The Permit should allow for the public outreach program
to inform Industries to be i~plemented prior to beginning

REQU~S FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING/CONSTRUCTION SECTION

¯ The Director of Public Work¯’ discretion on limited
priority projects requires more definition.

¯ Post-development runoff requirement is not achievable.
¯ Change¯ to the California Environmental Quality Act

requirements should be limited to addressing ¯tormwater
pollution and not watershed management or other water
quality concerns.

¯ Do not lump planning and construction together because
they have separate requirement¯.

¯ Need to provide a correlation between types of
construction projects to pollutants of concern.

UQU~S FOR PUBLIC IITFORMATIONA~D P~RTICIPR~’IONS~TZ(~

Public education and the development of Stormwater Management
Plans do not include public participation.



i) EEQUZREMENTS lq~R NONZTOIt~NO PROGRAM

i. Co-Pedigree Water ~ali~y ~ni~orlng

~ arbi~ra~ nu~r of critical sources have
selected for ~ni~oring by o~her ~n ~he Prlnc~l
Pedigree wi~hou~ da~a ~o sup~r~ Ehe need for

2. There is no relationship ~en Wa~er ~ali~y ~n~ori~
and ~he S~o~a~er ~nage~n~ Plans. Moni~orlng resul~s
should ~ used ~o refine

1. Bem~ Manage~n~ Practice Effectiveness

Pilo~ s~udles canno~ ~ undertaken for eve~
~nagemen~ practice in ~he

Re~ire~n~ (~ge 82) ~o de.narrate ~ximum ~en~
Practical m~andard for ~m~ ~nage~n~ practices £s no~
achiev~le.

(page ~7).

Certiflca~ion re~ire~n~s by Principal ~ecutlve Officer
(page 90) for re~rCing are no~ practical

Needs ~o ~



Major i~ems of concern regarding the December I% Praf~ Permit. as
identified by the Executive Advisory Committee.

I.    Unknown requirements ~o be imposed in the future

s    Many programs in the Countywide Program/Watershed
Management Plan are "~o be developed- with unknot11
requirements imposed in the future.

¯ Too .many levels of plans could impose undue
requirements on the Permi~tees.

2. The Permit is too lengthy and complex.

¯ Detailed requirements belong in the Watershed
Managemen~ Plan, not in the Permit.

3. The Permit exceeds Clean Water Act authorlt¥.

4. The Permit should clearly state that the Permittee should
only be required to meet the requirements of ~he Permit.
If the Permit does not meet all requirements of the Clean
Water Act, Permittees should not be held accountable.

S. The outline headings sequence should be consisten~
throughout the Permit.

6. Compliance dates are not realistic.

¯ The Permi~ should use periods of time after Permit
adoption, instead of dates, for completion

¯ Too short
s Inappropriate deadline sequences which could impac~

action effectiveness, e.g., inspection before
outreach to inform industries

7. Permit demonstrates lack ~f understanding for local
government decision-making and budgeting process.

1. Findings should be limited ~o ~hose relevan~ to
stormwater quali~y enhancement.

2.    Some information presented as factual is not correct.

3.    No. 20 (page 5), "o~her entities," should be clearly
identified and included as Co-Permittees



4. Findings should not give any implication of wrong doing
-~ by any agency¯

5. Findings should not be self serving or biased.

6. Findings should not repeat what is contained in the
requirements.

7, Pollutant¯ of Concern are not adequately identi£ied and
referenced.

8. Major land areas are exempted from the Permit which may
have significant discharge/runoff

¯ Universities, State, and Federal Hospital¯
. ¯ School Districts
{ ¯ State and Federal facilltle¯ and land¯

c) DZBCHARGEPROH~BITIONSANDRECEIVZNGWATERLZMITATION8 8ECTIGM

~ Receiving water limits

¯ Unachievable
Permittees will ~e in violation i~mediatel¥ upon issuance

¯ Water quality objectives should be goals and not
compliance standards

¯ Compliance of permit should not be related to exceeding ~
any water quality objectives, but should only be ,evaluated based on implementation of program~

d) RE(}~ZREMENTS FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SECTIOI8

I. Budget requirements are too detailed.

2. Makeup of Executive Advisor7 Committee

~ li!i!
¯ Members should be limited to permittees
¯ Mandating men~0ers are nom acceptable
¯ Permittees should determine membership on Executive

]. The Program Substitution requirements (page 26) are too
burdensome on individual Permittee¯.

4. The appeal process is not acceptable,
j

¯ Administrative review process (page 26) should
s~ate that the Permit~ees are not in violation ~until the review process is completed,

i~

2
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V
5. The time period given to Board staff t3 respond to

~D su~nit~als from Permi~tees is too long.

6. The time needed for ~he Board staff to review suk~ittals T
should be included in the ti~e allowed for plan Limplementation.

7. Joint powers/inter-jurisdictional agreements (page
requirement are not achievable by

e) REQUZP~S FOR ZI~LZCZT CONITECTIONS/DZSC~GES SECTION

Exempted Nonstormwater Discharges

¯ Other discharges, such as commercial roof drains, should
be included.

f) REQUZREM~NT8 FOR %NDUSTRL%L/COMM~CIAL SOURCES 8ECTI0~

Indust ria 1/Co~merclal Inspections

¯ How priorities are established that target certain
industrial activities for inspection are not clear.

¯ The "Enhanced" Inspection Program (page 41) is not euach

~
different from the inspection program on page 39,

~~therefore, i~ should be deleted.
¯ The Permit should allow for the public outreach program

to inform industries to be implemented prior ~o beginning
inspections.

g)    RE~UI~S FOR DEVELOPI~ PLANNI~G/CONS~UCTION SECTION                          ~

¯ The Director of Public Works’ discretion on limited
priority projects requires more definition.

¯ Post-development runoff requirement is no~ achievable.
¯ Changes to the California Environmental Quality Act

requirements should be limited to addressing stormwater
pollu~ion and not watershed management or other water
quality concerns.

¯ Do not lump planning and construction together because
they have separate requirements.

¯ Need to provide a correlation between types of
construction projects to pollutants of concern. I ’

h) REQ~r-R~S FOR P~Y~LIC INFORMATION ~ P~TICIPATION SEC~0~ ~

Public education and the development of Stormwa~er Management j
Plans do not include public participation.

3 R0030130



V
i)    R~QUZR~q~NTS FOR MONZTORZNG PROGitAM SECTZ~I~q

1.    Co-Pedigree Wa~er Quali~y MoniCorln~

¯ ~ arbi~ra~ nu~r of critical sources ~ve ~en
selected for monitoring by o~her ~han ~he Princi~l
Pedigree ~i~hou~ da~a ~o sup~r~ ~he need for

2. There is no relationship ~ween Wa~er ~ali~y ~n~ori~
and ~he S~o~a~er Hanage~n~ Plans. ~ni~orlng resul~s Jshould ~ used ~o refine pla~.

J) PR~~UATZ~ ~RT~G

i. Bes~ Manage~n~ Practice

¯ Pilo~ s~udies canno~ ~ undertaken for eve~
managemen~ pracuice in ~he

2. Re~Iremen~ (~ge 82) ~o de.narrate ~im~
Practical s~andard for ~s~ manage~n~ practices Is no~
achievable.

standard~ develo~n~ re~re~n~s~leCe per~o~nce
(~ge ~7).

~er~flcaC~on retirements ~y Prfncipal ~ecu~ve O~f~cer
(page 90) for reporting are no~ practical

Needs Uo ~
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS                                                                  O

Janua~ 29, 199~

Dr. Ro~rt Gh~rell~, Executlve Officer
Callfo~ia Regional Water                                   -’

~I ~gele8 Reglon
i01 Centre Plaza Dri~

. Montere~ Park, ~ 91~54-~1S~

’ ~ar Dr. Ohirellit

CO~SqTT OF LOS ANGELES (PRINCIPAL

We apprecla~e ~he op~r~uni~y offered us and ~he Pedigrees
review and co~en~ on ~he draf~ Pe~i~. We have revle~d
draft, and, while we ~lieve we have In ~ ~he fra~rk
effective pe~i~, we have s~ious concerns wi~h ~he de~ailI.
c~n~s are enclosed for your consideration.

We l~k fo~ard tO con~Inulng our Join~ effor~ over ~he next
weeks ~o resolve the conce~s and issues of the in~eres~ed
If you or 7our s~aff have any ~es~ions concerning our
please con~ac~ me a~ (818) 458-4014 or Ga~ Hildebrand
{818) 458-5948, Monday ~hrough Thursday, 7:00 a.m. ~o 5:30

Ve~ ~ly ~urs,

~Y W.
Director of ~llc Works

~puty D~rec~or

O: ~FI~FI~I~

ROO30q32



Los Angeles County Depa~en~ of Pu.blAe Worke                          ~’~
Comments on December 18.
Draft NPD~$ ltor.,water

L

A significant portion of Orange County (86 sq. miles) drains into
Los Angeles County through Coyote Creek.      There is no
acknowledgment of this fact in the findings nor any statement as to
how it will be insured that this portion of Orange County will be
in compliance with the requirements of this Order.

Though the guidelines developed by the Urban Runoff Task Force
presented to the Stormwater Quality Task Force for �o-fflent, the
guidelines have never been endorsed by the Task Force. The flndi~g
leaves the mistaken impression that the Task Force agrees with the
guidelines.

This finding states that the Stormwater Manage~en~ Plans
as part of the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) were determined to              r~
be "incomplete and inadequate’. Our records do not indicate any
such determination being made by the Regional Board. Therefore,
this reference should be deleted.

This finding states that Order No. 90-079 required an evaluation of
stormwater impacts on receiving waters. This was not required by
the Order.

The ROWD does not state that a subcommittee has been established
nor that all Permittees have agreed to perform the activities
described in the finding.

#31k

This finding states that the court ruling in the Caltrans Case
regarding the definition of "maximum extent practicable" is
relevant to a "Permitteeo. In reality this court ruling applies
only to that case and to Caltrans. It is not binding to the other
Permittees. This finding should be deleted.

R0030133



The filing of a lawsuit against a Permlttee that is ultlmatel¥
settled out of court with no finding of liability any court does
not have any bearing on this Permit and thus should not be
mentioned in a finding.

#3S

It is unclear throughout the Permit as to which plans, reports,
etc., developed by the Permittees must be submitted to the
Executive Officer for approval. The Permit must clearly
each plan, report, etc., that must go through this process.

All. Receiving Water

The Receiving Water Limitations as presently written are not
acceptable snd would result in immediate non-co~pllance during
the first storm event.     Compliance with water quality
objectives should be a goal of the stormwater program that is
achieved through implementation of BNP’s to the

Compliance with Discharge Prohibitions and Receiving Water

Implementation of the CSWMP described in this Permit should be
considered compliance with the receiving water limitations.
It will take some time for the effects of the CSWMP
evidenced, therefore, exceedence of any water quality
objective during this Permit that has been identified as being
caused by s~ormwater should not result in any investlgatlon(s)
by the Permi~tees.

The California Stormwater Quality Task Force is working with
the SWRCB to resolve the receiving water limitations and
compliance issues equitably for all stormwater programs which
currently have Permits up for renewal. We strongly encourage
the inclusion of the results of this effort in this Permit.

As written, this section provides an "open checkbook"
requirement of endless monitoring, testing, analysis, and
implementation of trial BMPs by the Permittees. This type of
open ended, undefined requirement is not acceptable.



S~ormwater Management Program re~uiremen~a

General

The relatlonshipsbetween the Countywide StormwaterManagement
Plan (CSWMP), the Storm Water Management Program provisions of
the Order, and the Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP) Is
not clear. Also the development sequence for the CSWMP and
the WMAP is not clear.

Our understanding of the development process is as follo~s~
The Stormwater Management Program requirements described in
provisions C.I. through C.VII., when fully developed and
approved, will constitute the CSWMP. The Permltteee will
proceed with implementing the CSWMP during the term of the
permit. As part of the ROWD, the Permlttees will evaluate the
implementation of the CSWMP and the results obtained through
the monitoring program.     If warranted based on this
evaluation, the ROWD would propose a WMA/~ for each watershed
which would be based on modifications, to the CSWMP.

The compliance dates identified in the Permit are not
achievable given the number of Permitteea (86) and other
industry and publlc interest groups who will be Involved in
developing the programs identified in the Permit. Even though
the Permit has the Principal Permittee together with the
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) developing proposed
programs, these programs must include input from all
Permittees since all Permittees will be required to ~mplement
them upon Executive Officer approval.

Also, implementing new or expanded programs will require
additional resources that will need to be budgeted.
Permittees need sufficient time to go through the budget
process to acquire needed resources. This will vary from
Permittee to Permittee. Therefore, we strongly recommend
rewording a11 tasks which provide for a specific date for
Permittee implementation of the task to the Permittee
submitting a schedule for implementing the task. Without much
rewording, a date by which full implementation must occur by
a Permittee would need to be 18 to 24 months or ~K)re after
plan approval by the Executive Officer to address the above
concerns. We have enclosed a list of proposed compliance
dates that allows for a more realistic timeframe for
development and implementation.



CI. Re~uire~nts for Program Managemen~ L

The PrJ~clPal Permlttee does no~ need guidance fro~ the EAC in
Impleme~tlng our Permi~tee obligations. Please modify ~0
delete ~his statement. O

’ No one tndlvidual in any agency would have ~hls authorlt¥.
~ Also, ti~e level of individual sent ~o represent a Permittee on
¯ the Wa~ ~rshed Managemen~ Co~mlttee (W~C) will be at the
’ dlscret~on of the Permi~ee. The Permi~tee will need to

determines ~he level of individual needed based on its
assessmento£ the charge of ~he I~!C.

¯ The Un~ed States Army ~orp of Engineers should be added to
~his li#~ of agencies since ~heir requlre~en~s greatly i~act ~.~
storm d£sln and flood control opera,ions.

Beyond ~rogram development, ~he EAC will serve other roles,
such as developing and advocating positions on the Clean Water
Act (C~A) reau~horization0 s~rategies for dealing with
stormws~er program issues impacting ~he Permlttees, and future
Permi~ ~enewal. These are i~ems for which the Permi~ees on                     .
~he EA~ need ~o mee~ without ~he presence of ~he Regional
Wa~er ~ali~y Control ~oard (RWQCB) or o~her interest groups.
Either ~mi~ ~he EAC membership ~o Permi~ees or allow for ~he
holdin~ of "closed sessions" for vo~ing ~e~bers oni¥.

Sa~e c~men~s as D.I.

The Co~tY will no~ be providing funding ~o any Permi~tee ~o
carry ~u~ i~s role on ~he EAC or ~he WMC°s. The Regional
Board ~es no~ have ~he authority ~o order a realloca~ion of
public ~unds between municipalities.
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Budget infor~ation requested from each Pe~mittee should be
limited to that which is requested in 40 CFR 122.2G(d)(2)(vi)
Fiscal Analysis, to minimize the additional burden on each
Pe~mittee to provide this info~mation. Also, it is not clear
as to how this info~mation will be used to assess each
Pe~mittee’s compliance wi~h the Pe~i~.    Ne ~lieve
~e~�~ng on ~he level o~ implementation o~ Pe~l~
~ill ~ ~a~ ~re ~elevanC in assessing c~pliance. The
o~ the ~e~cing ~e~i~emen~8 a8 now w~l~en, show little
budge~ insigh~ into the municipal budge~ing P~ess and the
in~errela~ion of ~he multiple ~asks undertaken by
mun~c~l~em.

Su~�~al of annual budget ln~o~lon 1~ no~ re~ired
Section 402(p) o~ ~he

Given ~he nu~r Of Pe~i~tees and ~he ~ssue8 ~n~lved such
res~ns~b~li~F ~or d~scharges, f~ding o~ cleanup
e~c., ~ ~uld ~ nearly ~m~ssible for such an agree~n~
~ developed. Therefore, more clarifica~lon is needed
~he e~ec~a~ions of ~he ~h£sR~0~ ~n complying wi~h

vie~ ~he CS~P asOne solution ~ould ~ to ~he -aoree~n~a~ng Pedigrees.

~nal~ of ~r~u~~le~e ~he ~rd~ng ~der as indica~your legal co~sel Jorge ~on.

For clar~y, ~he Pe~ needs ~o specify ~hroughou~ ~he
various chapters, which documents are s~ec~ ~o ~h~s review
and approval. Also, ~� mus~ ~ rec~zed ~ha~ ~hfs 120-~y
review and approval per~ needs ~o ~ included wh~
es~abl~sh~n~ compliance da~es.    ~e~i~ees will ~ke only
l~m~ed movement ~owards preparing for ~mple~n~a~ion
pro~sed pr~ram until ~ has ~en approved by ~he ~e~ive
Officer.



V

The word "greatly- should be deleted from this sentence,
the issue here should only be one of whether or not the cost
outweighs the benefit.

REQUIREMENTS FOR ILLICIT CONNECTION~/DISC~ARGE~

The first sentence under Section A is redundant with A.2. and
should be deleted.

A storm drain inspection schedule should not be part of the
model pz~gram. This is Pez~ittee spec£f£c and should be
included under A.2.

~if¥ the wording to read: "Hethoda to prioritize p~oblem
areas of illicit disposal...-.

Establishment of a separate surveillance program would not be
practical or cost effective given the large County area and
the diffuse sources for illicit discharges.    The program
described An B.l.e. using existing field staff would be far
more effective. Therefore B.l.d. should be deleted.

This item is out of place in this section and should be moved
~o Chapter XV. B. Developmen~ ~onstruct£on.

It is not clear why co.~nercial roof cl~ains h~ye been excluded.
This exemption mus~ be reinstated.
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Page 7

D.4 .d.

The wording for this item should be revised to read as
follows:    "Established procedures to re~ort on the
implementation of the BMPs described in II.D.4.c in accordance
with Chapter VIII Program Evaluation and Reporting
Requirements-.

III. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR INDUBTRI~L/CO~M~RC~ BO~R~

With the level of specificity in Section D. Source Inspection,
as to the facilities to be inspected, the need to develop such
a large all encompassing database of Industrial/commerclal
facilities is questlonable. The developmen~ of the database
as described herein will not enhance the ability of each
Permittee to conduct site visits to the facilities identlfle~
in Section D. Therefore, the scope of this database should be
limited to facilities described in Section D. and used ~ each
Permittee in managing/tracklng its inspection of theme
facilities.

Again, with the level of specificity in Section D. Source
Inspection as to the industries to be inspected and the
frequency of inspection, this prioritlzatlon process serves no
real purpose and should be deleted.

BMP checklists should only be developed for those facilities
identified in III.D.2.

The purpose of the initial round of site visits for industrial
facilities under the Permit should be educational as opposed
to regulatory. Therefore, to avoid any misinterpretation of
the intent of these inspections, D.l.a.ii. and D.l.b.ll.
should be deleted. These two items would require a regulatory
approach as opposed to educational, which would not serve the
best interests of the program.
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V

D.Z.b.

Item should be reworded to read: "For all other facilities
listed in III.D.2. site visits

Th~s section proposes an ambitious new inspection program that
will require significant additional resources on the

Therefore, to make the program mere manageable for the
Permittees, we request the :ollowing changes:

1.) For all Phase 1 facilities in categories
through [lx] and [xi] that do not have
indu~tria~ waste discharge permit or pretreetaent
pe~t, ~he Fer:ittees should only be required to
co%o:y with D.2.£v.

2.) Delete D.2.vtl£.                                                      "

These changes will sllo~the Pe~ittees to~aximize the use of
existing inspection programs and minimize the need for
additional resources. This is very important at this early
stage o£ the pz~Jram so that we can gain experience with this
program prior to embarking on any broader scale
implementation.

The focus of the initial inspections to be undertaken during
this Permit will be educational as opposed to regulatory.
Therefore, any "problem" facilities would not become evident
until two or more visits to such facilities. Given the

thisinspection frequency in Permit, this would not occur
two years of thisuntil the last Permit with the exception of

described in D.2.i.facilities Given this fact, it is
premature to develop a distinct "enhanced" program. The main
focus of the "enhanced- program - corrective action
problematic or recalcitrant facilities - can easily be handled
under D.l.b.iv. Therefore, delete this section.

i "
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V

IV. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING/CONSTROCTIOI~                L

A.2.a. and A.3.b.

Delete the wording "as part of the Count~r~i~e Plan" since
should be understood that all elements developed by ~he
Principal Permittee and ~he EAC as required by ~he Permit will
constitute the CSWMP.

The purpose of the NPDES Storm~ater Program is ~o reduce
impacts to receiving waters of nonpolnt source pollu~ion in
stormwa~er from urbanized areas. The inclusion of the words
"watershed" and "water quallt¥" in this item are very general
terms which can be interpreted to address issues beyond
nonpoinc source pollution from sto~water. Therefore,
should be deleted.

Add ~he words "or routine after ~he wordmainte~anca-

ProJec~ erodlbillt¥" ia notdefined. If                defined, we asaume
a special consu1~ant report wouldbe    required to determine
factor and question the cost/beneflt of such a

~his Ite~ should be revised to state "NPDES General

applicable.-

Reword this item to say As necessary, use of drainage
controls such as:"

V.       P~BLIC AGENCY REQUZR~(~I~I~

The ~irst sentence under the ~hapter states that "The Principal
Per~ittee, in consultation with ~he EA~ shall evaluate
public agency act~v~±es...- The ~o~n~y =anno~ agree to commi~ ~o
per~on.~ng a ~o~al evaluation o~ the ~e~tees existing practices
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V

and procedures. This would be a very costly snd ti~e-consuming
effort, This wording must be deleted, In developing the ~del
program, i~ we elec~ ~o conduc~ a limited or ~used assess~n~ o~
existing activities, ~ha~ should ~ a~ our discretion.

Also., ~he reference ~o evalua~in~ existing activities prior
developing a ~el pr~ram spears no,here else tn ~he Pe~t~.
Therefore, t~ should no~ spear here.

~e County d~s no~ accep~ ~he res~ns~bLl~y for �~rd~ng
~he Pe~1eee compliance w~1h ~he ~neral
Ac1~v~tes S1o~wa~er Pe~. Therefore, ~h~e eeclton needs
~o ~ reworded ~o say "Pr~edures ~o seek coverage...
are o~ed and o~ra~ed bY a Pe~l~ee~ t~ ~he
develope~~.

l~ £s unclear h~ ~he "~en or ~re vehicles- criteria £s us~.
~s ~h~s ~an ~r day, ~r hour, a~ ~he sa~ ~, or nu~r
of se~tce ~ys? Ne rec~nd ~he ~rdtng apply ~o nu~r of
vehicles re~larly assigned ~o and seduced a~ a yard.

Integrated Pes~ Nanagemenl has no~htng ~o do wt~h ~he proof
s~orage of fertilizers and ~s~c~des. Note appropriate ~der
D.2.

D. ~o~Dra~ ~era~on ~d ~ge~

~ttering from this section on needs to ~ revised ~i~ing
with letter "E" for this section.

The =sto~ drain system" and the =fl~ control system" are
the same. Therefore, these t~ separate sections should ~
c~ined.

This item is handled ~der II.B.1.c. and should ~ delet~
here.
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VZ. PR(X~]~ P~0WZP.~4~8 POR PUBLZC ~~TZ~ ~ P~TZCZPATZ~

Page 62, second paragraph, Item (b), "~he l~aC/on and
of ~he ~s ~gelee ~oun~ wa~e~sheds" - should ~ dele~ a~ an
objective.

l~ ie unclea~ an ~o wha~ ~hie analynie ie ~o ~nn/a~ o~.
mus~ ~his ~ done by eve~ Pe~i~ee. Why no~ representative
areas ~hroughou~ ~he County?

The "~~n~ of Beaches and Haters- £~ ~r~ o~
wh£ch ~s a Pedigree. Therefore, delete re~erence ~o £~ ~.

Page 66, second sentence, in ~he second p~ragraph,
"each Pe~i~ee’~- ~o "all Pedigrees" and delete "and ~he
correlation of each Pe~ee~ analys~ of ~arge~ audience " ~ "

Page 66, ~hi~ sentence, in ~he second ~ragraph, delete "in
each ~a~e~ audience.-

watershed.

delete. " and

~s i~em ~s essentially no d~fferen~ ~ B.l.b.t.b. (~. 68)
~d should ~ delete.
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The County cannot agree to collect, analyze, and
existing data from moni~.oring programs within Los Angeles
County. This is the responsibility of the Regional Board.
If, during our evaluation of stormwater quality under this
Permit, we elec~ ~o u~illze da~a o~her ~ni~orlng prefab,
~his will ~ done a~ our dlscre~ion as ~ deem approprla~e.
The i~em mus~ ~ revised ~o reflec~

The ~rdlng in ~hls section focuses ~he ~P evaluation
done solely on s~c~ural BMPs. This Is no~ ~he In~en~
Critical Source/BNP Moni~orlng Pr~ram.    Once a
source.. has ~en charac~erlzed, ali approprla~e ~PS will

. u=~=~p~ng praculce8 anG 8~c~ural ~asure8. ~s~s will

~
placed.on source con~rol/g~ housekeeping prac~i~e.

~ hnv~ ~nclo~d lan~a~ £or your un~ In ~hu ~ni~orln~
chapter o£ ~h~ P~i~. ~ re£:ec~n our ~ni~orln~ ob:~a~i~

P~i~ adoption. ~ this do~s noC ~cur, ~hen ~he~ d~
will need to ~ adjusted.

~y are watershed s~cific BNPs ~ing held ~o a higher
s~andard for demonstration of effectiveness ~n Coincide
BKPs? This will discourage watersheds fr~ rec~ending
in addition ~o, or in m~ifica~ion ~hereof, fr~ ~hose fo~d
in ~he ~.

This section re~es~s a large a~ of de~ailed ~fo~ion
which will re~ire si~ifican~ resources from all Pedigrees
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V

to track and compile. Limited Permittee resources would b~
~tter spent on a more focused summary with more
implementation. Therefore, the summary should be limited to
the following information:

a) Amount of sto~ drain system inspected

b) Total number of illicit connections discovered and
general categories

c) Number removed from system
d) Any enforcement action taken

See con~ents ~or C.2.a. above Summary should be limited to~.

a) Number of incidents reported and general categories
b) Remedial     action     taken     (spill     cleanup,

investigation, etc. )
c) ~ en~o~ce~n~ action ~aken

~at im the value o~ conducting a public education mussy in
the second year of the ~it? The sudsy should ~ conducted
during year four after pr~rams develo~d under this Pe~it
will have ~en i~le~nted. The results should ~ included in
the RO~.

The pr~rams develo~d under this Pe~it will take
consider~le time to fully implement. Therefore, assessing
the effectiveness of each pr~ram on an a~ual ~sis is far
t~ ~re~ent. ~so, the nature o~ these pr~ra~ is such t~t
~y measur~le effectiveness will not ~ evidenc~ ~til after
a nu~r of years of implementation. The pr~ra~ should ~
implemented over the te~ of the Pe~it with ~ assess~nt o~
effectiveness for each pr~ram ~o ~ ~rfo~d as ~ o~ the
RO~.

The ~ual Re~ should ~ limited to p~viding the
info~a~ion descried in ~he first ~ragraph of t~s secti~,
for ~he various pr~ram areas of the ~.
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£. Performance Standards

The successful development and Implementation of the CSk14P by
all Permittee8 during the term of this Permit will be s very
ambitious undertaking, requiring the focus and attention
each Permittee’s resources towards this effort.

The development of Perfore~nce Standards as described in this
section, though a good concept, is far beyond the scope of
what can be successfully acco~plished during this permit term.
Developing Performance Standards for every BMF in the CSklqP
would be a tremendous effort, and consideration of such should
be deferred until the next

E. Annual

See comments under Section D. above. Again, assessment of

effect£veness should be done ofas part     the ROWD and not In
the Annual Report.

..     ZZ. ADDZTZONAL PRO~ZSZOII~

Paragraph 1 should contain a "force ma~eure" clause wh2ch alloys
for relief from deadlines due to unanticipated events, such as
flood, fire, earthquake, etc. We suggest the follow£ng language:

Should there be a natural disaster or other event,

i~luding w~thout l~mitation, earthquake, flood or fire,
~ ~o~ce Majeure Event’) which delays or prevents any
~rmxttee’s_compliance w~th the terms of this Permit oro .any re. rt, d ume.t, wor plan or
_ e.~nereunaer, such Permittee shall not be £n violat£on

~£ ~e terms ~f. th~8 Permit or any report, document.
t~rKp~an or su~m:~tal made thereunder to the exten~ thatne ~orce Majeure Event delays or prevents the
performance of such obl~gation.

If a Force Majeure Even~ occurs, any affected Permittee
shall meet with the Executive Officer to discuss and
agree upon adequate and reasonable alternative approaches
to compliance with the Permittee or report, document,
workplan or submittal made thereunder. The Permit may
bemodified to address such alternative approaches. Any
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affected Permittee shall provide prompt notice (within
ten (10) business days) to the Executive Officer o£ the
occurrence o£ the Force Xajeure Event.

ThL8 item leaves the impression that certain Pe~mitteel are
violation of ~he expired Permit. This language is no~ necemga~
£oF ch£8 new Pe~£~ and should ~ deleted.

~ P~tnc£pal Pe~£~ee, ~he County could no~ J£gn such
ce~£f£caC£on s£nce ~he p~am-wtde ~e~s we w£11 p~epare ~£11
~ ~sed 8olely on £nfo~£on p~ov£ded by each Pe~£~ee. We ~
no control ove~ ~he 8~a££ used by each Pe~£~ee ~o c~£1e
£n~o~£on no~ can we ce~££~ £~a accuracy.

Hax£mum Ex~en~ P~ac~£cable: delete ~he ~d£ng "BMP’8
~h~ough ~h£8 p~ocess...g~ea~ly ou~eigh ~he ~llu~ion
~ne~£~s." Th£8 wo~d~ng d~s noc £uF~he~ ~he £n~eFes~8 o£
Pe~£= (see ou~ c~en~8 ~o F£nd£ng
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- 1-25-96

LOS ANGELES COUNTY STORMWATER PERMIT

PROPOSED COMPLEllON DATE8

COMPt.ETION OATE
TASK                        IMPLEMENTOR

L REQUIREMENll FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT:

2. Sulxn4 an onnual budoel summary of

3. Subm*t ¯ Itscal resources eumm¯ry in Is
the Reg~mal B4ard

¯~ Pem~

3. el) Prov~e ¯ stotoment that the Penni~ee has obtllned el Each PMmlOoe      4

REQUIREMENI~ FOR E.LICIT CONNECTIONS/OWCHARGF..8

1, Oevelop ¯ model woorem f(x the elimlna~on or iiol I~nc. 8

2. Sutxn4 ¯ schedule of Imrdementa~on to idenbfy and Each ~ _ 4eWnm¯to ~li~c4 connec’4ons based on

1. Devetop ¯ model illicit disch¯r0es eiimmal~)n Wooram

4. g) Subm~ ¯ schedule of imp~ementa~on to idenl~fy and Each Pemlllloe _ 4el~,nato ~iJ~c~ dncharges based on the model Wogram

3. Elkninato the designated o"mcharges o~ �levelo~
al:~o;x~ate BMPs to minimize the adverse impacts m Each PennlOee 12 F.x~culb~accordance w~ Prov~ions II.C.4.

-1-
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY STORMWATER PERMIT V
~o,os~o co.~-no~ ~-~

0

2. Each Penn~ee shall sub, n~ ¯ schedule f(x ~ Each PemMllee 12 -- ~
of IndusUml/Comme~cml Fac~bes m III.D.2.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY STORMWATER PERMIT
V

PROPOSED COMPLETION DATE~

0
TASK IMPLEMENI"OR ~ of Mo~ttm # of Month~

After Permit from E.O.
Adol~J~m ¯ .......

N. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING/
CONSTRUCTION

Develop guK~eknes to encourage watershed pro~ectmn Prec. 18consK~erabo~s 0unng I~ and permd~ng Of all

a) Oevelol~ gux~nes fo~ eac~ Pem~e~ ~o use m
prepanng, rewew~ng EIRs, and hnk~ng EiR
~bgat~n �on0~o~s to ~ pem~ apl:.’ovll.

Each Pemattee Shall mcoq~xate ~ gux:leknes Each Pem~me

b) Devek~ ¯ model CEQA Checkl~t Fonn ~ Prtnc. 10

’ Em:t~ Peru.tree st~l use m incoq~l~ I~e
mo0el CEQA Checkkst IxowsK)ns into ~ Each Peffn~ee -- 6ex0sbng ~

a) Eac~ Pern~lee shall su~n~ ¯ schedule to
"Tq)lement a ~ra~n to tell clevetopers at:x~ EleCt I~ _ 4

v. Cost effective stormwater treatment and

b) Lift,ted Pno~’W Profects - Require ~at by detad Eact~or neference mat the devetorxnen! plans
=ncorpocate al:~oropnate post<:onstruclXm BMP’$
to m~n,m~ze non-stormwate¢ d~K:ttarges from the

¯ "From Exec~0ve Office" ap!)mval ~
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY STORMWATER PERMIT V
PROPOSED COMPLETION DATE~

0
TAlK                         IMPLEMENTOR

After PemtA from E.O.

�) PnorXy Pro~ect. Re~u~e. in ~ld~)on ~o ~a! listed Em:h Pemvllee
alx~e for ¯ I~rmlod Wo~cL ~a! ¯
~a~on l:dlll bo lul~114tOd lfld lpprovod J~
to me m,u-n~e of ~ny G~ng o* Budding
Pern~

d) High ~ Pro~ec~. Requ~e. in aclcl~on to ma~ Each PemVOee
~ted above for ¯ fmomy prolect. I~t
Mormw~tet rn~gnlx)n plan Wov~e fo~ permane~
�onUols to reduce I~e s~wvater
v~urn~ e~ pollutant loads Woduced by

Dwmem~n~

o) [)evelo!) ¯ database ~ m high IMOdly Em:h PemdOle 12and pnon~ dev~k)pment Wo~�~ in

�luane~y.

-,) /~ pert of the CSWMP, develop minimum Pfln¢. 14¯ recommended mquc’ements end BMP’I for high

L Develop 8 reguMtory guideline for wM Each PetnMl~le -- 4"
projects when gmckng w~l occur o¢ mmam
incomplete between October 1 and

L    Include or reference all opfxoptiate BMP’I Each Pemtilloe -- 4"

b) Prk)n~y projects and high pdonty Wojects - FJch PernVOle
prepare ¯ stomlwlter rnibgltion ptln whk:h

L Erosion ~ du~ ~nd after Each PemvOee

J

L All aPWOpriate BMP’s contained in the Each P~
Counlywm

From Execu~ve Ofrmer N:)Wov~ of IV.A.Z                                                          r
From Execul~ Officer apwoval of V.B.2.L
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY STORMWATER PERMIT

PROPOSED COMPLETION DATEI- 0
TAIK IMPLEMENTOR l of Mo.mz

After Penml from E.O.

F.
1l) 8ubmll In Amtuel Repmlto Ihe Reglonai Boen:l I~tn¢. A~ Ihe end of

lb) Submit ¯ sepemte Monlto~no Annual Relx~ P~n¢. Pem~oe 4 mo~he

of each

Pm~cml Porrr~toe and Pem~loes mu~ submil complete Reporls o/ P~n¢. PofnV~eo0 6 mo~h~ --Wm I:~ch~go (HOWl;)). Each Pommoo
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LOS ANGELF_~; COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
DR.AFr NPi)ES SrORMWATER PERMIT

PROPOSED MONITORING PROGRAM LANGUAGE
DRAFT I/~7J9~

IX. MONITORING PROGRAM

A.    OBJECTIVES

The overall goal of this monitoring program is to develop and suppofl �ffeetive watershml
specific storm water quality management pcogmma.

¯ The following major objectives of the monitorinig program are intended to ~
the overall goal of the program:

I. To track water quality status, pollutant trends, pollutant ~ md
pollutants of �oncern.

2. To monitor and assess pollutant loads from specif~: land uses and
watersh~l ~

~ 3. To identify, monitor, and assess significant water quality problems r=l~ted "~
to storm water discharges within the watersh~L

4. To identify sources of pollutants in s~orm wat~ runofl~

5. To identify and eliminate illicit di,w, lmrg~.

6. To evaluate the eft’ectiveness of numagement ~ including
pollutant reductions achieved by best management programs (BMPs).

.. 7. To assess the impacts of storm water runoffon receiving wat~v~.

B.    MONITORING PRO~P,,AM REQU1REMENTI~

The following monitoring program is designed to meet the above ~ obje~vea:

1. Land Use Station Monitoring

a. The Principal Permigtee shall reevaluate the location ofmonitocing
stations r~flecting specific land uses (’land use stations")
consistent with the cost-benefit methodology attached he,to as
Attachment i. To the extent rm:luired by the reevaluation pgm:e~
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reevaluation process, existing lat~l use statiom under NPDES
Permit No. CA00616~4 will be l,oved to monitor ~ use T
categories recommended for m~.,Jl~’ing under [he re~valuatio~
methodology. Existing land u~ btatiom under NPDES Pen~
No. CA006165.4 which do not tFIlect land use
recommended for monitoring ur~l~r the cost-benefit analysh or
which are duplicative of other .~t,,ions will be decommissioned.
By July I. 1996. the Principal pFrmittee shall submit ¯ g~T~ort to ."~
the Executive Officer upon ¢om|detion of Step 6 of the
reevaluation process set forth in Attachment I. outlining the ttep~
taken thereunder and recomendtlttg land use catngot~ea to be
momtored.

b. Upon approval of the report by Ilte Executive OITtcer. ~
~ Principal Permittee ~utll ¢omp~ Step~ 7-~ of the

process ~ forth in Attw.hment I,

�. The Principal Permittee will mc,0itor land use ~tatiom at a rate of
100 station events in the 1996.~H storm season, with ¯ ~tttioa
event defined as one sampling ev~:nt per station. The Pringipal

events, but shall be required to t~tonitor that many. provided that
there ar~ sufficient storm event.�, The Principal Permittee will               ~i~
monitor land use stations at ¯ ral= of 200 station events in each of
the 1997-98 and 1998-99 storm ~:asom. The Principal Permittee
shall not be required to monito, more than 200 station events
during these years, but shall be p:quired to monitor that many,
provided that there are sufficienl storm events. Following
1998-99 storm season, the Primlpal Permittee shall not be
t~lUired to monitor more than 2~X] station events per storm
season at the land use statiom. [.and use statiom shall be
operated until the permit term t~ ~oncluded or until EMCs are
derived, at the 25% error rate. ft)r the following detectod
constituents of concern:
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Total Suslx-nded Solids
Total NiLrog~n
To~l

The Executive Officer may add or delete constituents of concern
other than those listed ¯bore after the commenc~men~ of the
i~rmit term. However, for those constituems of concern added
after the �ommenccm~m of the second rainy season under the
I~rmil, the Principal Permitte~ need no~ derive ~n F.,MC ¯!
error rate of Z5 % prior to closing ¯ slalion,

d. All samples for land use station monitoring shall be takca with
the san~ type of ¯momatic sampler used under NPDES Permil
No. CA(X)616~4. The samplers shall be set to monitor ~
to{ailing 0.25 inches of mini’all or greater. The constiluems to be
analyzed shall be Ihose identif’~J as being oblainable by
automatic samplers in the workplans submiued by the Principal
Permit!e= under NPDES Permit No. CA0061654. in nddilkm,
the Principal Petmine~ will, as ¯ pilo{ stody, set one lind u~
sampler to morn!or storms totaling to 0.1 inch of rMnfall or
greater. Based upon ¯n assessment of I) the operationM
effectiveness of the sampler; 2) the feasibility and effectiveness of
sample reu’iev¯i and u’anspon: and 3) the ability to reprogram
and maintain this setting ¯t o~er samplers, ¯ decision will be
made as to whether to set some or all of the remaining land use
samplers to monitor storms totalling 0.1 inches of rainfall or
gmat~.

e. If ¯ constituent is not found at the method detection limit for it~
respective test methodology in more tha~ 2~ percem of the
ten sampling events or on ¯ rolling basis using the ten mo~t
recent sampling events, it will not he further analyzed unless the
observed occurrences show unusually high concentrations and age
cause for concern. The Principal Permittee also will conduct
annual confirmation sampling for non-detected consfitt~ at
each station for as long as the station remains open.
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2. Mass Emission Station Monitoring

a.    The Principal Permittee will monitor ¯ total of four ~                    L
emission stations during the Permit. During the 1995-96 led
1996-97 storm seasons, monitoring will be conducted at the
Ballona Creek and Malibu Creek monitoring stations established
under NPDES Permit No. CA0061654. During the 1997-98 and

A1998-99 storm seasons, monitoring will be conducted at the San _-"~
Gabriel River and Los Angeles River (downstream of Wardlow
Road) stations established under NPDES Permit No.
CA0(~!654. The Principal Permittee will monitor each station
for up to ten station events per year, for ¯ total of twenty station
events per year. This monitoring will include dry weather

b. S~mples for mass mission station monitoring shall be takea wids
the same type of automatic sampler used under NPDES Pen~
No. CA0061654. a, well as through grab r~’npling. The
sampler~ shall he ~et to monitor storms totalling .25 ~ of
rainfall or greater. The constituents to be analyzed shall be thote
identified as being ob~inable by automatic sample~ and grab
sampling in the workplans submitted by the Principal Permittee
under NPDES Permit No. CA0061654.

�. If ¯ comtiment is not found at the method detection limit fro" it¯
respective test methodology in more than 25 pert, era of the first
ten sampling events or on a rolling basis u~ing the ten mo~
recent sampling events, it will not be further analyzed unle~ the
observed occurrences show unusually high concentrations and ate
cause for concent.

d. With the exception of the stations noted in Section C(2X¯) above.
monitoring of mass emission stations installed under NPDES
Permit No. CA0061654 will be disc, otttinued and the statio~

3. Critical Source/Best Management Practice Monitoring - The Principal
Permittee shall conduct a program for monitoring of critical smm:es and
best management practices (’BMPs’) associated therewith. The program
shall be consistent with the following:
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a. Selection of Critical Sources: The Principal Permiuee will select
critical sources for monitoring based on the methodology attached
as Auachment 2. A total of five (5) critical sources will be
monitored over six rainy seasons commencing with the 1996-97
rainy season, subject to the provisions of Section C(3Xd) below.

b. By July I, 1996. the Prinicpal Permittee shall submit ¯ report
the Executive Officer on the critical source selection process and
recommending critical sources for evaluation. Upon approval of
the report by the Executive Officer, the Principal Permittee shall
proceed to conduct the activities set forth in Section C(3X�-0.

�. Characterization of Critical Sources: Commencin~ with the
1996-97 rainy season, the Principal Penniltee shall ~mmence the
characterization of critical sources. A total of six (6) examples of
each critical source will be characterized through analysis of
sheetflow runoff. Fewer examples may be selected due to
distance considerations and/or the unavailability of sufficieal
source locations willing to participate in the pmgrant. A ~ of
at least five (5) storms will be used to ~ the ~

amicipated to be found in the critical so~rce runoff and
an¯lyres will be partioned, as appropriate, to determine the
dissolved and undissolved portiom.

d. l?valuation of BMPs: In the next year after ¯ critical source had
been characterized, a BMP or BMPs appropriate to the critical
source will be selected and installed at up to half of the critical
source examples (the "test sites’). Sheetflow from the remaining
source examples (the "control sites’) will �outinue to be
analyzed. A total of ten (10) targeted storm events will be
monitored to assess the effectiveness of the BMPs; if there are
insufficient storm events during the year, the evaluation may be
continued during the next storm season. The Principal
Permittee’s monitoring of critical sources and evaluation of
BMPs will be concluded by the end of the sixth full rainy
after the effective date of the permit, provided that sul~ieal
storms have occun-ed.

e. Additional Evaluation: After the third full rainy season following
the effective date of the permit, the Principal Permittee will .~

¯ ~ reevaluate, using the same proc~ described in Allachme~ 2, the [~r----
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progress made by other public agencies in the State to evaluate
critical sources and BMPs. If, following that evaluation, the
Principal Permittee detennines that there either are additional
critical sources or BMPs associated with idcntifg~d significant
critical sources which have not I~=n monitored and/or evaluated,
and sub.lect to the approval of tbe Executive Offger, the Principal
Permitte= will monitor up to an additional three (:~) critical
sources or evaluate up to an additional three (:~) BMP sets or                 .,~
some combination totalling three critical sources or BMPs (the
"Additional Monitoring’). The extent of Additional Monitoring
will be dependant on the Principal Permittee’$ ability to complete
the monitoring/evaluation described in Sections C~(:~Xc-d) above;
if more time is needed to complete such monitoring, the extent of
the Additional Monitoring shall be accordingly reduced. Such
Additional Monitoring shall in any event be concluded no lateg
than the end of the eighth full rainy season ¯her tbe effective dale
of the Permit.

f. Reports: In the annual report to the Executive Offr.gr foilowinI
4 the third full year of critical source/BMP monitorb~,

Principal Pennittee will describe the monitoring program to dale,
including tbe results of any evaluations of BMP effectiveness. In
the annual report to the Executive Offr.~ following the
completion of the critical sourc~/BMP monitoring, including
additional monitoring, if any, the Principal Permitte= ~
provide to the Executive Officer ¯ report describing the �ot~lgte
critical source monitoring program, including the results of ~LOy
evaluations of BMP effectiveness.

4. l..oads Assessment Model - Following the third full rainy season ai~"
the effective date of the permit, the Principal Perminee will tak~ ~
existing monitoring data from the land use and mass emission slatJom
(including data collected from stations monitored under Permit No.
CA0061654) for use in a model to assess loads of pollutants entering
into the ocean receiving waters off the County. Tbe model to be used
for this assessment will be the EPA Simplified Method. The Princip~l
Permittee will submit to the Executive Officer for approval ¯ workplan
for performance of the loads assessment model by no later than I$
months after Permit adoption. The Loads Assessment model will be run
for each of the six watershed management ar~as in tbe County.

r-
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Receiving Waters Study - The Principal Permittee, in conjunction with
such other parties as it may choose, will fund a study of receiving water~
impacted by storm water runoff as described in Attachment 3. subject to
revisions as set forth below in Section C(5)(d). The purpo~ oftbe ~dy
will be to study the impacts, if any. of storm water and urban runoff
the beneficial uses of Santa Monica Bay and to assist the Permittee= in
developing storm water and urban runoff management progran=. The
obligation of the Principal Permiltee under this Permit with rer~g~gt to
the study of receiving waters shall consist of the following:

a. Plume Study: The Principal Permittor will contribute up to ¯
maximum of $14:5,000 to support the plume study. If thit
amount is contributed by the Principal Permittee. the Principal
Permittee shall not be in violation of this Permit if not
elements of the Plume Study have been ean’iod out.

b. Benthic Study: The Principal Permittee will contribute up to ¯
maximum of $20:~,000 to fund this study, if this ~tnount i=
contributed by the Principal Permittee for these pul’po~=, tbe
Principal Permittee shall not be in violation of this Permit if
all of the elements of the Benthic Study as set forth in the
receiving waters workplan have been carried out. If it it the
consensus of project ,=cientists that a third year of benthic r, mdy it

Principal Permittee will contribute up to a nutximum of an
additional ~80,000 for the third year of study, If this amount it
contributed by the Principal Permittee for the third yeas’ of the
benthic study, the Principal Permittee shall no~ be in violation of
this Permit if not all of the elements of the third ye..gr of the
benthic study have been carried out.

�. Toxicity Study: The Principal Permittce will contribute up to ¯
maximum of $i:Z2.100 to fund this study, If thit amount is
contributed by the Principal Permittee for these purposes, the
Principal Permittee shall not be in violation of this Permit if not
all of the elements of the toxicity study have been ~.arriod out. If
it is the consensus of the project s~ientists that a third year of
toxicity studies is advisable to meet the goals of the rec~ving
waters study, the Principal Perm, Jttee will contribute up to ¯
maximum of $80..~O0 to fund a third year of study. If this
alllount is contributed by the Principal Permittee for the third
year of the toxicit7 study, the Principal Permittee shall not be in
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violation of this P~rmit if not all of the elements of the third year
of the toxicity study have been carrkd out.

d. Project Design: The receiving waters study shall initially contain
the elements set forth in Attachment 3. attached. However. tl~
scientists conducting the receiving waters study may alter the
parameters of the second and (if necessary) the third year of
receiving waters study so as to me~t th~ objectives of tl~ study.
Such alterations could include changing the Io¢~tion of zampling
locations, different sampling techniques or other r~dir~tion of
resources. The maximum financial commitment of tl~ Principal
Permittee as set forth in Section C(SXa.~:) abov~ slmll not.
however, be increased or reduced. The Principal Permitteg shall
provide to the Executive Offger notice of any r~visiom to
second and (if necessary) third years of the rt~iving watm~
study for review and approval.

e. Annual Reports: The Principal Pcrmitte= shall cause the
scientists conducting tl~ study to produc~ an annual report

¯ ~ covering study activities of the previous year. Such t~-pot~
be submitted by the Principal Pcrmittee to IM F,X~lltive Office. ~"""~

~ ~N. f. River Study: The Principal Permitte¢ will take ¯ total of thr~
~ ~ (two storm weather and one dry weather) water samples at each

duhng the 1997-98 and 1998-99 seasons. The samples will
analyzed using sea urchin fertilization tests. The Prirgipal
Permittee’s total out-of-pocket contribution for such study shall
not exceed $3,600. if the cost for undertaking th~ study exceeds

g. C~ommitment of Principal Permittee: The commitment of the
Principal Permittee toward performance of ¯ receiving waters
study is the provision of funding and various rc~orts, as set forth
above, as well as undertaking the work described in
C(SXf’). The Principal Permittee shall not be in violation of this
Permit for the failure of third parties to provid~ funding or
services for elements of rig receiving waters study.
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6. ~n~r~! Pmvisioas

(~l~ality �on[rol. quality ~su~, ~ �ol~n, ~o~ge ~               ~
a~ly~s s~ll ~ ~ ~t fo~ in ~ Sto~waterlU~ R~ff
Monitoring ~og~m workplam ~in~ to ~ ~~
Offer ~nt ~o NPD~ ~it No. ~A~I~.

~~ wi~ ~ ~FR I~.

3
2
2
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A’I’rACHMENT 1

LAND USE SITE SELECTION PROCESS otYrlANE                                                           L~

Stepl

The principal Permittee will take the Southern California Association of
~vernments (’SCAG’) categories listed below as an initial list of land use categoric. ’rile
Principal Permittee will use its best efforts to ob~in overlays (or similar informati~) for use
in the land use selection process. However. these overlays or infornmtion must be usable
County.wide in the SCAG database and the Principal Permittee shall not be required to look
for or use overlays or information which canno~ be so used. The Principal Pennittee also shall
not be required to create overlays. Some of these categories may no~ be imponam (very small
area represented in study area. and/or known very low EMC or runoff mass). The initial
number of categories will be reduced at ~s step.

For each remaining category, the Principal Perminee will identify eight (8)
representative locations. The eight (8) locations in each category would be relatively mmll
areas, such as a square block for residential areas, a single school or church, ¯ few bloc, Ira of
strip commercial, etc. These sites would be selected, where possible, over ¯ wide
geographical area of the study area to include a range of topographical charaeteristlt: such
dis~m~: from ~ mc.

In this step. U~ Principal Pcrminc~ should l~rform a site surv~ of ~’ound
�onditions. For each of th~ eight (8) Iocatiom idcntif’~d for each category, ~!~ pr~:ii~l
Permi~ce should collect information, to U~ extent such information is available, iacludi~:
~e of roof connections. ~ or drainage, age of development, housing dcnsi~, ~ Of                 ._~
landscaping, condition of pavement, soils, and existing stormwater �ommi ~. t.--

These are simple field surveys that can be complete! by a team of two l~Ople
the rate of about 5-6 (maximum) locations a day. depending on navigation probkms, ~r~fic
delays, and U~ proximity of the si~s. Several pho~ographs should be mad~ of each site and
m~hived wi~h tl~ f’:id sleets for furore ref©re~:¢.

In U~s s~’p. cur~ndy available aerial pho~ographs taken in the past five ye~s

sidewalks, parking areas, s~orage areas, decks a~d sheds, swin~ming pools, alleyways, ~d
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other paved areas. Pho~ographic prints for each of the homogeneous neighhorhoods examined
on the ground in step 2 are needed, The actual measurements require about an hour per site.

Stq) 4

In this step, the Principal Permittee would compile the information collected in
the previous steps and use it to determine which land use categories should be monitored.
This refinement step would result in a final list of categories to be examined, based on the
actual measured values.

Some of the sites selected fo~ field measuremem may ~cmally belong in anmh~
category and would be reassigned to that categoi~ before Ibe data were evaluated, in ~ldiUo~
development characteristics and areas of important elements may indicate greater variability
within an initial category than between other categories in the same land use. if thege is Ito
other reason to suspect differences that would affect drainage quality or quantity, these ageas
could be combined to reduce the total number of individual land use categoriga meal ~
subsequent evaluatiom.

On the basis of Step 2 and Step :3, the Principal Permitte= will measu~ the
percent of directly connected impervious area for each of the eight neighborhood~ mrv~y~L

~,, .... .-~The Principal Permittee will then compare the percent of impervious area using simple ~
parametric statistics to see how differences within a single land use category compare with

aggregate or subdivide land use categories as appropriate. Subdivisions of land use categories
shall correspond to those in the SCAG database.

according to their predominance and pollutant generation. As part of its analysis, the Principal
Permittee would perform a marginal cost/benefit analysis as to which land use categoriet

]:or each land use category the following will be estimated based on existing
data: drainage area, runoff quantity and an EMC value for each of four indicator pollutants
(preliminarily, copper, pyrene, total suspended solids and diazinon). The product of runoff
quantity and EMC is the estimated total annual pollutant loading associated with each land use
category and indicator pollutant. These sums are then ranked, from the largest to the
and an accumulated percentage contribution is then produced for each pollutant. These
accumulated percentage values are plotted against the number of land use categories. ’l’ne
graph will be relatively steep initially and then level off as it approaches 100%. A margin~             r-
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cost-benefit analysis can then be used to select the number of land uses that should be
monitored, which will take into account all four of the indicator pollutants,                             L

The list of County-wide land use categories to be evaluated in ~tep 5 will be
reviewed for each of the six watersheds in the Permit area. if there is ¯ land use ~ttegoty in
an individual watershed which may be feasibly monitored and is in the top five land uses in
terms of total ¯re¯ in the watershed and is otherwise an important contributor of �onstituents of
concern, but which would not be monitored based on the County-wk]~ marginal �ost-b~efit
analysis, up to two such land uses shall be monitored after the first year of the monitorilt~
program, subject to th~ station event cap.

S p6

The Principal Permittee will take the top ranked land uses and if the total
number of categories exceed ten. select ten monitoring sites for monitoring the first y¢~. All
of the remaining top-ranked land uses will need to be monitored in future years, subject to the
station event cap. In selecting those sites for initial monitoring, fig Principal Permittee shoukl
look for homogeneous areas that are self-contained in ¯ drainage area. In ~ldition.
locations will need to be selected ¯long storm drains that are able to ~�onunodat~ tbe
sampling ~uiprnent. have sampling access, no safety problems.

~x~. fig monitoring sations ~.~ installed. Tbe monitoring ~quipm~ will
inch~de ~u~)natic w¯ter s~mplers ~id. if surcharging flow prot)lems xre an~icipa~d, flow
sensors measuring velocity and depth of flow. The samples collected at fig automatic
samplers should all be flow-weighted composites, r~uiring only one sample to be analyzed
per event it each monitoring station. Each sampler site will need to be visited periodic, ally to
©nsu~ that everything is ready to sample.

The Principal Permittee should continue down fig list of priority land use
categories and install additional monitoring stations in subsequent years..At some point, the
marginal benefit from monitoring an additional land use category will not be sufl~cient to
justify the cost. as determined from the marginal cost-benefit analysis in step 5. and BO
additional sites will need to be installed. The land use szmpling program will end wh~
sufg-icie~ storms have been sampled to obtain the desired eiTor level in fig F,M(~ values for fig
~stituen~ of con~m-n.

SCAG LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS
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Single Family Residential
High Density
Low D~mity

Multi-Family Residential
Mobile Homes and Trailer
Mixed Resident!
Rural Resid~nfifl

Retail Stores and Commercial
O~her Comn~rci~l
Public
Special Use F~ilit~
Educational lnstitutiom
Military Installatioms
Light Industrial
H~avy Industrial
(Mineral) Extractlo~

Transpo~tion
Communication Fa~ilittm
Utility F~ili~m
Maintenan~ Yards
MLxed T~
Mixed Transportation and Utility
Mixed Commercial ~d
Mixed Ufl~l

Regionfl ~ and ~

Wildlife Fl~serves ~nd ~
Specimen Gardens ~nd ~

O~her Open $1~ce md ~
Ufl~n V~
Irrigated Cropland and Improved
Non-Irrigated Cropland ~nd Improved

Nurser~
Dairy and Intensive Livestock, and Associ~ed F~cilities



Other Agricul~re
Ho~e Ranches                                                                         L
Vacant Undiffercntia~d
Abandoned ~ ~ V~
V~nt wi~ ~ ~m~
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ATTACHMENT 2
CRITICAL SOURCE/BMP MONITORING

Selection of Initial Critical Sources to be Studied: Th¢ s¢lection of iagial critical
sources will be made using the following

Step 1: The Principal permitt¢� first will develop an initial list ofcandidal¢ ~
sources, including industrial and commercial sources that are regulated under ti~ a~al=’$
General Permit and those which are am.

Step 2: The Principal Permittve next will develop a list of criteria for prioritizing
candidat= critical sources developed pursuant to Step 1, including ~h= following: numb~
and/or total area associated with each critical source; runoff pollutants ~iated with each
source: th¢ impact of nonstormwatcr discharges associated with each sourc¢; whether or not
the source is regulamd under Ih= Gemral Permit; and. ease of impl¢m=malioa of monitmiag
and BMPe.

$~-’p 3: The Principal Permit~ next will prioritiz= the candidate critical tzam~ based
on th¢ s¢icction criteria d¢v¢lop und¢r Slop 2.

Step 4: Th¢ Principal PCnnitt~ next will conduct a lit¢ratm’� rcvi¢w and �onlact ~
Slat= municipal stormwaler progran~ to identify what critical sourc=~ hav¢ ~ (or
planned in the next five years) to I~ studied elsewhere. Where studies have Im~ conducted
art planned to be conducted elsewhere, such studies will be revi¢wed to ass¢~ wlg, th~
hydrologic conditions in th¢ study aria are representative of those in Los An~�1�$ County, I~
quality of ~� study and any conclusions from already-conducted studi¢$. This ¢valuafiol)
would be coordinated with th¢ S~at¢ $~ormwatcr Quality Task Fon~.

Step 5: The Principal lc~-.rmitt~ next will lake th¢ list d¢v¢loped up to ~ 3 and

Selection of Additional C~ Sourc~s/BMpe: The selection of additional critical
sources or BMPe for monitoring following the third rainy season of th= permit will follow
st¢ps no~ed above, except that BMPs also shall be cvaluamd in addition to ccitical soun:~.
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ATTACHMENT 3
RECEIVING ~VATERS STUDY

A receiving waters study that will be a joint effort of the University of Southern
California, the University of California at Santa Barbara and the Southern California Coagal
Water Research Project (’SCCWRP’). In addition, the study will be done in cooperalion with
an ongoing toxicity study by investigators at UCLA. Co-funding. either direct or in lento of
vessel support, also will be provided by the federal government through the Sea Granl
program, by the City of Los Angeles and through SCCWRP. It must be noted that while the
Principal Permittee is committed to funding a receiving waters study, the scope of that ~udy
will be affected by the availability of non.Principal Permittee funding uml~e~0 u i~ d~
below. The Principal Permittee’s commitment is limited to the provision of ftm~.

A. Outline of Study: The receiving waters study includes a plume tNdy to
determine the dispersion of stormwater runoff and associated sedimenl, a study of the benthi~
environment near two principal storm drains. Malilm and Ballona Creeks and Im ~ of
the toxicity of storm drain waters and affected sediments near Malilm and liallona ~eelm.
The plume study will be carried out by the USC Sea Gram program. The benth~ and mgkiq
stmtie$ will be carried out by SCCWRP. All of these studies will be carried out over’ two
storm .seasons. with the third year used for analysis of the data obtained in the ~ year~.
If it is the �omemus of the project scientists that a third year of research is appm~ for the

¯ benthic and toxicity studm, mc, h study shall be carried out. Each element of these ~udiet kt
oudined below.

1.    Plume Study: The plume study will be o:mdu~’~d over two ~
seasons and will examine the following issues, among other:

Mapping the spatial and temporal structure of the runoff plume~ from Ballom
and Malibu Creeks as they flow into Santa Monica Bay following strong winter m~lm.

¯    Examining the interaction between the runoff plum~ and ocean ~ u they
affect the advection, dispersion, and mixing of the plume.

¯ Evaluating the impact of storm runoff plumes on benefk:ial usm of the coastal

¯    Characterizing the optical properties of the suspended particulale matta~
(’SPM’) and dissolved organic material (’DOM’) associated with runoff souggea.

R0030169



V
¯ Examining the effects of DOM and SPM on the water column optics and the
distribution of nutrient concentrations, as the same may affect phytoplanktoa                     L

pnxluctivity.

¯ Helping to establish appropriate locations for benthic study ~tttiom.

2. Benthic Study: The benthic study will measure the following

¯    Water quality (dissolved oxygen, salinity, density, temperature, light
tnnsmisalvity and Ph).

¯ Sediment grain size, sediment organic concentrations and sediment conttminant
�oncentrafiom.

¯ The stngture of the benthic invertebrale

The benthic sludy will employ lhe same me~ods used in smclies of dry weather
river discharge areas carrel out by SCCWRP in 1994 and 1995 in the entire Southern
c.~lifon~

3. Toxicity Study: The toxicity study will involve the following propmed
annual elemema: .

Water Cohunn Toxkity

¯    30 sea urchin fertilization tests taken during two storm and one d~ weather
event off each of [Ltliona and Malibu Creeks (including reference $ite~).

¯    3 Phase I TIE tests on up to 3 samples showing toxicity in the sea urchin
fertilization tern

Sediment Toxicity

¯    Amphipod survival tests of sediment samples from 10 stations (ineludil~
reference sites) will be taken 2 times (1 storm and 1 dry weather period) in Year 1.

¯    Amphipod survival tests of sediment samples from 10 stations (including
reference sites) will be ~ken 2 times (1 storm and I dry weather period) in Year 2.
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¯ Sea urchin ~mwth t~ts will be conducted for chronic toxicity in sedimcnl
samples from 6 stations, plus ] reference site, with the locations to be determined by                ~"
project scientists based on existing data and lx~t scientil’,� judgment. Biological efl’=Cl~
only (survival, growth, sediment avoidance) will be measured for all sites in Year 2.

¯ Chemical analysis of sea urchin growth test tissue samples (gonad) will be
conducted for organics and metals. Duplicate samples from 4 stations (including one
reference) will be analyzed in Year 2.                                                    I~

¯ Phase i TIE tests using sea urchin fertilization of interstitial water from up to 4
stations identitrgd to be toxic in amphipod survival tests (4 samples toc=l) will be
conducted in Year 2.

¯    Additional interstitial water testing intended to coordinate with the UCLA
rimed below may also be carrkxl

B. Project Rexibility: The exact parameters of Year 2 (and Year 3, if necess&ry)
testing will be determined by a review of the project scientists of the results of Ye.~r I and
Year 2 testing. Thus. certain of the steps outlined above may be modifoed following the
reviews.

C. Coordinationwith UCLA Toxicity S~udy: UCLA researchers are involved in
an ongoing Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project study of the toxicity of stormwater runoff in
Ballona and Malibu Creeks. The receiving waters study will be coordinated, to the extent
possible, with the UCLA study to maximize [i~ utility of [be information obtained by bo~h

Permittee will lake a total of three (two storm weather and one dtT weather) water sample~
taken at each of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River mass emission stations during each of
the two year~ that those stations will be monitored. The samples will be analyzed using the
sea urchin fertilization tests, it being understood that the Principal Permittce’$ total out-of-
pocket conu’ibution for such tests shall not exceed $3.600.
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i~-~’~.~ COUNTY’ OF LOS ANGELES ¢--~ ’ ~.[~

LPO~

~r~1 23. 199~

3~s. Ca~herine ~reZ1
Cali forn[a Regional

Oual£~y Control ~gd
~a ~geles Region
101 Cen~ge ~laza Dg[ve
HonCege~ ~agk, ~ 91754-2156

~C ~ZON O~ ~~TZ~ CO~ZDg PR~

~o~ac~ :nau was presennea ~o you and Dr. Ro~r~ Ghirelll by EdShroeder and Ray Tahlr during a meeting a~ ~he Regional Board on
March 22, 1996.

~ ~? me~r~ al~. ~greed _~ha~ ~he for~hc~ing ~en~a~Ive
suo~wauer pe~%u will De evaluated agains~ ~he re~ire~n~s
contained in ~he al~erna~ive plan by ~he Co-Pedigrees. This
~l~?rna~iv~.plan ~as ~en distributed a~ ~he ~s ~geles River and
~mznguez ~nannel Watershed ando~her Watershed meetings.     ~e~ings

If you have any ~es~ions, please con~ac~ me a~ (818) 458-4014.

Ve~ ~ly yours,

~ecutive Adviso~ C~i~ee

FK: do
P: ~... ~FILES~~.~
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ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED PERMIT

Generally

It is the behef among most co-permdtees that the proposed permit (issued December
18, 1995) does not work and suffers from so many defic~enoes as to require a major
overhaul, To that end, the Cdy members of the Executive Advisor,. exchx:lirKj the City
of Los Angeles (at least as of thzs wntmg), have developed a plausible SOlutK)n: a
permit that ~s a comparatively brief, is ~n keeping w~th federal storm water regulatN)ns
and is not unhke permits prepared for other regK)ns of the State. The permd would
essent=ally sense as a framework to hold (1) county.w~e storm water management
program requirements; and (2) a blueprint for developing watershed.specif��
management program requ.’ementl.

The permit, or "waste discharge orders," should be s~milar to those written for other
regions in the state such as Fresno, Sacramento, and Venture.

Instead of being anencyclopedia of storm water management requirements, the permit should be ¯ brief el
possible and contam the fo~owing:

1. Relevant findings that sere to justify permit requiremenll.

2. Receiving water limitat~ms that make sense and in are keeping with thole
developed for other regions of the State.

3. Obligatory legal requirements that are normally required for waste discharge

4. An ident~cation of basic storm water management program requirements for
the Pnncipal Permittee and co-permdlees in terms of (a) County storm water
management program requirements; and (b) watershed storm water
management program requ=rements. (Note: Requirements should be stated
as bnefly as possible. Specific tasks and goals for meeting requirements can
be specified in the County-w~le storm water management program
requirements that would be an attachment to the permit.)

5. Defintion of terms (an adaptation of CDM’s glossary of terms should be used
for this purpose).

¯ County-wide Storm Water Management Program

The city members of the Executive Advisory, excluding the City of Los Angel~,
have developed requirements for a municipal storm water management program.

R0030173



These requirements are to be 8mplernented on a county-wide level (i.e.. by all
perm=ttees), in accordance with the a schedule of Implementation that wdl be
developed after all affected parties agree to the requirements contained in the
proposed county-wide storm water management program. The reouirements meet
current mun~cma! NPDES storm :’.’ater _orowslons of the Clean Water

The atlached County-wide Storm Water Management Program matrix descnt)es in
clear terms requirements for all perm0ttees.

¯ Watershed Storm Water Management Program

A watershed storm water management program (WSWMP), is to be de~ It@
later than one year from the adoption date of the permit. The WMP shall
contain a mechanism for ident~fl/ing watershed-speofic problems and develo!)ing
BMPs to mitKjate them, The n~.~.han~sm =s to cons=st of (1) at least three years Of
data charactenzation for each of the each of the watersheds or other compelling
scmnt=f’~: data collected (excluding non-analogous regional data); and (2)

I
....... ¯ .-~ ,~-:,, ~=..vmo, =ne tollow~ng actions can be takert duf~tgthe following permit year: (1) select~)n of additional BMPs (structural and/or nort-

structural); and (2) a ratcheting-up of exmting BMPs.

The watershed shall also be the place where non-storm water discharge exen~)tions
shall be determined - not on a county-wK:le level as the regional beard’s draft pen~

sen.. ,o 0., w,,. o0n-.’o. 
sens"it  than  ca.se r..ce,v,ng waters,.,,,-=,= zu ~u~..n mscnarges, lake tor example street wash"
~W~..ereas.. discharges from street wash,ng might pose a serious orOblL=rn

-a,ona.. L;.r.eek. s.uch discharges m,ght not be problem for the San G;~riel~t"~-.example, iz can demonstrated by’ compelhng data that street washing - which is an
exempted non-storm water discharge - =s a significant source of pollutants to waters
of the United States, then the discharge shall either be (a) de-exempted or (b)
conditionally allowed.

¯ Storm Water Management Handbook

The development of guidance manual developed for the regional board by CDM
should be placed in abeyance until the permit is issued. The handbook should not
referenced in the permit but instead should be a stand-alone document. Note: The
handbook might not be necessary).
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C:) "

ALTERNATIVE COUNTY.WIDE STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM MATRIX
r~

Targeted Aclivity
Acceptable Requirement Unacceptable Requirement

A Industr,al Facdites Requinn9 ¯ Repot1 facitd~es suspected of not having a
¯ Will not inspect facilities to verifyGeneral Industrial Activity GIASWP to regional board.

Storm Water Permit compliance with any SWPPP requirement
(i.e., appropriate selection and imple-(GIASWP) ¯ Require by ordinance all materials containing
menlationofBMPs).pollutants used at the facdity be (a) covered to

prevent airborne storm water contact with ¯
Will not issue runoff pollution preventionpollutants+ and (b) raised off the ground to prevent
education materials (because facilities aresurface water contact with storm water/non-storm
already subject to GIASWP requirementswater runoff
which compels them to practice storm

¯ Reqmre by ordinance that outdoor surface areas water/non-storm water managemenl)
exposed 1o slorm waterlnon-slorm water runoff,

¯ Will not prlorilize industrial activitybe cleaned of debris and any pollutanl material
facilitiesleaks or Spdls

¯ Prowde runoff pollution prevenlion education
materials

~ust.al Faolitms (only e’---~u~re by ord,nance all mater,als coniainin~ ~ot conduct site visits for publicthose subject to haz-mat and
pollutants used at the facdity be (a) covered to

education purposes, unless permitteeindustrial    waste    water prevent a~rbome storm water contact with
already inspects facilitydischarge requirements) pollutants: and (b) raised off the ground to prevent

surface water contact wdh storm waterlnon-storm ¯
Will not prioritize industrial facilitieswater runoff

¯ Will not conduct IJ~AY.J8~I exclusively for¯ Require by ordinance that outdoor surface areas
educalion purposesexposed to storm waterlnon.storm water runoff,

be cleaned of debris and any pollutant material
leaks or Sl~lls

¯ ProvK:le runoff pollution prevention education
materials

March 11. 1996                                                                    ,.~
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(1) ~ non-store: water discharge and (2)    runoff pollutio~ prevention Purposes.
requiring coverage of pollutant materials (includes

unless permittee already inspects facility.reuse conmnorz).

¯ Provide ai restaurants nmoff pollution prevention
edur.~t~on malehals containing facdity-specK~c
BMPs. including the advantages of having a

Relaled Facilities                                                -’-’-’-area exposed to storm waterlnon.stown water
runoff be cleaned of debris and an), pollutant
mater~al leaks er

Mar~h 11. 19g~



Targeted Activity

Illegal Disposal of
spill response.Pollulanl Materials to the

¯ Encoum~ resident~ .nd ~msim.es to padici~e
in Oi recycling amd household hazardous waste
pregrams

¯ Identify high cleb~ areas in public places and
deploy refuse �ontainerl to minimize littering.

~scharge to the ~ ~’~Esla~Jsh legal authority proh,bitJng, within

permitlee’s iunsd~-lm, the dmcharge of any fluid
water discharge exemptions granted tothat is no( entirely comprised of storm water,
municipalities under CFR 40, 12226.unless such discharges are exempted.
(Note: An exempted non-storm water

discharge may be withdrawn if dry weather¯ Inform all residents and businesses of permdtee’l
flow data reveal that such discharge is ingeneral prohibition on discharging to the M,S4
fact a pollutanl source to receiving watersflux:Is Ihal are not entirely compr|sed of storm
within a watershed)water

¯ Make available to residents and businesses
whiten BMPI Ihal min~nize discharge of non.
storm water Io the MS4 to avoid violating
permittee’s prohibit|on On illicit discharges.

¯ Establish legal authority Prohibiting, within --’---"-
permdtee’s junadict~on, ill~:it connections (already
covered under Uniform Plumbing Code)

¯ Inspection personnel to check new construction for
illicit connections ~ to projecl completion.

’ Refers to munJcq~al store: water system
March 1 ~. 1996
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~ ~" ¯ ~11 r~ conduct on-sit-’-~e inves~atlon or
~~. ~ ~’S ~~ ~ ~ t~ti~ of ~ffi~ fa~l~ ~t~"

GIAS~I (t~ fa~l~s are ailed to
discharge ~-sto~ st~ w~er to the¯ I~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~’s
M~.

~11 ~ t~t a~ ~es a~ ~mer~al

a~ industri~ facilit~s f~ illi~ c~ionsE~ ~ ~ ~ st~ to re~    (~t will test "~
~ �~,
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Targeted Activity
Acceptsble Requirements Unacceptsbie Requirements

Constructton Projects construction adivibes ~hat cause the ¯ Will not inspect facdlitlet to verifySul~ect General d~stud)ance of five (~) acres of more of soil by
compliance with any SWPPP requirementConstruction Activity Stonn grading, cicaring, and/o~ excavating to (1) obtain a
(i.e.. appropriate selection and imple.Water Permt~ General Construction Actnnty Storm water Permit
mentation of BMPs). (Note~ Perm~ee will(GCASVVP)~ and (2) mairdain on-site a Storm Water
verify compliance with gradingPollution Prevent|on Plan (SWPPP)
requirements/erosion control plan.

¯ Will not prtoritize construction projects
requinng GCASVVPs)

Other Constructton Pr~-~’- ~1 prOl)OSed conslmctton wojects no( required ~ot prioritize construction any other

to obtain a GCASWP. but are requtred Io obtain a
project.grading penni~ to

a Minimize sediment discharge to the MS4.
Ihrough an erosion Control plan. using
approprtate structural and non-structural BMPs

b Manage materials and equtpmert~ used on site in
a manner that minimizes the discharge of
pollutants to ~he MS4 us:ng appropriate BMPs

� |Note Permittee shall base BMP prescriptions
on the type of activity to be performed at the
r,.onstmction site and pollutant materials
associated with the project, using    as
gutdehnes ~he Cahfornia Storm Water Quality
Task Force’s Cons~rt~K)n Acfiv#y 8esl
Managemenf Pra~ices Handbook and/or
USEPA’s S~orm Wafer Managemenf for
Cons~ructm Acfiv#ies: Developing Pollution
Prevenf~n Plans and Besl Managemenf
Pract~es

March 11. 1996
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Targeted Activity Acceptable Requirements
Unacceptable Requirements

Illegal D*sposad/lil~.4 * Inform developer of pe~n~tee’s Wohil~tion on ~
Discharge Prevention connection~

~g Pollutanl
" Redevelopmenf/deve!opmeN shall ¯ Wi, nol be compelled to adopt urban runoffDascharges Assooated with requ~ed Io coml~ wilh Ihe following

Land Use Aclivdy mitigalion ~ans al "container~" for
mandatory BMP requirements. (Note:1 Developerlcontraclor to incoqx~ate into Ihe Permittee should have discretion todesign of the Ixojecl Ihe following                determine how it chooses to impose BMPs

on a conlractorldeveloper. A permittee¯ permeable sudaces Io allow more percolation
may not like having to deal with anotherof runoff into Ihe ground Io Ihe maximum
lype of plan just to avoid confusion I! may,e~lenl Wacbcabie (MEP)
instead, prefer a checklist or other device

b Ihe amount of nmoff directed to impermeable which accomplishes the same thing.

areas and to Ihe MS4 Io lhe MEP ¯ Will not be compelled re-write General Plan
unless model is developed by Principalc storm water mrdtrat,on and storage for reuse
Permittee. in consultalion wilh EAC, forI~’ough Ihe use of sedu~eN traps, cisterns,
county-wide implement¯lion (The goaland ofher means to lhe MEP
here is for uniformity)

d padding Io( pollutant reduction Mvough (i) Ihe
¯ Will nol develop CEQA checklisl. The initialuse of IXXOUS re¯ten¯Is to allow percolation of

study checklist should be amended by then~noff and (#) Ihe installation of approlxiate
State Office of Planning to include stormtreatment controls. Io lhe MEP
walerlnon-storm water runoff.

~ Sul~ct develolxnent~evet~=men~ ~ include (I) a ~ngle famCy Ix)me mcrea~ed in ~ ~)ace by 50% o~ more; (2) an addition of one o~
mo~e o’we~ng un~s ~o a mu~-fan~ s~’uc~m. ~x 13) an moease of fd~y percent (50~,) o~ grea~ in ~oo¢ area o~ an increase in f~oor area of 15,000
Square feet to no~’H’esK:lant~ ~ -

March 11 1996
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Land Use~clivity runoff mitigation pl~n per ~e. (Note
Permillee should have discretion t(~(continued) ~:4e: PmmiOee ~ evaluate each plan
determine how it chooses to impose BMPeagainst objectives and Ihe standards set forth in
on ¯ contractor/developer. A permittee

~ ~1~l~’~e sections of
may not like havin9 to deal with another
type of plan just to Ivoid confusion. It may.lhe handbooks on BMP selection, source    instead, peeler a checklist or giber device

controls, tseatmeni �ontrols. and additional
which accomplishes lhe same thing.measures be considered ~ the evaluabonJ

Infomt developer/coNractor of permil|ee’s

) 0



Targeted Activity
Unacceptable Requirements

Any municipal aclw~y that
munic~pel activities thai involve the use. ¯

will not specifying municipalhas the pofentielcontnbute storage, and/or disposal of pollutant materials and
in the permil to perform storm waterto storm water and non. prescribe epl~Opriate 8MPs. (Note: Includes but is
pollution prevention activities (e.g.. parksstorm water runoff pollution no( Iknded to vehicle and equipment maintenance,
and recreation). Permit should beatree~ repair, fertdiZerlpestic~:ie application, refuse
concerned with the a~’f~ that could�o~lecbon/msposal. swimmm9 pool maintenance.

etc) contribute to runoff pollution. ~
Ol~OJCJPaL_Cl~oa£f~)~oJ that may (or may
not) be engaged in that activity.

¯ Will not be compelled to develop "pollution
prevention plans" for maintenance facilities.
(Note: Should be an option Io, for
example, requiring BMPs by SOP, MOU, or
means of communication)

MS4 Ma,ntenance ¯ Clean CatCh basins M least annually, prmr to the
atart of the wet season, and as often necessary to

¯ Remove excemve det~ fr~ epe. channeis prior
to the alert of and during wet mason.

¯ Sweep streels in M zones at least once a month.

Illegal Dmposal/llhcd
personnel of penniflee’s 9enerat prohibition --------Discharge Prevents1

aga,nst illegal disposal/illicit discharge Io the MS4.

~ctiOnAclivd~s                detx,s and vis,ble leaks end spills of "--’-’----

pollutants ham surface areas (permittee’s property)
and d,spose of properly.

¯ Control pollutant d,scharges from construction sites
uired

March ! I. t996
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Requ,’ing NPDES Permits municipal activities (e.g.. ~ pool o~ water
Ixoduclion well di~ to t~e MS,I).

G Post-Constru,~_.:_-~. * Ev_="-~=     ~,-~,,~,~     r~ve:~,,T,~,~;,;,~v . No structurel controls, unless required byRequirements for New develol~)menl Ixojects against criteria for
existing regulations or called for inDevelopment and determining projed impac~ on storm waterlnon-
fo~lhcomin9 CEQA review criteria asRedevelopment Pro~ectl stofln water nmolf quality (to be developed by
"mitigation measures."regional board and Prin~pal Permittee).

H Training ¯ ,-,u,,,,,~ ",’,,,,,,v to ~-, ...... ~-~ p~,~,,’~i-,el to f~,,:i{~ate ¯ No mandatory storm water management-compliance with permit requirements,
related training to non-permittee personnel.
(Note: Permittee shall provide, however.
information/education to individuals
impacted by its requirements to facilitate
compliance).

March 11, 1996



Targeted Activity Acceptable Requimment~

A General Runoff Pollution ~ mediunVmedm (l:x’ochum. newsle,e~. ~-~o mandatory "fair ~Prevention Education to doo~ hongem), convey the following: (a) storm
Los Angeles County’s 5.5 million dollarResidents and Schools drains are no~ sewers; (’o) nmoff contains pollutants
public education program.responsible fo~ degrading receiving/ocean waters;

(�) a list of acbvities th,M can coNaminate runoff; (d) ¯
No mandatory production of videos eitherthings that can be done to reduce runoff pollution
individually or collectively.(e) pennittee’s prohibibon against illegal disposal

and illicit discharges to the MS,I; (f) encourage
repoflin9 illegal disposaJ and illicit d~scharges; and
(g) ex~anat~on of no dumpng signage on catch
bosins. (h) encourage appropriate d|sposal of
household hazardous waste and recycling. (Note:
Messages may be contained in a single reed|urn or
several, depending on permd~ee’s preference an~
public mformahon resources)

¯ A~. through cable television (~f permittee has one):
(a) ex~st,ng storm water-related videos (e 9. C4y of
Santa Idonica’s "Urban Runoff." City of Los Angeles’
"Fantast,c Journey." and (b) bulletin board
messages relatin9 to Ihe runoff pollution prevention
(e 9. household hazardous round-ups, mini-’BMP"
messeges, etc )

Provide schools runoff pollution prevention phnt
materials and/o~ video presentat|ons, containing the
following messages: (a) storm drains are not
sewers; (b) runoff contains po;Iutants that can
damage marine environments; (c) a list of
act~wt~es that can contaminate runoff; and (d) things
that students can do to reduce runoff pollution

MarCh 11. 1996
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Prevention Education to hangers), convey Ihe folowing: (a) storm drains are
Industrial and Commercial not sewers: (b) nmolf contains pollutants
Facilities responsitle for �~ receiving/ocean waiers~

(c) ¯ general list of indusldal and commercial
practices thai can contaminate runoff: (d) things thai
can be done to reduce runoff pollution: (e)
pormittee’s prohibition against illegal disposal and
~lic4 d,scharges to the MS,I: (7) encourage
repoding illegal d~sposal and illicit discharges: and
(8) explanai,on of no �lump,ng signage on catch
besms (Note: Messages may be contained in a
single reed,urn or several, depending on perm*ttee*s
preference and pubSc information resources).

~ .’~h pr~ med:. convey (1) the need to -"--’--’-
and Auto Repair. Body and comply with runoff pollution prevention
Pads Shops requ, rements: and (2) BldPs that fac,litate meeting

such requirements.

C) Developers/Contractors *-’~r~h print med*a, convey (1) the need to ----’----
comply w,th runoff pollution prevention requirements
dunng and after construct~n: and (2) ways of
meet,ng such requirements









Targeted Activity
Unacceptable Requiremento

A Prohibil Illicil Discharges to prohib4ing non~orm wMer discharges ~
the MS4 to MS4 components. (No~e: The MS4 means "a

conveyance o~ system of conveyances (inoluding
roads w4h dr~nage systems, municipal streets.
catch basins, curbs. 9utters, d~tches, man-made
channels, or storm drams’3).

¯ O~dinanca I~oh~)4tng illk:~ connedions to the MS4

¯ O~d~nanca I~ohJt~tong the dmcharge of any non- ~
MS4 flu~l matenal to the US4

C Control Pollutant (~scharges e ~’~’~"~--’~ requ~r~n9 industrial and commercial
Associated w~th Industrial facd4~es to (1) i~’event storm water/non-storm
Activities to MS4 water contad w4h pollutant materials or their entry

into the MS4: and (2) r.Jean surface areas of
pollutant Sl~lls or leaks

~ "~-~"~nce or contract with agency having autho~y ~
veillanca and 1|,4on~tohng to to conduc~ on-s4e inspections foe" dl~..A connection
Determine Compliance with detection
Permit Conditions

ong Perm~ees to Con-
trol the Con|ribution of
Pollutants from one Porbon
of MS4 to Another

E. Comphance w~th ~ ~ -__,_,_,,
Provisions of the Permit
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Tv,’o of the permit’s provisions are especially disturbing to ~LS. First is the county-wide and

0watershed storm ~’ater management program plans. ~hich ar~ to be developed and implemented
at’ler the ~.rmit is ado0tcd. "l’h¢ problem is that t~o SCLS o1" additional storm water requirements
can be arbiwarily impog.d on all permittces ~ithout d~:ir approval. This is obviously unact.el~tble.

L
Second. the draR permit denies small city representation and participation on the Ex~utive
Advisor. Commi,e¢. As a ~rious �onsequence. small cities ~’ould have little or no opportunity
to influence decisions r~garding such things as the development of the storm w~tct public
education/information program (to ~’hieh all cities must �ontribule ¯ "fair ~are’3.

The draft permit is very disorganized. It is recommended that the draft permit be re-written ia ¯
manner that employs a style and format that is consistent with other storm water permi~
addition, it is clearly evident that d~� December III. 1995 draft permit exceeds Clean WaI~ A~t
authority and should be revised to accommodate all the specilic concerns of each and
penniuee.

We hope that our �omments will prove useful to you. If you have ~ny question~ or require
additional information. I can be contacted al (gig) 570-3274.

General Manag~. Ul///~/~

co:Julio ,I. Fuentes, City Maaa~r
Terry L..lames, Assistant City Manage/public
Leland Dolley, City Attorney
Dr. Robert Ghirelli, California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Donald L. Wolfe, Deputy Director, Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles
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COMMENTS ON DECEMBER 18 DRAFT STORM WATER PERMIT

City staff has reviewed the proposed draft storm water permit and concluded that it is in T
need of much correction. The following is a "short hst" of the draft permit’s deficiencies:

1. Receiving water limitations are unclear and confusing. The draft pen’nit actually
contains two sets receiving water limitations which a_o_oear to be in conflict. One set
is derived from water quality objectives contained in the ocean and basin plans
develormd by the State Water Resources Control Board (in Sacramento), and
applicable to the Los Angeles region. Another set is actually specif’~:l in the permit
as qualitative objec0ves. They include items A.II.1 through 7. Although they are
referred to as water quality objectives or receiving water limitations per se, they
appear to be such (e.g., floating materials in concentrations of quantities that do not
cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses of receiving waters). The draft
permit also appears to contain two contradictory compliance standards. Under B.I,
Compliance with Discharge Prohibitions and ReceM’ng Water Limitations, the draft
permit says a permittee may comply with receiving water limitations.by:

"... demonstrating timely implementation of BMPs and other actions to mduoe
pollutants in the discharge from their municipal separate storm sewer system to
maximum extent practicable, in accordance with Requirement C of this Order.
Storm Water Management Program Requirements."

In other words, by complying with the permit, receiving water limitations (and
presumably water quality standards) will also be satisfied.                                ~’~

UBut under BII, the draft permit suggests that ¯ permittee could exceed ¯ receiving
water limitation (either expressed as a narrative or numerical standard), in which
case such permittee would be required to prove that "storm water discharges from
its municipal separate storm sewer system are not in fact the cause of the
excaedance." The question is how could the oermittee exr~H:l a receivino water
o_uality_ standard if it has met all of the conditions of the permit?           -

The draft permit goes on to say that if the permittee cannot prove Ihat the
exceedance was not caused by discharges within its jurisdiction, it would be
required to either (a) accelerate its BMP schedule (a new feature), if the Cotmty-
wide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) or Watershed Management Area
Plan (WMAP) is adequate; or (b) if the CSWMP or WMAP is deemed inadequate,
the permittee will be required to modify the plan with the corrected dermlencios for
resubmittal to the regional board. The revised plan would contain new or revised
BMPs aimed a preventing future exceedances of a receiving water limit¯lion.

Clearly. this provision is in conflict and confusing, and is in need ~f resolution. It
should be revised to simply say that conformance with receiving water limitations
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will be achieved by meeting requirements of the permit. This is how ~lher regional
boards have dealt with this issue.

2. The draft permit does not clearly identify basic permit requirements. Here are
¯ few of many ~xamples:

a. The section dealing with pollutant discharges from construction s#es does Itot
c~earty ind~ata what types of construction are subject to contrOl. The term
"construction activity," as defined by federal NPDES regulations, mfem to the
disturbance of soil by grading, clearing, and excavating. As it is unde~tood, ¯
construction project that results in the disturbance of five ¯(:ms or rllom of loll by
grading, cJearing, and/or excavating, is subject to NPDES conslruction permit
requirements. But the permit is not cJear about other �onstructiort projects (LI.,
those that do not cause the disturbance of five acres or more of soil). The basic
problem here is that the permit does not identify IJLconsttuctk~ ptqeds that are
subject to permit requirements.

b. See also comment #14 regarding legal authority requtmrnen~

�. The draft permit tends either to be vague about boltorn line requirements or
does not mention them at all, and then provides ¯ list of
¯sloc~ted with them. "Program Requirements for Industr~l/Corflll~rdal
Sources" illustrates this point. It begins with the following

"Each permittee is required to develop and implement an industdsl/crmlrnercial
program that focuses on identification and control of storm water pollutant and

A. Identification of Soumes

1. The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC shall develop ¯
database format for listing industrial/commercial facilities by four digit SIC
Industry Numbers by October 15, 1996 ..."

What is missing is the bottom line requirement, which in this case is "�0ntmlHng°

pollutant and non-storm discharges from industrial/commercial sources. Orme
the this basic requirement is established, sub-requirements can be determined.
Here’s an example of a basic requirement relating to controlling polutant
discharges from industrial/commercial sources:

A. Controlling Pollutant Discharges from Industrtal/Commer¢lsl Facilities

Page2 or10
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1. All industrial and commercial facilities shall be (i) prohibited from
discharging non-storm water to the MS4 unless exempted by this Order;,
and (it) required to implement appropriate best management pra~ that
operate to minimize the discharge of pollutants Issoclated with industrial
or commercial operabons to the M,S4, to the maximum extent predicable.

Once ~ese basic requirements have been identif’~d, criteria or tasks fi
satisfying them can be more easily determined.

3, The draft permit, despite its glossary of terms section, does not define key
terms. The term "industrial activity" is a very important NPDES lerm. yet it is not
found in the draft permit (though �onstriction activW is der.~d). While the permit
provides a broad definition of industrial/cemmercial facilities, it does not provide ¯
separate definition of each. This is important because the term "industrial" has
special sign~cance within the context of NPDES provisions of the Clean Water Ad
(CWA). Also absent from the draft permit is the term "control." which is very
important to undemtanding certain legal authority requirements. Another ~
referenced in the draft that is not defined is "VeaUnenL"

4, The draft permit now contains provisions that would impose additional
requiram,nts ,ftar its adoption. The permit (in the glossary, inappropdltaiy),
defines the CounW.wide Stoan water Management Plan as follows:

Sections C.4 through C.VIII of the NPDES storm water permit that Ire ~oplicable to
all Permittees and all Watershed Management Areas. The Countywide Storm Water
Management Plan will be developed as ¯ single document by Ihe Principal
Permittee, with assistance horn the EAC and participation from the pennittaes,
according to the schedule prescribed in the permit. This shall be Msed Is ¯ ~ to
develop watershed specific storm water management pl~rts."

A complete analysis of this"provislon cannot be provided because the referees ~
_permit sections C.4 throu_oh C.VIII of" the draft ~Dermit do not exist Nevertheless, in
general, this provision - which is not found in the previous draft version - calls fix
the Principal Permittee to develop another storm water management program by
way of ¯ County-wide Storm Water Management Plan and a Watar~J~d
Management Plan. Both plans are to be developed after the permit is adopted. If,
however, this provision remains, the County and LARB/SWU would have ~
check to impose other re(~_uirements, in addition to those contained in the draft
_permit. without aDgroval from _Dermittees_ While a need for a watershed
management program/plan is reasonable, an additional storm water managemenl
program clearly is not. County-wide program requirements should be dealt with only
in this draft _permit. not in some future document.

P~e3 ~0 ’~

R0030195



m̄ 5, The draft permit, unlike the previous version, does not guarantee ¯mall city , ()
representabon on the EAC, as the following indicates: W

"In the interest of minimizing the burden on small cities of participating tn the
committee process, each WMC’s re_oresentafive to the EAC shall be a
other than the City of Los An~oeles. with the lam_est eooulation~ In WMAs ~
reoresentatives on the EAC_ the WMC as a whole shall selert
~:Lt,~t~¢. Where the population of the F~C representative municipality is less
than 100.000, the Print’real Permdlee will provide some sources to the Perrl]jl:~
can~/in_o out its role on the E.A_P-."

To ¯flow only those permiftses with the largest population to participate on EAC is
unfair. Eligibility for participation on the EAC should not be exclusive. It should allow
small cities to participate ¯nd should be based on the permittee’s interes! lft and
knowledge of storm water management issues, not to mention desire and
willingness to participate, not on population. It is worth noting that with the possible
exception of the City of Los Angeles, the combined population of small cities (under
100,000) is greater then that of any other municipality In Los Angeles County,

6. The draft permit ad:itrarily determines area-wide storm water management
requirements. No where in the permit is there any explanation as to why certeifl
storm water management requirements have been selected for area-wide
implementation. Take for ex¯mple inspecting restaurants, which are a suspected to
be source of non-storm water runoff pollution. According to the LARB/SWU,
restaurants tend to washout gad)age cans and trash bins, and hose dowfl floor
mats outdoors, causing contaminated runoff (containing nutrients and bacleda) to U
enter the mun~pal storm water system. While this may be ¯ problem in the Santa
Monica watershed, as asserted by Heal the Bay and the Santa Montca Bay
Restoration Project, it may not be ¯ problem in the other watersheds. Therefore,
until this is proven to be ¯ problem in other watersheds, managing non-storm water
pollution from restaurants should be a watershed-specific requirement, not an area-
wide one.

This is not to say that cities should ignore restaurants as potential sources �4 non-            "1
storm water discharge. At a minimum, County-wide, all cities should provide
restaurants and other suspected sources of runoff pollution with public education
materials discouraging them f~rn illicit discharge practices. Then on watershed
level, additional requirements can be imposed, but based on �ompelling da~,

Furthermore, there are receiving waters in Los Angeles County that are equipped
with structural controls that: (1) prevent non-storm water discharges’from entering
ocean waters; and (2) trap sediment in large detention basins, thereby also
preventing such pollutants ftorn entering ocean waters. Therefore, cities that

¯ ~
discharge upstream of these structural controls should be allowed to discharge non-
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storm water (including non-storm water discharges from restaurants) into the MS4
and should not be required to implement costly BMPI.

7. Several of the draft permit’s proposed requirements would require city
permittees to perform work that should be the responsibility of LARB/SWU
staff, inspecting industrial facilities that require NPDES General Industrial AcUvity
Stom~ Water permits (GIASWPs) is one example. This is a state-issued
required by state law. While it is not unreasonable to require �~ties to mist
regional board in identifying those industrial facilities that are required to have
permits andlor Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, and then report them to
LARB/SWU staff, it should not be the permittees responsibility to assist the state in
enforcing its requirements. For example, cities should not have to Insped an
industrial activity site for best management practices implementation. This talk
would necessitate a review and evaluation of the facility’s Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which, therefore, requires a thorough knowledge
GIASWP requirements - �omplicated lubjecL

8. Many of the requlremente proposed by LARBISWU exceed federal and state
storm water management regulations,.

The draft permit contains ~everal provisions that clearly are not called for either in
federal or state NPDES requirements. The following examples are provided below:.

a. Inspections of Industrial C~nmerofal Facilities

The draft permit would require cities to identify, prioritize, and inspect other
industrial facilities that require General Industrial Storm Water Activity NPDES
permits (GIASVVPs) that are already subject to inspections by LARB. In acklition.
the draft permit would also require c~ties to identify, priohtize, and tnsped olher
industhal facilities that do not require GIASVVPs. These facilities are identified in
Storm Water Discharges Potenbally Addressed by Phase II of the
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program, Report to Congress, ~ of
Water, USEPA, Washington D. C.

Nothing, however, contained in NPDES storm water provisions of the federal
Clean Water Act specifically mandates inspections of this other categoly
facilities (referred to by LARB/SWU staff as Phase II facilities). It is understood
that the State Water Resources Control Board has asserted its authority to
mandate additional requirements. Such requirement~ should not be addl~’ary
and should not be performed st the county-wide level

LARB/SWU must rely on scientific data to justify the need for any add~
requirement. This, ostensibly, is the purpose of performing a characterization
study and performing storm water/non-storm water monitoring and analysis. But
the criteria proposed by LARB/SWU staff to identify and prioritize facil’dies for
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inspection are ineffective. They include, for example, "types and quality of non-
storm water discharges; professional understanding of the industrial/commercial
sector waste management practices; and experience of local agency industrial
inspection programs." However, all of these criteria are sub!ective and involve
lot of administrative work_ but do absolutely nothino to facilitate
industrms for insoection, if anything, they only confuse the selection process
(e,g., how do you determine a facil~y’s professional understanding of Ihe
industnal/commercial sector waste management practices?).

It is noted that LARB/SWU has, in response to many perrnittee complain~ about
the draft permit exceeding federal and state authohty, ass~led the following:

"Regional Board staff has discussed this Order exlensively with Counsel. It
Counsel’s opinion that, given the fact that no numerical criteria ~ been
prescribed and Permiflees have had more than rwe years to develop In MS4
program to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum practP.able, and
that progress in implementing the �ount/wide program has been slow, It
approphate to include specifc program components based on the permit
reissuance application subm~ed by Permitlees and the MS4 BMPI pmclk:ed by
other California MS4 prograrn~ ..."

LARB/SWU is e~sentially saying that it has the prerogative to require what it
deems necessary. While LARB/SWU may have the discretion to exceed federal
and state requirements with regard to this permit, it cannot do Io ~bitrarily. nExtra-requirements must be based on =, demonstrated problem, using

Uacceptable evidence (e.g., scientific data), as opposed to unsubltentlated
opinion. LARB/SWU staffs contention that permittees have been slow in
implementing countywide program is an example of an unsubstantiated opinion.
Furthermore, it is an erroneous opinion. The reason _oermiffees have been alo~__
in develooin_a a coun_tywide storm water mana_oement Drop_ram is the:
LARB/SWU has not reauired it as condition of the existina ~e,-w.:’.. L.ARB/SWU
has not even specified legal authority requirements under-the existing pemlit -
requirements that are critical to any storm water management program. Beyond
this, it has not been able to define what "inspection" means within the context of
that Additional Best Management Practice that requires inspectk)ns of gas
stations, restaurants, etc.

b. Non-etorm water discharge~

See below comment ~8.
c. Public Education                                     :

As proposed, cities would be required to implement an immediate outreach r-q~ program that involves the performance of several public education te/ks,
inr.Juding but not limited to developing and distributing brochures and door
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hangers, and issuing newsletters containing storm water management-related
public education information. In addition, P3ties would be required to contribute
their "fair sham" to a long term public education program to be developed by
the County of Los Angeles through a $5,500,000 consu~ng contract over a £we
year perkxL

The draft permit is too controlling here. LARB/SWU has no authority to compel
cities to contribute s "fair share" (which is not defined), to a public education
program that is to be developed in the future by the Principal Permittee. This
would deny �~Jes the opportunity and dght to develop s public education             .-~
program of its own, which in the final analysis might prove more eff~.3ent and
�ost-effectNe than what the Principal Permittee’s consultant could produce.

9. The draft permit unilaterally denies several non-~torm water discharges
exemptions that am allowed under NPDES provisions of the Clean Water AcL

According to CFR 40, 122.26, the following non-storm discharges are exempted
unless such dischero__es or flows are identified by the municipality_ as sources
of _~ollutants to watem of the United States: water I~ne flushing water, ~
m’igat, on; diverfe¢l stream flows; rising ground watem; uncontaminated ground v~ter
infiltration to separate stonn r, ewers; uncontaminated pumped ground wMe~,
discharges from potable water sources: foundation drains: air conditioning
condensation; #rigation water springs: water from crawl space pumps," footing
drains: lawn watenng: individual residential car washing: flows from riparian habitats
and wetlands: dechlonnated swimming pool discharges; end street wash wateR,
discharges resutting from fire fighting (only where such dischan~es or flows ~
identified as significant sources of pollutants to waters of the United StMes.

However, the draft permit only ~D~ exempts 6 of these 18 non-ston~
water discharge categories. They include flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
diverted stream flows; springs; rising ground waters, uncontaminated groundwater
infiltration; and discharges of flows from emergency fire fighb’ng activities.

Then the draft permit conditionally exempts the following nine non-sto~n warm
discharges (already exempted by federal regulations): landscape irrigeticm; water
line flushing: foundation drains; air conditioning condensate; in~gation water, water
from crawl space pumps: retaining wall clmins (same as footing drains): individu~
car washing, end residential swimming pool discharges. Conditionally exempt
means that the non-ston, n water discharges in question "need not be ~,"
provided that (1) the permittee or Executive Officer (of LARB), determines that the
discharges am not pollutant sources; and (2) BMPs are developed to "minimize
adverse impacts of such sources" (what ever that means).

Beyond this, the draft permit - surprisingly - exempts non-storm water discharges
that are not even exempted by federal regulations. They iN:dude: hydreuBc
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abatement, inductive traffic loop flushing (discharges not contemplated by CFR 40 !
Vl~

§122.26). Then the draft permit conditionally exempts residential roof drain
discharges, but denies such discharges from industrial roof drains, both of which
are compnsed of storm water and, therefore, ¯re not even non-sto~n water T
discharges. The permit also flatly denies street washing (an exempted non-storm
water) and sidewalk washing, because they are deemed bv the Excessive DirL,~*
of LARB to be si_an~cant _pollutant soum~o, ¯                           :

That the draft permit allows for the application of exemptions to LARB’I Executive
Director is not reassuring. There is no guarantee that the exemption will be granted
if the basic criteria are me! because they involve too much ~.

It is apparent that LARB/SWU (1) has exceeded its authodly by denying pennittlel
non-storm water discharge exemptions granted to municipalities in CFR 40,
§122.26; and (2) has been arbitrary in determining which non-storm water
discharges should be exempted, As mentioned, federal regulations entitle
municipalities to exempt the 18 categories of non-storm water discharges, unle~
they have been ldentifmd ¯s pollutant sources. Until these non-sto~n water
discharges ¯re determined as such by municipalities (e.g., through ~:ientifi¢
means), such discharges should be allowed.

10. The draft permit, Incorrectly, lumps Illicit connection¯ with Illicit discharges
and eliminates illegal disposal pracUces. Actually, illicit connections are a sub-
let of ¯n illicit discharge. An illicit connection is ¯ device by which ¯n ~
discharge (¯ fluid) is conveyed to the MS4. An illegal disposal/dumping practice,

nhowever, is an activity that causes the placement of ¯ solid material (e.g., refuse),
Uinto the MS4. To put it another way, eliminating an illicit connection is talk

connected to the basic requirement of �ontrollin_a illicit discham_e~}. Other talks
associated with this basic requirement include (a) encouraging public repolling of
non-storm water discharges through public education/outreach; (b) devising an
internal mechanism for recording and responding to such reports; and (c) ordinance
enforcement (through routine inspectJon or discovery by code enforcement).

(Note: It is recommended" that "removing" an illicit connection be mpl~l with
"eliminating" an illicit connection. Removing an illicit connection could be
construed to mean the physical transfer of such connection from its location to
another. However, according to its statutory defin~on, an illicit connection could be
any conveyance, including "any device through or by which non-storm water is
discharged into the mun~pal storm water system, including but not limited to tloor
drains, pipes or any fabricated or natural conduits." BUt removing or taking-out
the illicit connection could be costly. Using "eliminating" instead would give
owner/operator of the facility where the illicit connection is iocat.ed the option of
rendering it incapable of operating as an illicit connection. A floor drain, ~
example, could be plugged, thereby preventing it from being a conveyance of an !P -
illicit discharge.)
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11. The draft permit makes
the mistake of combining �onsb’uct/on ect/vityprogram requirements with land use management mquimmenta into one

chapter. However. CFR 40 §122.26 and other authohtat~ve documents relating to
st.orm water management, inc/uding the California Storm Water Handbook, which is
reTerenced in the draft permit. ~reats construction and land use management as Iwo
separate and distinct issues. The problem with combining
components is that they contr~ute further to the confusion mat a~roady exim.

12. The draft permit is disjointed and contradictory in many places. For example,
the permit requires permdlees to prohibit non-storm water discharges (i.e., any
material that is not entirely con~rised of storm water) to the munk:ipel Sto~Tn water

that non-storm      _e_r~the md.ustr~aVcommerc~al section, the dralt pem~ states:~ u:r.narges to the M,S4 f~xn gas stations am permissible aslong as they are pretreated However, no where in that part of Code of Federal

eRxeeg~d°~Snor~~ covers NPDES storm water provisions ,re such d"
... there an NPDES permit avail . . ischarges

facilities for this purpose Fu-~,- ....... able _to service stations/auto repair
anywhere in the oermi~ I~r ~,,.,. ~,~"..~’:_’"u.’L .me term "Pretrealment" is nc~ cler, n~
�ompliance. ¯ ........ w,,,:~-u, ms problem will lead to �onfusion

13. The draft permit is unnecessarily lengthy (almost 90 pages long). LARB/SWU
staff explained that the permit is length beca
detail- a criUcism ,~,, ._: ..... .... Y. use permittses wantedof ..,, ,A,:u more-w ~n, rm::. r~owever, much of the detail containedin the draft permit does not provide cJar~y. In many case, # only increases
confusion.̄ Perm~lee.s have always des~r.ed defined .r.equi._re_m_e__nts (i.e., "ends’) nnt

conduct inspections of auto repair/parts fac~l~es, gas stabons, andrestaurants. Yet, neither the current permit nor any other documents issued by
LARB/SWU contain any information that identifies cr~eria required to establish angel
authority. Nor does ~ define "inspection" relat~,e to au~o repair/par~ facii~as, gas
stations, and restaurants (e.~.. inspection for non-storm water discharges from U~se
sites or inspection for good housekeeping practices or other BMPs that operate to
prevent s~orm water discharges to the MS4?). Clearly without such infonnaUon
compliance would be very d~fficulL

14. The section on legal authority, located under pro ra
requirements that are ~,....,:__ g m management, �ontains
specifically defined b~a’’’’ u,ectJy from CFR 40 §122.26, but are not more

LARB/SWU. ,~ case in point is controll;ng ’1tin)ugh~nteragency agreements among coapplicants the contribution of POllutants fn:~n one
Po~on of the municipal system to another Portion of the municipal system." The
problem is that nothing in the draft permit translates this federal requirement into ¯
task: nor does the draft permit provide a c~ue as to how Permitlees are to meet l~s
le~a~ a~hor~y requiremenL
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15. The draft permit contains language that is difficult to understand. For

example, under Section IV.A 1, the permit reads, "For unitized development the "r
common plan of development or sum of all units shall be considered in determining
the priori~ rating of the development." First of all, no definition of "unitized" is
provided. Beyond l~is, the entire sentence in which this undefined term is ~onteined
is also unclear.

The language used in Um permit should be ~ ~mpie as poss~blo, othen~se in            ~)
inordinate amount of time will be spent on t~ying to inteq)ret its meaning. And since
LARE/SWU staff has not in the past been forthcx)ming in responding to questions
fn)rn permittees regarding some of the gay areas of the existing pemlit (e.g.,
inspections and legal authonty), requirements and procedures must be easy to
undemtind.

16. The findings section of the draft permit contains Inappropriate Information. For
example, under finding 36, LARB/SWU acknowledges those cities that �ontributed
money to the guidance document. Clearty such reference should not made here or
any where else in the proposed permit. Furthermore, as ¯ matter of accuracy,
LARB/SWU has named some cities that have deck:led not to contribute. Another
example is finding 32 (k) which menbons the Natural Resources Defense Counol
(NRDC) law suit against Caitrans for failing to comply with existing NPDES pef~mit ....
requirements, and 32(I), which references NRDC’s settlement agreements with
several cities for their alleged failure to comply ~ existing NPDES permit

nrequirements. It is unclear as to what purpose such information would serv~ with
regard to the propcmed permit. U
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Thank you for your anticipated careful consideration
0

~ of our co~ent:s.

1 lb~l~orks Director
3
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CITY’S COMMENT: This document contains the City,s
0Additional Preliminary comments on the ~�QC8 Draft of

December 18, 1995. Portions of the Draft have beendeleted in the interest of brevity.                                     L
The City reserves the right to submit additional

comments and to adopt the comments of other permittees.
In addition, the City has deferred comment on a nu~er of
legal issues, pending receipt of comments to be provided
by Jorge Leon, ~¢QCB Counsel, addressing legal concerns.

Stoic of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATFR OU~LITY ~ONTROL ~ARD. L~

AN~F~L~ R~ION

ORDER NO. ~X~

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIR~~
FOR

M~ICIPAL STORM WATER DISCliARG~

WITHIN THE COU~Y OF LOS ANGEL~

(NPD~ NO. CAS~I~q)
~ California Rcgio,al Water Quality Conlml ~.
(hu~inafiur ~II~ ~h¢ Rugional ~). ~ Angcl~ Rugion

3.    On ~m~r 21. I~4. the Permill~s submill~ a
Di~harge (ROWD) a~ application for ~-is~uanc~ of waslc di~harg~
r~uiremcn~ and Ih~ NPD~ ~rmil.

Ci~’S ~OMME~T:      We ~el that submi~io, of the XO~
an invitati¢m i~ the RWQCB to engage itt ~’erreachitt,g reguhttion of the
Ci~ or its acti~’ities. ~te Ci0, sec~ a WDR/NPD~ ~it n~ich
consistent with its predecessor ~tit and ~*~ich
~qui~ments of the Clean $~ter act and the US EPA Gaidance ~ume~$
which establish ~eline standa~s for such ~its. ~te ~m~r 18.
1995 dra~ g~ far ~yond the EPA’s ~seline G, idance ~ent$.
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Section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) requires MS4 permittees to "effectively prohibit"
non-storm water discharges into MS4s unle~ these diu:harges are in
compliance with ~rate NPDF.S permi~

CITY’S COMMENT..     ~his alleged timing i~ a series of legal
¢on¢lu~ion~. The City recommends that the relevant statutex and
impleme~uing regulation~ which eJtabli~ the proposition~ summari~,d
this "finding" be cited in pertinent part.

$. On November 16, 1990, pursuant to Section 402(p) of CWA, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) promulgated 40 Code
of Fede~ Regulations (CFR) Pa~ 122.26 which e~tablished r~luirements
for storm water discharges under the NPDES program. The regulations
recognize that certain categories of non-storm water discharges may not be
prohibited if they have been determined to be not significant sources of
pollutants.

CrlT’$ COMMEA~. ~ comment 7, above.

9. The USEPA Office of Genera! ~.oun~.! in ¯ memoramium to USEPA
Region 9, dated January 9, 1991, determined that Clean Water Act Section
402(p) and Section 301(b)(IXc) must be interp~ted to state that NPDF~
permits for MS4s must include any requirements necesdary to achieve
compliance with water quality standards.

crlT’$ COMMENT":     ~e the ~atute, ~hen refer to the memorandum
as autho~ty for the prol~ition advanced. That there is a memorandum
the subject is interesting, bat a finding devoted to the existence of the
memorandum is of liMe value. Of more significance is what doe~ the

find the law to require.

. 10. To facilitate compliance with fede~ regulations, in 1992, the State Board
issued two statewide general NPDE.S permits to facilitate compliance with
federal regulations: one for storm water from industrial sites (NPDES No.
CAS00O001, Geneaal Indu.~trial Activities Storm Water Permit (GISP)) and
the second one for storm wate~ from construction sites (NPDES

¯ CAS000002, General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
(GC.ASP)). Most industrial activitie~ (unexposed light industrial activities
are exempt) and construction activities on five acres or more are required
to obtain individual NPDES permits for storm water discharges, or be
covered by these statewide general permits by completing and filing ¯
Notice of Intent (NOI) with the Stale Board.

CITY’S COMMENT:     A finding as to what the State Board did in
1992, and why i~ of some intere~, but ~t ~ not an appropriate finding.
lnstead. ~he finding, if there is to be one on this subjecl, should recite what
the ~atewide general permit~ require.
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f~ I I. Section 6217(g) of the Coas~ Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of
1990 (CZARA) requires coastal slates with approved coastal zone
management programs to address nonpoint pollution impacting or
threatening coastal water quality. CZARA covers five nonpoint source
areas of pollution: Agriculture. Silviculture, Urban. Marinas. and
Hydromodification. This Order includes Management Measur~ for
pollution from Urban At’eas and Marinas. and provides the functional
equivalency for complian~ wilh C7,ARA in these two atlas. The ~’ZARA
Guidance Document developed by the USEPA and the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) recommends Management
Practices for commercial facilities., including gas stations; and all
construction activity (new development and redevelopmen0.

CITY’S COMM£Nr:     This finding is sot relevant unles~ it is
established that California has. seel~ or is subject to the

12. The State of ~alifomia is a delegated state under the NPDES program, and
as such. pursuant to Section 510 of the CWA and 40 CFR Part
may impose more stringent requirements necessary to implement water
quality control plans, for the protection of beneficial uses of receiving
waters, and/or to prevent nuisance,

crrg,$ COMMEN~.     Recite the delegation and cite the docume~,
and date of publication, in which £PA gronwd the delegation. As to "more
stringent" more stringent than what ? More stringent than F, PA’$ baseline
requirements in EPA Guidance Documents? Titan 40 CFR ? Be specific.
While the City recognizes that the Regional Board, ~thin limitations, may

~ adopt more stringent requirements, the Board may do so only pursuant to

I
a specific grant of authority. In such eas~. the authority should be cited,

i
and a rationale provided for the adoption of the more stringent provision.

13. California Water Co<le Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge
requirements issued by Regional Boards shall include numerical water
quality standards and provisions to implement water quality-based
objectives. This Order includes narrative limitations but no numerical

infot’mation.limits for storm water discharges at this time due to insufficient

CITY’S COMMENT:      Water Code § 13263(a) prot~des that the
regional board, after any necessary hearing. ~a// prescribe requirements
as to the natt~re of any proposed discharge. It says nothing about
numerical limits.

14. The State Board considered third party appeals of two MS4 permits ~
by Regional Boards during t~e first five year permit term. In the appeal of
the MS4 permit for Santa Clara Municipal Water District in the San
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Francisco Bay Region, the State Board ruled in Order No. WQ 91-03 thal
MS4 permits mus~ includ~ effluent limitations which will reduce po]lutant~
to the "maximum extent praaicable" and will also achieve compliance with
water quality standards, in the appeal of the MS4 permit for Los Angele~
County, the State Board concluded in Order No. \VQ 91-04 that even
where a permit does not specifically reference water quality standards, but
includes BMPs as eft’iuent limitations, the permit should be re~d so as to
require compliance with water quality standan~

CITY’S COMMENT:     This sqnding illastrmes that the drafter
confuses a recitation of Itistory with recitation ¢~r legal authority. ~f the
Regional Board is to reacll a conch~slon as to ~¢~at is required, it should
so state, and cite the State Board decisions for ~atever, ~f atty,
precedential aathority they may have.

16. The Regional Boan] adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin
Plan) for the Los Angeles Region on June 13, 1994. The Basin Plan
specifies the beneficial u~’s of r~-ceiving water~ and contains both narnttivg
and numerical water quality objectives for the receiving waters in
County of Los Angel~.

The beneficial uses of water bodies in the County of Los Angeles include:
municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial ~rvi~
supply, industrial process supply, ground water recharge, freshwater
replenishment,    navigation,    hydropower generation,    water conl,lct
recreation, non-contact water recreation, ocean commercial and ~nort
fishing, warm freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitat, preservation of
Areas of Special Biological Significance, saline water habitat, wildlife
habitat, pre~rvation of rare and endangered species, marine habitat, fish
migration, fish spawning, and shellfish harvesting.

CITY’S COMMENT: Please cite. in the finding, the studies
~ich this finding is based.

?. The intent of this Order is the implementation of the foregoing statutes and
regulations to attain and protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters in
the County of Los Angeles. This Order, therefore, includes Receiving
Water Limitations that require that storm water discharges neither cause
violations of water quality objectives, .nor cause a condition of nuisance or
water quality impairment in receiving waters.

To meet the receiving water limitations, this Order requires the
implementation of technically and economically feasible measures in
accordance with the Storm Water Management Program ($WMP) described
herein to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent
practicable. The SWMP includes a monitoring program to assess
compliance with the objectives and requirements of this Order. This Order

A-S
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also sets forth the procedure that th~ pcrmittees will un~nake in case of
exccedance of any receiving water quality objective.

has no "intent." The Board mayCITY°$ COMMENT: The order
ha~e an intent in L~uing the order, and should so state.

18. This Regio~I B~zrd hat implemented the Waterzl~d ~
(WPA) in addressing water quality management in the region. The
objective of th~ WPA is to provide a compmhonzive and integrated strategy
towards water r~source proteclion, enhancoment, and r~loratio~ while
balancing economic and environmental impacts within a hydrologically
defined drainage basin or wat~.q’zhcd. It emphasiz~ cooperative relatiotz~ip
between regulatory agencies, the regulated community, enviromnental
groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed to achi~,e the
environmental improven~nLz with the resourc~ available,

ClTY~ COMMF_JWr:      Is it a facet tl~t the Regional Board has
"implealented" Ihe WPA ? Or has it simply adopted WPA as an approach?
It is the Ci~v. °s position that the new permit shmdd he tailored to the
dixtitg’tly different needs of each ~z~wrxhed. as the needs of the Santa Clara
wuter.vhed are significantly different tlum tho.~e t( the Los Angeles Rit~r
watenhed, for exan~le.

20. Federal. or regional entities within the Permittees’ boundaries
jurisdictions outside the County of Los ^ngcles, not currently n~med in this
Order, operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge storm water to the
storm drains and watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may
lack legal jurisdiction over these entities under state and federal
constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes that the
Permittees should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or
discharges. The Regional Board may consider issuing separate NPDES
pemzits for storm water discharges to these entities withia the Pcrzniue~s’
boundaries. Such desiguat~ Pcrmittces may include large landowners such
as State Parks, Universities, and similar entities.

CITY’S COMM£NZ:      7"his is a rather �muller. and incorrect.
analysis of t~e extent to ~,~ic~ federal faci/ities are subject to state authority
under the Clean Water A~. In short, in enacting, and amendin~ the Clean
Water Act, Congress wai~rd a significant measure of its federal sm~ereign
immunity. The term "regional entities" seems irrelemm, as no "regional
entities" (SCAG?) are discussed in this finding. State paw are stnte
entities. Uni~r~ities, per se, are not exempt, althottgh state univerxitiez
at;d the Uni;~r~ity of California entities may b~.

21. Approximately 34 square miles of unincorporated areas in Ventura County
drain into Malibu Cr{~k, thence to Santa Monica Bay, in the County of L~
Angeles. The County of Ventura is a Permittee to Order No. 90-079.

"
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With the i~ of waste discharge requirements for discharges of storm
wat~ from the MS4 in the County of Ventura (Order No. 94-082, NPDES
No. CAS063339), the County of Ventura has opted to be the Principal
Permittee to the Ventura permit and manage the areas draining into Los
Angeles County, under Order No. CAS063339. The County of Ventura
will ensure that its storm water management program for the portion of its
area draining into Los Angeles County is made consistent with the
requirements of this Order issued to Los Angeles County.

ClI")"S CO~I3IF.NT..      7"he last sentence conlainx no .ql#anlnter~.so
it is not an uppropriate j~ndi~.

22. About nine (9) square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into
Malibu Creek. thence to Santa Monica Bay. The City of Thousand
initially opted to apply for an individual permit for the area that drains into

~. Malibu Creek. instead of becoming a Pennitlec to Order No. 90-079. With
¯ the issuance of waste discharge requirements for discharges of storm water

and urban for the County of Venlura (Order No. 94-082. NPDES No.
CAS063339). the City of Thousand Oaks elected to be a Permittee to the
Ventura permit including the areas which drains into Los Angeles County.
The City of Thousand Oaks will ensure that ils storm water management
program for the portion of its area draining into Los Angeles County is
co, sistent with the requirements of this Order issued to Los Angeles
Count),.

ClD"$ ¢OMMF.Arr:.     .~e coma~ 21,

23. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), discharges storm
water and non-storm water from highways, freeways, streets, interceptors,
maJntenan~ yards, and other holdings it owns and/or operates. Caltrans
submitted an ROWD on July 3, 1995, for separate waste discharge
requirements for its discharges in the County of l.os Angeles and the
County of Ventura. The waste discharge requirements issued to Caltrans
will be made coflsistent with this Order and Order No. 94-082.

CID"S COMMENT: Die la~ senteece is,
L~ no~ approp~a/e for a

26. This Onk~ requires the formation of an Exec~hve Advisory Council (EAC)
comprising of representatives from the six watershed management areas.
The main role of the EAC is to facilitate development of storm water
quality management programs within the six watersheds and to promote
consistency in the implementation of these programs among Permittees.
However, the Regional Board recognizes that, similar to the Principal
Perrnittee, the EAC is not responsible for insuring compliance of any
individuaJ permittee with the requirement,~ of this Order.



CITY’S COMMENT:      The first seme~ce ~hould ~ mw~ed
"...~p~$ed ~f ~p~$ent~i~$ o~..." ~ to the ~$~,~ihilitie$ of the
~C. ~ t~ir ~.~i~r I~ ~~i~li~ "similar to" or "the ,~ume
thai of the P~nci~i Peplum?

28. ~ R~ of W~te Di~e ~OWD) ~bmitt~ by ~itt~s i~l~:
(i) Sum~ of BM~ impietY; (fi) S~ ~t~ ~gc~nt plans for
six WMAs; (iii) Countywide ~tion of existing storm ~ter q~ity
~, ~ (iv) Workpi~ for P~ 1. II. ~d Ill. M~itodng P~mm.

in most MS4 ~rmits, t~ Sto~ Water M~agement Pmg~m (SWMP)
A~ui~ ~ ~)m~nents pm~ by ~itt~$ a~ a~ inco~mt~
in ~ ~m)it by reference to a storm ~ter ~agement plan. In t~
of the County of ~s Angeles, how~er, the $ubmitt~ plans
dctcrmin~ to ~ incomplete ~d i~te in prot~
~m~ ~s~ to ~ ~llu~ in ~orm water to the "m~imum
ext~t p~ticable" as r~ui~ by CWA ~ti~ 402(p)(3)(B). ~e~fo~,
the submill~ plans ~ ~ ~ ~ for ~e ~velopment of
SWMP ~ui~n)ent~ of thi~ ~.

CI~W COMMENT:      Ple~e pin,de ~tationx. for each
plan. that it,ll infi~nn the ~itee~. in detail, of the deficiencies in t~ir
~s~ctiw pimp. and how. ~en a~ by ~ t~ "su~nitwd pla~
delentdt~ to Iw #~lequ~e. Ple~e refeffnce t~ US EPA "s ~n~s
appli~io~.

29. ~h ~itt~ u~r the exi~ing ~it (~ No. ~0~), was ~ui~
to imple~nt ~st Management P~cti~ (BMPs), ~nduct mnito~ng of
storm ~ter all.barges, ~d u~te ~ir im~ts on ~iving ~te~.
lnfo~t~ ~ from the~ activiti~ would have pmvid~ a ~sis
es~bli~ing numeri~ ch~a or g~s. ~d in lieu of s~ific pmg~m
~uim~nts. However, ~e~ activiti~ were not fully accompli~
du~ng ~ fi~-y~r term of the ~rmit. Storm water critc~a development
has ~n ~ently s~n~ by the USEPA in ~nne~hip with the Watu
~vi~ment F~e~ti~.

CI~’S COMMENT:      As "~hese ac~ivi~ie~ ~re not fully
accomplished" is ap~mly the ~ for im~sing s~c~c pmg~
~qui~mems. ple~e xt~e. ~ to e~ ~ttee. j~t ~m "activities"
~1~ ~pl~d. ~ ~w. ~n ~ in p~cise~ ~at ~
de~e~ined that ~h~ ~ ~ ~llv ~plished. Unle~ it c~
demo~traled that all ~tiviti~ ttw~ nm ~lly accomplished, by
~ite~. the ~rd should ca~ oar ~emptions for ~titee~ ~ich did
~:pli~h aH "activities’.
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~Jt programs in Los Angeles County and the experience of other
California MS4s indicate that food waste, oil and grease, chemieals,
and wash waters are sometimes discharged into the storm drain
system. The implementation of BMPs at these facilities will reduce
the release of pollutants into storm water.

CITY’S COMMEN’r..      See the preceding c~monent. Simply
put, if the B~mrd is going m make f!~ufing.~" o.[f!~ct, they should be
expressed as such, and the e~dem’e relied tm dunddhe cited or
incorporated by reference.

k. The Federal District Court, Central District, ruled in ~
~.aRIa~ (C.D. Cal. 1994) that the California Department of
Transportation had not substantially complied with Order No. 90.
079. The .court issued a separate Order to Callrans Io enfor~
compliance with the n.’quircmcnls of Order No. 90-079. The ~ourt
stated that in order to reduce pollutants to the "maximum extent
practicable", a Permitlec must evaluate and implen~-nt BMI~,
except where, {i) other effective liMPs will achieve £reater or
substantially similar pollution control benefits; (it} th~ BMP i~ not
technically feasible; or (iii) the cost of BMP implementation greatly
outweighs the pollution control benefits.

crrg~$ COMMEN~r:      Cities. as pennitees, shouM ha;~, the
option of e~iuating aM implementing BMP~. 77~is choice shotdd
rest with the permittee, not the F-.tecutive O.~icer.

CITY’S COMMEN$’:     7"he name of the court is "United
States Di.~tric! Court" not "Federal District Court."

I. The Natural Resources Defense Counsel (NRDC) filed a lawsuit
against the County of Los Angeles for non-compliance with Order
90..079 in the Federal District Court, Central District, on October
xx, 1994. The parties to the suit are in the process of reaching a
settlement out-of-court. The NRDC settled similar lawsuits out-of.
court in 1993 with the cities of Beverly Hills, Culver City, El
Segundo, and Hermosa Beach.

CITY’S COMMENT:      The purpose of this fit~ling i~ unclear.

m. 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i) requires each M$4 Permittee Io
demonstrate that it can implement and enforce the slorm water
management program pursuant to legal authority established by
ordinance, statute, and/or contracts. Each Permittee must, in
addition, acquire legal authority to enforce specific prohibitions
which are included in this Order but were no [sic] specified in
Order 90-079, to encourage countywide consistency.-
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solicited feedback from [he Sant~ Monic~ Bay Oversight Committe= on
early drafts of the Order, and attend~.~l Permittee watcrsh~,~l m~.~.’fings, and
p~b]ic workshops [o h~ar con<:~’n~. R~ion~l Bo~-d ~aaff have incorporated
sugges6ons wherever appropria~, and ~ldress~ comments wher~ pertinent

CITY’S COMMENT:      The Cir. disagrees that interested penonz
.~.re prot~ded ~lequate notice. The City di~agree~ that the permitee$ had
ad(’q~ate opi~nunity to submit their written ~ie~ and recommendations.¯ C.mnu.nt peri~M~ ~refar too .~hon. given the ¢omple.zity and changes In

¯ the dr.ft documems. Numerou~ comments ~wre not addrez~ed at all.

; 37. The n:quirements in this Order, as they ar~ met. are in conformance with
I I~’dcral and stat~ laws regulations, and guideline~ developed for
;~ implementation thereof, and water quality control plans applicable to the
,,, Los Ang=l~ barn,

~ CIF)’°S COMMENT: We feel that they, in fac~, far e:cceed the
~ /’.’/:4 ’s h~e/i~w requirementx, in ~o~u, area.~. U~nunate/y, neither pub/l�

p~dWv makers (~he 8~ard Member~ and the Ma)wn and c~nmc// memben¯
~:l the penni~ees) had any effe(’ti~ ~y to distinguish EPA baseline
requinoments from prm$$ion3 added by the board ~taffat the tnMstence of
per~ons with special interests m"
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CITY°$ COMMEN’r:      Electronic bulletin &~ard$ a~
~~ wch~o~. ~e ~ ~h~dd m~e t~ infon~ti~
a~iluble ~ the ime~et.

2. ~ ~mlll~ ~fill work ~ilh ~her
exlenl ~~., and ~ Io
~on~endalioa~ lu ~olve an~ confl~s ~h~ a~
i~nliF~ ~l~n Ihe provisim~’of IhE
~ui~menls of ~her ~gulalo~

l~,,~;ii ~,~ r~t~,I ~ ,,,~ - "---, .    ¯

i~i~ b~l I~ ~ Iimill

d. Unit~ Sites ~vi~imenll PI~I~ Ally
e. California ~nment of T~n~t~
f. California Air Rc~s

make it clear I~ the "~lem necessa~" detenni~i~
~e ~, t~ ~itl~ a~ ~ ~her enti~. Add
~ntiittee detentii~3 it to ~ twce.~.la~,, after

I. ~m

Any ~tt~ ~y ~tition the h~utive

Sub~ilute for any BMP idenllfl~ in lh~ O~r,
CSWMP, or the WMAP, if Ihe ~nnill~ can
demoe~l~te through d~umenlalio~z and/or ~nliF~
~la~ Ihat Ihe p~ alle~live BM~

will achieve greater or nz~lanlhllv ~r
~uclion in 9o~ waler ~llulan~

~.    will ~ ~plement~ wilhin
tim.
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It. ~he ~ or hnple,nentatio, ~rt.ally malw~i~hs the

~e ~m~ti~ ~r ~11 appm~
accordance with ~vbion I~ (R~ut~ients for ~m
Ma.agen~nt: Admin~ltve Rev~w).

C1~’5 COMMEN~.      ~is p~ess $h~M ~ w~r~. Petites
.fftoldd haw the al,ho~ to select BAf~, a~ that selection ~ltM sta~
unless the Egrcuthw Officer dem,nstrate~ that the BMP tt~H ~ ~ie~
items a.i and ii. a~w. Similarly. ~itees
elimim,e any BAIP ~e~ the ~ecl¢l~w oJ/icer demon.~lr, tr.~ thin the BMP
i~ technically fe~ible a~ thai Ihe

J.~Adminixl~tive ~

The administmti~ ~iew p~s for~lizes the p~um f~
review ~d accep~ of
R~i~al ~ u~ this O~er. In addition, it pmvid~ a
to rc~lve any diffe~s in �omplia~ ex~tations ~t~n t~
Regional ~ ~d Permitt~s, prior to initiating ~for~nt
attic.

I. SIo~ water P~g~m d~tm~nls, i~luding p~g~
~P°~S, P~g~m ~mtmari~, and implententalion and
compliance ~hedul~, develo~ by a ~mdll~ under
the prov~iom of th~ Order shall ~ ~d}mill~ to the
Ex~utive Officer for approval. ~ Ex~,tive OW~
will holily the Pe~zilt~ and Ihe ~incipal ~aitl~ of
the ~ults of the ~view and approval or di~ap~val
wilhin 120 days. If the [x~ulive OWger has
r~nd~ wilhin 120 days, the Penllill~ ~all
implement the ~bmitted CSWMP or ~VMAP ~m
com~n~ without m~ifgalion.

2. If ~ ~dve Offi~r finds that a Permitt~’s sto~ ~t~
p~ is insufficient to ~ the p~visions of the Pe~it,
t~ ~dve Offi~r shall ~nd a "Notice of Intent to M~
and Confer (NIMC)" to the Pe~itt~, with s~i~g
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V
~ findings in support of the ins, mclent detenni,ation.

0The NIMC sh~li include a time fratne by which the
Permittee must meet with Regional Bo~rd staff.

~’ITY’S CO~131EN~: ,4 svstem in ~:ieh tile IZ, recuti~. L
O~]i~er nu~ke~ findings sithout a.~o’rding the pem~ittee m~tiee and an
opp~rtuni~y to be heard ~mld violate Ihe pe~niltee’s ~h~e
~ights. This section should be re~sed to ~zute that if the
OJ]icer determines that the program "may not" be sufficient, the
NIMC shall be prepared, with praposed finding$.

3

’- "

noel and confer ~silh Regitmal Board slaw to
clarify the sle~ to ~ taken Io completely ~t
the provL~ions of this ~n.it. ~e m~t
confer ~sions shall ~ for lhe pnr~
developing additio.s and enha.cen~nts to the
jurisdiclion’s stoml water p~g~nl. ~e m~
and confer ~ ~all conchide with the
submittal to and nc~plance by the ~ulive
Officer of a written =SIo~ water P~g~m
C~plia~e Ame.dmenl {SIVA)= which shall
i~iu~ imp~ntalion ~dlin~. ~e ~x~ntive
O~r nmy temiitmle the .~’1 and co.fer ~ri~
after a ~a~nab~ ~H~ due to a lack of
p~ on ~ and may o~r s.bmiHal of the
S~A by a s~ir~ ~te. "i~e NIMC s~li include
a date by which the Permitt~ must m~t with
Region~ ~rd s~ff. ~ailu~ to submit
ac~p~ble S~A by t~ s~ifi~ date ~1
~nstitute a violati~ of ~is ~d~.

G~cer resolves the ~. ~ iea~s on~ imp/ememmion to
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I~ I. ~ch P~’miuce shall develop and implement an
indu~triallcommereial faciliti~ inspoction program by
October 15. 1~)6. The inspeclion shall at a minimum
indud=:

a.    For Phase I facilities (40 CFR 122.26), site visits

i.    Consult with a repres~mlative of the facilily
to explain applicable local storm water codes,
regulations and ordinances;

ii. Review that the facility is in compliance with
all municipal storm water codes, regulations,
and ordinances;

iii. Discuss appropriate BMPs and distribute
educational materials;

iv. Note that an NOI has Ix~en submitted to the
Slate Water Resources Control Board, that ¯
copy of¯ SWPPP is available on-site, and to
notify lhe Regio~ml Board if an NOI has no{

¯ b~en submitled or ¯ SWPPP is no{ available;
and,

v.    Identify and report problematic facilities to

b. For all other facilities, site visits to:

i. Consult with ¯ representative of the facility
to explain applicable local storm waler codes,
regulations and ordinances;

ii. Review that the facility is in compliance with
all municipal storm water codes, regulations,
and ordinances;

iii. Discuss ¯p~priate BMP$ and distribute
educational materials;

iv. Follow-up and take action against
problematic or recalcitrant facilities; and,

v. Identify and report problem facilities to the

the Permittee.

CITY’S COMMENT:      This section uvzs apparently drafted
withm~ regard m whether or nol the Ciry/Permit~ee had any legal
cm~horiry to co~.ct J~spectioas of the.facilities to be inspected. I~
short, in the absence of specific legal authority to conduct an
ir~peaion, which authorify is not derived by fiat from the Regional

A-19
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V
Board. a permiuee would have no authority to condoct an ~
i~peaion o~r the objection of lhe facility m~’er/operuuw. This
seclicm nlusl be revised Io cast il in lerms of infonnalim~al ~sils "r
unless the permittee has $1~cific legal aulhorily to conduct the Linspectio~

2. Each Permittee shall submit ¯ schedule for insl~clio, of
industrial/commercial facilities prioritiz~ in Provision
ilI.B.2 by [:~gJ~,.~.,._L~. The schedule with frequent),
shall include:

3

vii. Restaurants (SIC Industr), Number :5812),
twice in five )’~rs; ~cl,

OTY’S COMMBArr~.     7"he provision ~)r permitee~ to
conduct reslauront inspections is unnece.uary
overreg~lation. This responsibility should resl with the
~’mmry iicohh Department. which already conducl~ public
beahh inspeclion~.

IV. PROGRAM REQUIRF_AIENTS FOR DEI/ELOPMENT PLANNING
/ CONSTRUCI"ION

CITY’S COMMENT: The Regional Board has no authority Io Lrsue ....~
regulations which preempl local authority over land use. To the e.ffent
(,~ich is considerable) which Ihe regulations in this section ,~ld do so, n
they should be delelcd.

U
Vl. PROGRAM REQU1RF~IE:NTS FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION AND ,nj

PARTICIPATION

~iTY’S ~.OMMI~NT: Given that rodio and television xlations which ~broadccLrt in 1~$ Angeles County may be recei~,d everywhere in the county.
Ibis re.rponsibility should resi with the Principal Permillee. It does ~1 ~
make sense for the Regional Board to require each of 86 cilie~ to have a bprogram for audio outreach, especially when some of these cities have tiny
staffs, ill-equipped to develop such programs.
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should be eliminated. For example, constrtK’tion ot~,r f!~. acre.~ req,ire.~
a pennitfnm~ the Regional Board.. it M~ndd b~ e.~’cludeclJnm~ thi~ permit.
Phase i and ~her inductees a~ ~m~itted by the Regional
~,uld the~f!~ ~ e.rcl~ed f~ our ~it.

T ~
5. Comment: ~e development ~d inclusi~ of ~rfo~a~ s~s is

~listic and difficult to apply univ~liy.

Rt~mmtnd~n: ~ ~n~ ~ ha~ t~ ~ion of de~l~ng

6. C~m~,t: ~ dine ~it ~ui~ t~ devel~mcnt and implemenlati~
of Ihc "Storm Water Management Program (SWMP)." a "Countywi~
Storm Water Management P~m (CSWMP)" (which is sup~ to
i~ludc all of the ~m~n~ts of the SWMP), a~ a "Wate~
E~age,~nt A~ Plan (WMAP)." While it is clear that a CSWMP mu~
~ ~1~, ~ aul~dty or ~ f~ ~ f~ ~ ~lopment of a WMAP
is a~rent. A~ of ~ ~xl of the draft ~rmit ~e that
~ ~1~ f~i~ng imple~tim of t~ CSWMP.
~ tnultiple plan#pmg~ is ~fusing, awkwa~ a~

. R~menda6on: ~l~em ofa ~WMP should inch~le all
" t&u ~n I~ a’ha~ by all ~m~ittu~, im’h~ing ~,ning and
" ~ ~¢blic education. ~i$ fm~t~ plan can then ~
"~" age~-~c~c $to~ ~ter ma~gement ~an. Altho~h agencie$ t~thin

~ "~ ~ ~me tmte~hed may $hare $imilar e.r~Hence~, t~fffew

U~
~ ~e to or ~11 i~ a ~ to im~m all mq~d~mentx ofa Wate~h~
Management A~a Plan. ~ ama of the dm~ ~it $hould

L
:: 7. C~tmenl: No I~al authority exists for the im~silion of duties
- Wale~h~ Managemenl Committ~s (WMC) or its roomers, or mcm~r

~i~. ~ ~mmitt~s a~ ~mply working groups l~rm~ to dcal with
t~ development ~d implem~tion of t~ fi~ ~rmit.

Recommendmion: ~e~e ~itteex should ~ foxed for ¢rchange
in~)m~ation a~ ~e~, aM ~hing mo~. ~e dra~
revi~ed to delete any pm~ion t~ich might argu~ly gi~
i~em~ th~ th~ ~ne~ ~ ~ any legally e~o~eable dmi~,
li~li~ for failing w c~ ~ ~ ~ "~. "

8. C~menl: ~e~ is no s~t~ l~al authority for the r~uircmcnt in

~
~fi ~it for ~i~ ~ ~nduct ~m~ial/indust~al ins~ti~.

*~: ~4~.~ B-2
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15. ~ Conddering the schedule of implementation forced upon
the permitlees and the sense of urgency on the part of the Regional Board ..~
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V
to implement the permit, review period for all submittals to the Regional

OBoard should be a maximum of 60 days. This is still twice that allowed by
CEQA for project approvals. Submittals will he deemed approved if no
response is received prior 60 days. This s~’ction should t~ amended              L

accordingly.

16. Pa~e 27. No. J.2.a: "SPCA" should be defined in the glossary.

17. Pa~e ~g. too of rope: Again, the R~i~
days f~ ~vicw ~ a~mv~. Revi~

! 8. ~ Am~ ~fion to ~d "    f~y of p~
rein submit~l ~ail ~ q~nerly unless othe~i~ p~ri~ by t~
~utive Offi~r in the S~A,¯

H. R~ui~ments for Illicit ~n~ti~Di~ha~

19. Pa~e ~9. No. A.I.b: ~odti~tion of p~lem
die,tim of t~ i~iv~ ~it~.

20. ~ ~ti~tion of illicit dis~l
the dig~tim of ~ i~ivid~ ~rmitt~; ~t~ ~ld ~ ~M.

21. ~ee 31_ No. B.l.e.~ S~ enfo~ment p~u~ a~ unn~s~
~h ~y ~n~ns i~ ~ ~ aut~ty to d~l wilh illicit di~ha~:

22. ~ ~t a~t ~ter system main b~ks, utility vault,
~ ~r ~milar p~lems which will ~ regulat~ u~er ~te g~l
~rn)its or tho~ di~es au~ by the Regional ~N? S~ld
incl~e ~ dig~g~ ~

23. Pa~e 32. No. D.2: ~e notion of ~nditionally exempt di~ha~ in
unclear. How ~ such digh~ges identifi~? Wh~ a~ they identifi~?
Who identifi~ ~m? ~o d~ides appmp~ate BMPs and using what
c~teda?

What a~t such acdviti~ ~ .w cutting, grinding, and ~her similar
activities? A~ cu~ d~ns to ~ p~ibi~?

111. ~mm R~uimments for Industffal/Comme~ial

24. ~ ~s ~m is ~ onerous. We do n~ ag~ wi~
Region~ ~’s ~sifion that ~is
~li~tion of SIC ~, ~d su~ ~at it ~ dei~.
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25. ~ Please clarify what "database format" required.

26. Page 36. No. A.2.b: Eliminate the word "or" from the phrase "... with
the EAC and/or the Regional Board... ".

27. Page 39. No. D.l.a_iii: Should inspections become part of the permit
n.’quircmcnts, of which w~ pro~cst, eliminate "appropriate BMPS" from this
section. Businesses should know best or hire consuRants Io dclermin¢
which BMPs may best for their business. (same with No. D.l.b.iii)

28. Page 39. No. D.I.a.iv; This section should and is the responsibilily of the
Regional Board, It should be eliminated.

29. Page 40_ No. D.2.viii." Please clarify the meaning of this paragraph. We
Irust that the Regional Board is nol attempting to require additional
inspection groups without reason.

30, Page 41. No. D.4: Eliminate this seclion. An enhanct, d inspection
program cannot be applied to all agencies universally. Individual
permittccs ,d~uld address problem locations, if any, within their respective
inspection programs.

IV Program Re_~. For l~velonment Plannin_~/Redevelopn-~,-~l

in most California general plans, as are a numher of olhcr optional elements
with different titles such as "community facilities," "community design,"
"¢nviron,,ental resource management," or "redevelopment." We
recommend that item iv. be deleted and language added to the effect of:

"Each permittee shall reference or cross reference these
standards to any optional element of the general plan which
may have a bearing on stormwater discharge."

32. ~ For what purpose is this information to be assembled?
Will the permittee be required to submit it to the Regional Board? For
what purpose? We suggest that this requirement should be deleted.

VI. Program Regs. for Public Information and Partici.natlc~-~

33. ~ What type of analysis of residents and businesse~ is the
City to conduct? How detailed must it be?

VIl. R~uirement~ for Monitoring Pm~_r-aql
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City of Agoura Hills

..

January 26, 19g~

Execu~e Ofr~er
Regional Water Qual~y
Control Board-Los Angelel
Monterey Perk, CA 91754-2156

Subject: Comments on December 18, 1995 - Draft National
Pollutant D~charge Eliminatmn System Storm Water Quality PermR.

I:)e~r Mr. GhieMli:

As a member of the Executive Advisory Comm~ee (EAC); I have undertaken ¯              " "~ I(
review of this permit as it has progressed from its earhest stages. This is the rrlt
draft, which has been (x)mplete with findings, all components of the permit and the ~m~ ~
procedural aspects are at the end. As with the prev~us versions of the permit, Uthere are a number of provismns which pose an unacceptable risk which must be

RECEIVING WATER UMITATION$

As currently drafted, Section All will expose each permittee to claims of violating
the terms of this permit or) the day it is adopted. Under the subjective terms of B.II,
any determinatK)n by the Regional Board (RB) that pollution is related to storm
water discharge, "either of the following actions shall be undertaken..."                      ,m~

1. The Permittee shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the RB, that the
Permittee is implementing ~ and on schedule its Storm Water
Management Plan (SWMP) in accordance with Requirement C of this order,
and continued timely implementation.., will prevent future exceedances of
receiving water limits; or

2. If the determination in B. II. 1 cannot be made or upon notic~ by the RB, the
Perm~ee shall initiate an investigation, and demonstrate to the setJsfactJon ~ ~
of the RB that edher:

j
-

L R0030232
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L
a. Storm water discharge from its municipal separate Storm Sewer

System (MS4) are not, in fact, the cause of the exceed¯rice(s); or
b, When storm water.,, is determined to be the cause of the

exceed¯rice(s), the Perm~ee...

I. "... shall.., accelerate the implementat~)n schedule of BMPs
desKjned to eln~inate the exceedence(s), or

ii. "... shall .,. develop and submit .... "new or revised BMP’s with ¯
sc/’mdule for ,’nplementation to prevent future exceed¯rice(s)

Based upon my Irmted rocolk~K)n of the recent pest, every major storm has led to
¯ closure of one or more beaches for elevated coliform levels. This exceedarK:e
would tngger the prows~ons identified above. In my opinion, the perrnittees would
face a never end,’)g round of investigations and ever expanding program of BMPI
whK:h unll cost the taxpayers of Los Angeles County well ~n excess of the bermfit8
to be derwed. In th~s era of pubtic tax I,’n~tatJon efforts, the ~ncrease of any tax must
be suppofled by the public Or # is doomed to fail.

The statement made at the end of the editorial paragraph, which I assume will r~t
rerna~n ~n the final vers~n of ttm permit, "The BMPs fcr storm water, ~n ¯ sense,
equivalent to effluent limits. Expresses the belief of most permittees, but the
provisions of "B" goes beyond that I~mit.

As a side note, the term "Chemical Constituents" in All. 1 .d does not appear to be
defined. Sand has chemP..al properties, but does not to my knowledge create ¯
hazard to flora and fauna. Natural processes at levels that occur in nature must be
allowed to continue under the terms of this permit.

INSPECTION PROGRAMS

This sectk~n of the permit creates another unacceptable burden for all Perrnittaes.
The affect of this section is to remove an under funded, under staffed inspection
program, whk:h ~s clearly the obligation of the RB, and transfer the responsibility to
the permittees w~thout funding. This is not acceptable. If, as I mad this permit. |
~nspect~-js are key to ekm~natJon of pollutants from storm water then a fully funded
and staffed r~oect~on wogram should be deveJopecl by the RB. To use the excuse
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that permittees have inspectors visiting these sites already is to understate the
importance of the mspect~on program.

The inspection personnel who will perform storm water quality inspections wig
require full training ~n the requarements of the CWA and the specifics of this permit.
If perm~ee inspection staffs are to be used, this will result in a disruption of service
which will cause delays to private development or will result in health and safety
threats to the public due to missed inspections. In addition, not ell inspectors will
readily accept the required tramlng or understand the importance of the wograrn
like an inspector dedicated to the specific program would.

The above comments ere intended to apply equally to the commercialrmdustrial
inspections required by Sect~n III.D. 1 .b and the Phase 1 inspections required by
Section III.D.l.a. The later group is absolutely unacceptable. The fees intended
to support these inspectK)ns are paid to the State. The permittee receives no
compensation for performing the inspection but faces s~gnif~,ant liability should a
lawyer identify the City as a plaint#f in a suit for damages against a Phase 1
industry. This transfer of habihty must not be allowed to take pllol.

a side note, two minor corrections or additions must be made. In Section III. D.2
the permittees are required to submit a schedule for inspections 6 months before
the industries to be inspected have been prioritized (Section III.B.2). Also, both
Sections III. D. 1 .a. v and III. D. 1. b. v allow the permittee to...report problem facilities
to the RB... To the best of my knowledge no specific party has been established
to receive these reports. The permittees are currently dealing with several RB staff
members. Vv’hich of these has been assigned the responsibility to receive
respond to permittee reports?

EAC VOTING MEMBERSHIP

The makeup of the membership of the EAC does not allow for the maximum
effectiveness of the committee. Most of the current membership will be lost, to be
replaced by "large City representatives." As I read Section I.E2, the EAC will
consist of Los Angeles County, Los Angeles City, the Cities of Calabasas, Santa
Monica, Torrance, Long Beach, Santa Ciarita, and four cities to be chosen by
Ballona Creek (1), Los Angeles River (2), and San Gabriel RNer (1) Water Shed
Management Agencies. (Based on the assumption that the City of Long Bead1 wig
not get two (2) posit~ons on the Board.) I suggest that the Board confirm ~
cities are willing to commit the resources to man the committee for five (5)
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L
The makeup of the EAC deviates s~jnd~cantly from the current selection process.
I cannot determine why the RB chose to make this change. While this method
assigns the burdens of staffing the EAC to large cDlies, except for Calabasas and
the elected posits’is, d does not account for the knowledge of the CWA               ~
requ~roments that will likely be lost. For these reasons, I believe that the selection
process must be returned to the Watershed Management Committees for election
of the most qualified persons for the posit~ns.

As a side note, the wording of SectK)n I.D.1 is not clear. I understtmd that the
Mahbu Creek, Santa Clara River, and Domlncluez Channel WMA are to have one
representative each. I suggest that the fo,ow~ng moddicat~ons be made to clearly
state the requirement. "The EAC shall consist of one representetNe fi’om e;~:h of
the Mal~:)u Creek, Santa Clara R,~’, and Domr~luez Channel WMAs, and two from
the San Gabriel River, Los Angeles Rwer, Ballona Creek WMAs, for a total of
eleven members. The above reptesentetives shall be voting members (balan~ to
remain unchanged)."

This wording clearly establishes the intent of the RB and the understanding of the
Permittees.

At our EAC meeting of January 8, 1996, the County was surphsed and would not
accept the monetary respons~bddy for small jurisd~’tK)n representatives on the EAC
established in SectK)n I.E.2, last sentence. This could be a key point which must be
clarified prK)r to RB action.

FINDINGS LACK FACTUAL BASIS OR ARE NOT APPROPRIATE

The finding contained on pages 1 through 12 of this draft permit have not been
presented in any previous draft of this permit. This, by its self, raises questK)ns
about the process whK:h has been followed in shap,xj this permit. A logical proce~J
would be to define the problem through the findings which the permit is inte~led to
acldress and establish the appropriateness of the permit provisions for addressing
the identified problems. This logical progression is not established by the finds
currently included in the permit.

Finding 5 is an example of a finding which lacks complete logic. It states that the
RB based upon the"effect" of posting signs on beaches, "considers storrn water"
discharges from the urban and deve;oping areas a reason the Los Angeles Basin
to be a s~jn~..ant source of pollutants in receiving waters..." This f,’iding does no(
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establish the cause which is responsible for the "effect." In a similar natural water
shed. the potential ex,sts for similar negat,ve "effects" not tx~:l to development.
W~thout this Iog~.al tm the extent of the problem, if one exists, cannot be established
for the scope of the mit~gat,on to be pJdged.

Finding 6@ is another finding which lacks the necessary tie to the necessary
m~tKjat~n. The extent of this finding can range from an undeveloped watershed to
a fully-developed watershed and anyth~:j ~n between. Certainly, it is not the intent
of this permit to require the Permittees "to manage" all of the natural undisturbed
areas of the County. Most, if not all of thzs land, is w~thin Federal Or State lands
whK:h agencies are not controlled by this permit.

The extent to which "management" of the watershed may intrude into the arena of

runs .... ,.-, .,v~ u.u wdl not vK)late the Constitution of the USA or State to"manage" a waterW’.KI.

As I read Finding 13, the California Water Code "requires that waste discharge
requirements issued by RBs shall include numencal water quality standards..." If
my reading is correct, then the issuance of a permit without numerical standards
violates the State Water Code whK:h could be used to invalidate the permit in court.
Th~ should be reviewed by the Boards legal council for approphatenass of finding.

Finding 17, indicates that it imposes receiving water limitations, As stated in the
discussion of Finding 13 above, since the limits are not numerical, aside from
violating the State Water Code, the decisions related to BMP" technical and
economically feasible..." become a subjective decisK)n which is open to continuous

AGENCIES NOT INCLUDED UNDER PERMIT COVERAGE

As a representative of a small c~ I see how the permit places a burden on the City.
I also look at the agencies that are larger than Agoura Hills which are not regulated
by this permit or by the City. They are responsible for the maintenance of a larger
area then the city, Agencies such as school districts, state colleges and
universities, and hospitals are examples of agerK:~s who (:Jeal with similar functions;
pavement management, landscape maintenance, pesticide and fertilizer use etc.,
yet are not covered by the provisions of this permit.
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In most of these examples, the opportunity for pollut~:>n of Santa Mortice Bay or
other recelv,ng water is greater than any number of small crhes. If the property
owned by an agency like the Los Angeles Undr0ed School DistrK:t were compared
to property owned or operated by Agoura Hdls. the results would show the school
chstnct owns and operates ten to one hundred times the land and manages a fleet
of busses that would challenge Greyhound Bus L,’ms in number of vehicles. Yet,
I see no provision of this permit that would require these agencJes to comply.

In m.o_s.t c~__ses, the_se are old time agencies with facdd~es that have been in

With no guidance for these noncovered agencies, the best efforts of cities may
offset by a lack of support by the noncovered agenaes. ! would ask the RB
they intend to incorporate control over these eger’~.~es, We must know who
regulatory control zo tl~t when wolat~on$ are detected we know who to turn to.

CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS OF PERMIT

Section IX AriditY)hal Provisk)ns has been added to this draft of the permit. In
subsechon 4, the requirement for a certdicat~n to be added to each report or
submittal made to the RB has been included. As I read the requirements for
~gnature of thLs certffK:ate it "shall" be s~j’ted by either "a pnnc~pal executwe
or a ranlung elected official." A signature by the above descrd:)ed indivk:lual is Ule
only method for validating the report or submittal.

It must be cJarified how this is going to work. ff mad literally, any submittal
containing ~nfom~atK)n relating to the City of Agoura Hills would have to be signed
by the C~y Manager or Mayor. In the case of the annual reports the signature of
all 86 Cihes and the County would have to appear on the document. This seems
like an impossible task_ If, as provided under section 4(b)ii, the City provided
written authorization to the County for signature purposes I foresee a problem.
Documents may be left out or otherwise incomplete which could lead to the
appearance of non compliance on the part of a c~y. Is the City of the County
respor~ible for correcting the error. This sectK)n was pulled from the Industrial and
Construction Statewida Permits where it works fine. I do not see it working without
understandings or formal agreements prior to permit implementation.

r
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Thank you for this opportunity to make comments on this permit. The EAC has
chscussed this matter, and other members wdl address ~sues of importance to their
agency or watershed.                                                           3

CITY OF AGOURA HILLS

Elroy L Kiepke
c~. SnWnNr
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Following are the areas of our concern vAth the Deceaber
lath draft permit. Zt should be noted that some of the
following con~ents ve~e made on ~he p~o~ d~a~a~ bo~eve~
they ~e~e not addteo8~ An the latest d~aft.

Fo~ example, ve have ques~Aon~ the dele~a~Aon of State
res~nsAbAIA~Aes ~o ~he cA~Aes An ~he pas~. The Board
s~a£~ should remaAn res~nsAble ~or ~heAr Anspec~Aons~ no~
~he cA~Aes.

U
~e have also ques~Aon~ ~he value and ~he merA~ o~
Aden~i~yAng AlIAcA~ connec~Aons. Xden~i~yAn~ a ~o~leg
connection ~o a s~o~ draAn lane will be dl~Acul~ and
ve~ cos~ly. Even A~ a de~ec~Aon As made~ 1~ ~ay ~
Am~ssAble ~o remove ~he connec~Aon. The emohasAs
be on AllAcAt ~Ascha~es and no~ illicA~ connection,,

n

1. The pe~i~ As ~oo len~hy and complex. Yhere are so~e
nsections whAch do no~ clearly re~lec~ ~he An~en~ o~ ~he

pe~A~. A clear, concise lan~a~e would help evenly.
U

2. Unknown r~uAremen~s w111 ~ Am~s~ An ~he future.

3. Compliance da~es are no~ realAs~Ac.

4. The pe~i~ indicates lack of understanding fo: l~al
~over~en~ decision making and budgeting process.

5. The pe~i~ exceeds clean wa~er ac~ authority.

II
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The findings don’t seem to be relat~ to the permit. Some
of the so-called °factual" info~a~ion 18 not correct.
They seem to be self-serving and bias~.

Receiving Water L~mitetiona

They are unachlevable and the pe~lttees could be
violation from day one.

Progr~mHanegemont

Nake up of the Executive Advisory committee As notacceptable.    Each    vatersh~    should    elect itsrepresentatives. LA County is given the ro~e of theenforcement agency in the draft permit.

The budget requArements are ~oo detailed.

IlllcltConneetlons

Please see ~ragraph three on page one.

lndustrial/�omme~lel           Inspections
The requirements of this section are not acceptable to us.

Plannlng/Const~ctlon

The requirements are too burdensome. Post development
runoff requirements ere noL achievable.

Over ell evaluation of the pormLt:

The pe~lt needs to be much shorter, concAse, specific,
end to the point.
complicated, and there ~/e is too long, unnecessarilyfar too many

In Its present fo~ the permit 18 very long on procesa
and short on results. Finally, We have yet to see clear
objectives for the permit.

SlncerelF~

City Engineer

C: LA County
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Dr. Robert Ghirelli, Executive Office’ ~, ~"
Califomm Reg,onal Water Quality Control Board :’. -
101 Centre Plaza Drive ~.
Monterey Pa~,

SUBJECT: DECEMBER 18TH DRAFT NPDES PERMIT

Thank you for sending us the Draft NPDES Permit for our review and cornmentl,

We concur with the findings of the Executive Advisory Committee and please accept
full support of the comments subm=tted to you by the Executive Advisory Committee on
January 24, 1996 Attached, for your reference, is a copy of the ~omment=.

U
If you have any questions, please call me at (818)960-4011, extension 451.

Sincerely,

Sid Jalal Mousavi
Director of Public Work=

CC: Executive Adviso~ Comm~ee
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES V
¯ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

O

PA~X I~

Dr. Roberc Ghire!li. ~xecut~ve O~cer
Calxfornia Reff~onal Water

Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Regioa
101 Centre Plaza Drive
14onterey Park, CA 91754-215&

Dear Mr. Ghlr+lli=

EXECUTIVE ADVISORT CO~MITTEE COM~8
DECEMBER IS DRAFT NPDES PERMXT

The Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) wishes to thank the Board
staff for their long hours spent in developing the draft flve-year

¯ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit and for
-~ sollciting our input in:o the process. However, the EAC has some

serzoue concerns with the current draft and we have identified more
than 20 important issues which all Permittees believe require
extensiv@ modification prior to adoption of the final permit by the
Regional Board. A summary of these concerns is enclosed for your
review and response,

Please be aware that the enclosed summary only reflects
Permittee comments identified by the EA: and should nct be
construed as the collective currents 3~ t~e Permitteea.    Each
P~rmictee will be su~:.i~ing its o~rn comments and suggestions.
request that the Beard cons~er and respond to all comme~ts
submitted by individual agencies, Permittees, and other interested
parties.

All ci~ies within Los Angeles County are enviro~entaiIy conscious
and are desirous of implementing and enforcing ~he pro~iszons of
the Clean water Act. However, the current draft of the Permit is
not conducive to the efficient use of our limited resources
accomplish our goals, :o assis~ in resol~ing these issues, the EAC
is willing to meet with your staff and develop Permit languaue
which is acceptable to all parties.
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Dr. Robert Ghirell~                                                                       ~

Page 2

L
The ~nclosed summary has been :rovided to a!i the C~-Permittees for
their use ~n formulating thelr cwn commen~s cn the draft Per~It.
Please ~ncorporate ~hls letter, an@ others which will be forwarde~
directly by other Perm~ttees, :nto the admlnistrative record of the
?~rmlt.

3!f you have any questions, ~lease c~ntact me at 1818~ 458-4014, cr
Gary Hildebrand a~ (81~) 45e-5948. Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. ~o 5:30 p.m.

very ~ruly yours.

DONALD L. WOLFE~
Chairman, Executive Advisory Committee

FK~pI\O:\FILES\GHIRELLI.FK

cc: Permit~eee
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Major items of concern regarding the December 18 Draf~ Permit0 as
identified by ~he Executive Advisory Committee.

a)

1. Unknown requirements co be imposed in the future

s    Many programs in ~he Countywide Program/Watershed
Management Plan are "to be developed- wi~h unkno~nl
requirements ~mposed in the future.

¯ Too many levels of plans could impose undue
zequ~ren,ents ~n ~he Permi~ees.

2. The Pe~,Ic is ~oc longthy end complex.

, ¯ De~ailed requirements belong in the Watershed
¯ Managemen~ Plan, not in the Permit.

The Permit exceeds Clean Water Act authority.

4. The Permit should clearly s~ate ~ha~ ~he Permi~ee should
only be required to meet the requirements of the Permit.
If ~he Permit does not meet all requirements of ~he Clean

~i~ Wa~er’Ac~, Permi~tees should not be held accountable.

5. The outline headings sequence should be consls~en~
throughout the Permit.

6. Compliance da~es are no~ realls~Ic.

¯ The Permit should use periods of ~ime after Permi~
adoption, instead of dates, for completion

¯ Too short
¯ Inappropriate deadline sequences which could impac~

action effec~zveness, e.g.,    inspection before
outreach co infcrrr industries

7. Permit demonstrates !ack of understanding for local
governmen; decision-making and budgeting process.

b)    FIJ~DI~tG~

1. Findings should ~e limited to those relevant
stormwacer quali~y enhancement.

2.    Some information presented as factual Zs noc correct.

~ 3. No. 20 ~page 5!, "oCher en~i~ies,- should be clearly
identified and included as Co-Permzttees

i
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4. Findings should not give any implication of wrong doingby any agency.

5. Findings should not be self servlng or biased.

6. Findings should not repeat what is contained in the
requirements.

7. Pollutants of Concern are not adequately identified and
referenced.

8. Major land areas are exempted from the Permit which mayhave significant discharge/runoff

¯ Universities, State, and Federal Hospitals
¯ School D~stricts
¯ State and Federal facilities and lands

c)
DZSCHARGEPROH/BZTZONSA~DRECEIVI~WATER.LXMITATION~
Receiving water limits

¯ Unachievable

¯ Wa=er quality objectives should ~e oals
_    compliance standards                       g       and not
¯ . Compliance of permit should no~ be related to exceeding

any water quality objectives, but should only be
evaluated based on implementation of programs

i. Budget requirements are too detailed.

2. Makeup of Executive Advisory Committee

¯ Members should be limited to permitte

~ Mandating members are not ac~-~-~,- es
¯ Permittees shou ~ ~ .....I~ ~==~m~ne memEersnlp on Executive

Advisory Committee

3. The Program Substitution requirements (page 26) are too
burdensome on individual Permittees.

4.    The appeal process is not acceptable.

¯     Administrative review process (page 26) should
state that the Permittees are not in violatzon
until the review process is completed.

2
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5. The time period g~ven to ~ard staff to respond to
submittals from Permittees is t~o long.

6. The ti~e needed for the Board staff to review submittals
should be included in the time allowed for plan
implementation.

?. Joint pokers/inter-jurisdictional agreements {page 25|
reT~irement are not achievable by Permlttees.

e) REQUIJtEM~NTS FOR ZLLICZT CONNECTZONS/DI~SC]~JtGE~

Exempted Nonstormwater Discharges

¯ Other discharges, such as commercial zoof drains, should
be included.

Industrial/Commerclal Inspections

¯ How prloritle¯ are established that target certain
~ndustrial activities for inspection are not clear.

S    The "Enhanced" Inspection Program (page 41) is not much
different from the inspection program on page
therefore, it should be deleted.

¯ The Permit should allow for the public outreach program
to inform industries to be implemented prior to beginning
inspection¯.

g) ~E~UI~S FOR DEVELOPIKENT PLANNING/CONSTRUCTZON SECTZON

¯ The Director of Publi: Works’ discretion on limited
priority projects requires ~ore Jefin1~ion.

a postodevelcpment runoff re~;irem.~:t is n~ achievable.
¯ Changes to the ~aiifornza En~;rcnmental Quality Act

requirements should be limited to addressing stormwater
pollution and not watershed m~;agemen~ 3r other water
quali~y concerns.

¯ Do not lump planning and construction together because
they have separate requirements.

¯ Need to provide a correlation between ty~s of
construction projects to Fullutants of concern.

h) EE~UI~S FOR PUBLZC IJ~FORF.ATIONAHD PARTZCZPA.TZON SECTION

P~!ic education and the ~evelcFnent of Sto---~water Manage.~en~
Plans do not include pu~!ic participation.
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REQ~S_ FOR MONITORING PROGRAM.. SEC2XO~

1,    Co-Pe~ittee Water Quality Monitoring

~ arbitra~ nu~r of critical sources have ~en
selected for ~ni~oring by o~her ~han ~he
Pedigree wi~hou~ da~a ~o sup~r~ ~he need for
~hem.

2. The~ is no relationship ~en Water ~alitF ~ni~oring
and the S~o~ater Management Plans. ~nitoring results
should ~ used to refine plans.

PR~~~TZON-~PORT~G 8E~Z~
I.    Best ~anage~n~ Practice Effectiveness

Pilo~ s~udies cannot be undertaken for eve~
~nage~n~ practice In ~he Pe~L~.

2. Re~ire~n~ (page 82) ~o de~ns~rate Maximum
Practical s~andard for ~st ~nage~n~ practices
achievable.

3. Delete ~Eo~nce s~anda~ds develo~en~
(page

Certification re~ire~nms by Principal Executive Officer
(page 90) ~or ~rting are not practical

Needs tO ~ e~ded
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CITY OF

(310) 804-1434

January 26, 1996

Ms. Catherine Tyrrell
Assistant Executive Officer
California Water Quality Control Bo4rd
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, California 91754

RE: Request for Extension of Comment Period; Draft of Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Discharge of Stormwster in Los Angeles County (NPOE6
Permit (NPDES No. CAS0051654) (Draft of December 18, 1995)

Deer Ms. Tyrrell:

The City of Bellflower hereby requests extension of the time for submission of
comments on the December 18, 1995, draft of the proposed new WDR/Storm Water
NPDES permit, until March 29, 1996.

Extension of the comment period is essential in view of the size (over 900 pages,

the new draft fails to address fully numerous comments previously submitted on the
September 18 Draft. Despite numerous requests by a number of cities, the new draft
again reflects what we must characterize as a "Breathtaking overreach" coupled with
failure to identify specific requirements.

,o .0,,oo0 ,, o0o,o .0.r  ,.,  e0o.0 ,.e ,or
permits are missing. Moreover, we must point out that the EPA has released for
comment a document which bears directly on your December 18, 1995, draft. The
new EPA document is "Nonpoint Source Program and Grants Guidance for Fiscal Year
1997 and Future Years." It was released in draft by the EPA Office of Water on or
about December 18, 1995. I am informed that the EPA expects to publish ¯ final
version of the draft document in March. Quite clearly, it will be most important to
consider the new EPA guidance as the RWQCB refines its draft permits. For the
RWQCB to proceed with its December 18th draft independently of the EPA draft
nonpoint source guidance would seem to reflect an uninformed approach.

Page 1 of 2

~’dDY ~ RAY T. sh4rrH IK~I~ RUTH GLSON AIL’T OUYIB~
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Ms. Catherine Tyrrell
January 26, 1996
Page 2 of 2

Finally. we must point out that the failure of the December 18. 1995, draft to clearly
identify the specific section of the Clean Water Act. or ¯ specific provision in the
implementing regulations, which provides the basis for each requirement proposed to
be included in the new permit necessarily slows the review process. It is our view
that decision makers and the public are entitled to be able to readily identify those
sections of the permit required by federal law. and to distinguish those sections not
required by federal law bul which the Board staff desires to include in the new permit.
Only when these distinctions are made can an informed judgement be made as to the
appropriateness of inclusion of permit provisions.

In view of the ominous chilling effects on the economy and budget of every city In
Los Angeles County should the draft permit be adopted, we believe that more time
for deliberate review of this enormously complex document is absolutely essential.

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation.

Michael J.
Assistant City Administrator
City of Bellflower

MJE:tmg
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CITY OF

(310)

January 26. 1996

Ms. Catherine Tyrrell
Assistant Executive Officer
California Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, California 91754

RE: Comments on Draft of Waste Discharge Requirements for the Discharge of
Stormwater in Los Angeles County (NPDES Permit (NPDES No. CAS0051654)
(Draft of December 18, 1995)

Deer Ms. Tyrrelh

The City of Bellflower hereby submits its preliminary comments on the
December 18, 1995 draft of the proposed new WDR/Storm Water NPDES permit. We
reserve the right to submit additional comments. In addition, please note that we
await the response of Jorge Leon, Board Counsel, to comments on legal issues,
including inspection issues. We anticipate that we will submit further comments in
response to Board Counsel’s comments.

Our first comment is that the comment period was inadequate, in view of the size
(over 90 pages, single spaced) and significant new material included in the
December 18, 1996, revision. In addition, the document’s complexity rendered
review difficult, a difficulty compounded by the need to refer to comments on prio~
drafts. In addition, the December 18 Draft does not address fully numerous
comments previously submitted on the September 18 Draft.

Page 1 of 3
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Ms. Catherine Tynell
January 26, 1996
Page 2 of 3

In addition, it appears that the new drafl was prepared without regard to s significant
development: the EPA has released for comment a document which bears directly on
your December 18, 1995 draft. The new EPA document is "Nonpoint Source
Program and Grants Guidance for Fiscal Year 1997 and Future Years." It was
released in draft form by the EPA Office of Water on or about December 18, 1995.
We understand that the EPA expects to publish a final version of the draft document
in March. Quite cte.~:ly, it wi)l be most important for your agen,-’y to taks the new
EPA guidance into consideration as the RWQCB refines its draft permit. We
incorporate the provisions of the EPA’s draft guidance by referer~¢e.

The December 18, 1995 draft fails to clearly identify the specific section of the Clean
Water Act, or a specific provision in the implementing regulations, or the EPA
Guidance Documents, as the basis or authority for requirements proposed to be
included in the new permit. In this context, please understand that what we seek is
to distinguish those sections which are required from those which ere authorized, but
not required.

It is our view that decision makers and the public are entitled to be able to readily
identify those sections of the permit required (required, not simply authorized but not
required) by federal law, and to distinguish those sections which, while not required
by federal law, have been added by the Board staff in response to one ore another
interest. For example, there is absolutely nothing in federal law which would require
the permit to include a provision calling for the appointment of the EAC. This, end
other optional provisions which the Board staff desires to include in the new permit
should be readily identifiable.

We suggest that this might be accomplished by use of different fonts: include the
federally-required baseline provisions in bold and those provisions not required by
federal law in italics. In that manner., when these distinctions are readily apparent,
an informed judgment could be made by policy makers (i.e., the members of the
Board as well as mayors and city council members and the board of supervisors) as
to the appropriateness of inclusion of the various permit provisions.

In view of the ominous chilling effects on the economy and budget of every city in
Los Angeles County should the draft permit be adopted, we believe that more time
for deliberate review of this enormously complex document is absolutely essential.
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Ms. Catherine Tyrrell
January 26, 1996
Paga 3 of 3

In addition to the foregoing comments, we have included a number of additional
comments in two enclosures. The first is an extract of the December 18th draft.
which we have annotated with our comments. The second lists supplemental
additional comments on the draft. No inference should be drawn from the order in
which our comments appear. We regard them all as important .

Thank you for your anticipated careful consideration of our comments.

Michael J. ~’~      ~’"
Assistant City Administrator

~ " CityofBellflo--MJE:tmo
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CITY OF BELL GARDENS
PUBLIC WORKS DEMENT

8327 GARFIELD A~.. ~LL GARDENS, CA ~01-~1~
(310) e06-T/70 F~X (310) eO6.Tt89

January 29, 1996

Mr. Robert P. Ghirelli
Executive Director
Regional Water Quality Control Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Attention: Catherine Tyrell, Assistant Executive Director

Subject: Comments on Final Draft Pem~

Oear Mr. Ghk~li:

We wish to add our concerns to the comments forwarded to you by the Executive Advisoly
Committee regarding the Final Draft Permit. The comments made by them should be
deemed as a part of our official comments on the Final Draft Permit document. We are
unable to voice an opinion that is universal for all parbcipating agencies under the pem~
however, we are quite certain that our concerns are shared by a lot of the parti~pating
permittees as demonstrated by the s~rnilanty in comments received on the Final Drift
Permit of December 18, 1995.

The interests of the City of Bell Gardens are sirrclar to all cities in the state of California and
the countless other c~ties throughout the nation, with regards to the intent and purpose 04
the Clean Water Act. We and our citizens want an environment devoid of pollution and
toxic waste in the water we consume to sustain life and the waters we use for work and
play. However, we do have concerns regarding the proposed permit and believe it must
be voiced in the hope that the final permit would meet the intent of the Clean Water Act in
the most cost-effective manner possible.

Enctosed on the attached sheets are our comments of the Final Draft Permit. Should you
have any questions on our comments, please contact me at (310)908-6214.

very truly you .

CITY OF BELL S

William C. Pagett ~"--’;--~      u~         -
Engineer
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COMMENTS ON FINAL DRAFT PERMIT

Unfunded Mandate whose effectiveness is highly problematic. The permit, if issued
as wntten, will require all permittees to fund a vast amount of regulatory
responsibilities to enforce provisions whose cost-effectiveness is based upon
unproven theoriel.

Comments:

¯ 1. Regulatory responsibilities are an accepted fact for all permittees. With the
multitude of regulations in effect at the present time, municipalities must by

i public demand determine the priorities its citizens perceive as the most

~ important. Because of the many requirements of regulations, sources of
, funding for programs are rapK:lly diminishing. Creative Financing, i.e., Utility

Taxes, etc., which has, in the past, provided a source of funding for some
cities are now the target of the proposed Proposition #162, which if enacted
may require Cities to repay what it collected. Cities can only afford to use
the most cost-effectivemethod in achieving certain goals. Will the program
as proposed by the permit be cost-effective? Vast amounts of funds may be
needlessly expended by permittees before a full determination could be
made. It is suggested that program requirements be limited to
which are assured of some degree of success.

2. The Program Requirements for Industrial/Commercial sources will be the ~-~ |
most expensive for the City to bear. Preliminary estimates based on the
numbers of industrial/commercial sources operating within the City will far
exceed the funds budgeted by the City, which were more than doubled in
anticipation of the new permit. As if the enormous financial burden alone is
not enough for the City to assume, the most insidious of the requimmer~
under proposed new permit requires each permittee to repo~ any
noncompliance of industrial facilities with a required Industrial Stormwater                 "
Permit issued by the state. We were offered the reason for inclusion Of this
requirement was done so in the spint of cooperation between agencies;
however, the responsibility of reporting such noncompliance remains with the
permittee; failure to do so may be held against the permittee for
noncompliancewith their NPDES permit. If permittees are held responsible
for adequate staffing and enforcement procedures, the state should also be
held to the same standards as required of the perrnittees. This requirement
should be deleted from the permit.

¯ Timing schedules for program development and implementation as suggested by
the final draft permit indicates a total lack of understanding of local government
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The commentary used to explain the changes inserted into the final draft permit "r
repetitiously refers to the fact that within the 5-year period under the existing permit,
Los Angeles County and the cities within the county has failed to adopt a watershed
management plan let alone implement it. Therefore. expeditious compliance is
suggested as being of the utmost importance. The City was a participant as a co-
permittee in a permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board as ¯
phased program. Because of the phasing element of the program, not ¯11 cities ,’~
were in the program for the entire 5-year penod before it expired. However the
development of Watershed Management Programs evolved during that 5-year
penod along with the final promulgation of the Federal Regulations for the Clean
Water Act. It took time and thoughtless action by a large amount of individuals who
contributed to the pollution of our receiving waters and. no doubt, it will take time to
eliminate such pollution. Rather than expediency being of utmost importance,
effective means of eliminating sources of poIlutK)n should be paramount. Time is
needed to educate and hone the awareness of the general public to what causes
pollution and what it will cost to eliminate these causes. In order for the program to
be effective, the public must be willing to bear the cost of such programs. This
should be achiaved prior to implementing any Watershed Management Program.

~ It is hoped that eventually with diligent effort. Watershed Management Programs

~,~_~

evolves into a cost-effective method of obtaining the goals of the Clean Water Act.
,~

q
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Water Discharge permit ! h~ City sent out copies of the d~s/t pc.trait to the CitLzm~
Committee on ~.nvin:Jnmen~ Standards and City Coun~ ~ for their review and
The foliowin~ is ¯ summsp/bit ofthe res~ew for the ~xegutJve Advisory CommMee

Commeuta from CJteae~ AdvisoP7 (~omnittee on Elviroemestal Sta~daJ’d~

l.ladet meded

~. ~ 6 0.3) ~ p~ge 10; WM is mpons~e fo~ dack~ on t~ pol].t~m which my be

4.Page 11(’36); The 8form wsteg manu~ sow~ds Ilk� an cxt:eiknt ideg how~u- it 8hotdd

S. ~ 2,~ (I-M); ~ of polknants from one portion ofthe M~4 to another,

polkt6on ? Who is re~poB~ble for �~ out any n~g~tty m~anent ?

I or s~ienti~c ~ sJ~dd not involv~ �os~Jy r~earch by tb¢ pc~n~Ixe~ son~ l)rOvisioa il                "

I
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V
CITY OF CARSON 0

L
January 2:5, 1996                                                ’,

Dr. Robert Ghirelli. Executive Ofl’Jcer ;- -
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

~.:_Los Angcle~ Rcgkm
I01 Centre Plaza D~ve - --
Montcre~ Park, CA 917~4-21~6

This is in response to the request for commits contained in Ms. T)~rell’s ~ of
Decemher 18. I g9~, Our attorney has advised us to requcsl an extensien o£ d~ ~
Io submit comments, but at the Dominguez Channel/los Angeles Iiaflx~r W~-rJhed

-- Committee, this date, Ms. Tyrrell stated that another version will he prepared
circulated prior to submittal to the Board. This would appear to satisfy the spirit of the --~

41ilI attorney’s request regarding review time. He will submit other comment in ¯ sepmat=
lette�. ~m~

it is with the understanding that the permittees will have another opportunity to ru~w the
draft permit that the City of Carson often the following comments:

i. CARSON TO BE DENIED INPUT - Carson and every other city whose populatioet
is less than 100,000 will be prohibited from serving on the Executive Advisory
Committee. This means that small cities will have limited input to the ~

2. EXCEEDS THE CLEAN WATER ACT - Requires Ioca] agencies,
businesses and citizens to conduct themselves in a manner much more stringent than
contained in the federal regulations. Many of the proposed rules are not based upon ;scientific fact.

3. UNFUNDED MANDATE, HIGH COST - No funds are provided to help the
regulated entities to comply with proposed permit. The permit is so complicated that
it is impossible to estimate the associated costs. We assume, however, that Catsott
and other cities would each need to add at least one position to work exclusively on
NPDES.

4. SHIFTS STATE’S RESPONSlBILITES TO CITES - The permit contains many
provisions requiring the cities to "run" State programs. Just one example is the
proposed labor intensive inspection, interrogation and education of existing, state

701 EAST C.AF~$ON STREET. PO BOX 6234. CARSON. CAL~FOFC~J,~ 90749 ¯ PHONE (310) 8~0-7600
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5. UNNECESSARY    AND    WASTEFUL    DEVELOPMENT    AND
CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS - Many of these propo~d restriction.~ far
exceed the r~luirements of existing building codes. The draft permit erroneou~y
equates pollution to the valuation of the improvements to be builL,

6. COSTLY COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL MANDATES. Cities will be t~’quired
to develop data bases of all businesses and industries, rank their potential to pollute,
inspect the siles periodically, prepare annual reports, provide educational
enforce violations.

7. COSTLY RULES FOR PUBLIC PROPERTY. One example i$ the requirement
periodically clean all city parking lots more than 25 spaces. This is not merely ¯
requirement to sweep the lots. but to remove (presumably by ~teern cleaning) oil
grease, heavy metals, petroleum by products and other materiah,

8. UNNECESSARY MONITORING . The County has committed to perform an
extensive storm ~tcr quality monitoring program. The staff.of the Water Bored
arbitrarily added ¯ condition for additional and unnecessary long lena monitorin~ by
the Pennittee~

9. INACCURATE AND MISLEADING FINDINGS . The preamble of the dr~q
permit contains inflammatory, inaccurate, and inappropriate ~latement~ slanted to
Board staff’s point of view. Sermons and statements abom law~ui~ and out ofeourt
sctt|emcnts have no place in this pcn~t.

10. MICROMANAGEMENT. The make up of the Executive Adviso~ Committee and
the Watershed lVlanagemcnt Committee arc spelled out in tbe permit. These typos of’

in addition to the above, we concur in the Executive Advisory Committe’s major items of
concerns and request that this letter be included in the administrative re~mi for this
mallet.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the development of a meaningful permit.
We look forward to reviewing the next draft which will incorporate the comments
received by your staff. Should you have any comments or questions about the contem of
this letter, you may contact Mr. John Wisz. P.E.. at (310)952-1795, extension 181 I.

Sincerely,

GEORGE J. SCHULTZ, P.E
DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING SERVICES

L~, CC: Ms. ~ Tyn~ "-
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Major i~ems of concern regarding ~he December !.~ Dra~ Permit, as 0identified by the Executive Advisory Committee.

Findings should be llmi~ed ~o ~hose relevant ~o
stormwa~er quali~y enhancement.

2.    Some information presented as factual is not correct.

~ 3. No. 20 (page 5], "o~her en~itles,o should be clearly

~

,-identified and included as Coopermittees
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$. The ~ime period given ~o Board s~aff ~o respond ~o
submittals from Permi~ees is ~oo long.

6. The ~ime needed for ~he Board s~aff ~o review submittals
should be included in ~he ~i~e allo~ed for plan
implementation.

Join~ powers/in~er-Jurisdlc~ional agreements [page 25)
requiremen~ are no~ achievable by Permi~eea.

O~her dlscha~es, such as c~rclal ~f ~ains, should
~ included.

Indusurial/C~erclal Ins~�~io~

How priorities are established ~ha~ ~a~e~
indue~rial ac~ivi~ies for ins~cuton are no~ clear.
The "E~anced" Ins~c~ion Pr~ram (page
d£~eren~ ~m ~he £ne~c~£on            on pagepr~raa
~herefore, i~ s~ould be delete.
The Pe~i~ should allow for ~he         outreach pr~a~
~o info~ indus~ries ~o ~ i~le~n~ed prior ~o
~ns~�~ions.

The Direcuor of ~1£c Works’ discre~ion on
pr£ori:y pro~ec~s re~£res ~re definition.
Posu-developmen~ ~noff re~iremenu

achiev~le.is no~
Ch~ges ~o Uhe Califo~ia ~ali~yEnvironmental
re~iremenns should be li:~ ~o addressing s:o~a~er
~llu~ion and nou wauershe~ ~age~nU or o~her wauer
~ali~y conce~s,
~ no~ lump pla~ing ~d cons~�~ion ~e~her ~cause
~hey have separate retirements.
Need ~o provide a correlation ~ween ~s of
cons~c~ion projects ~o ~llu~s of conce~.

~lic education ~d nhe develo~enu of Sno~er
do no~ include p~lic ~r~ici~ion.
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Ms. Catherine Tyrrel
Assistant ExecutNe
Storm Water Programs
Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Palt~, CA 91754-215~

Subject: Comments Re~lardin~l Draft NPOES Municipal Pefm#

Dear Ms, Tyrell:

The City of Commerce is in receipt of your letter dated December 18, 1995 and the draft Los
h, ngetes County Storm Water Permit (hereinafter "draft permit’). City staff has reviewed
permit and has provided exlensive comments (attached herewith). The City i~ ~
¯ griement with comments prepared by the cit,es of La Verne, Long Beach, and

In general, we believe that the draft permit has evolved substantially since # was flint
introduced last February. However, it is still in need of imwovement. It contains wovision~
that am unclear, contradictory, confusing; and excessive (to the extent that exceed federl
requirements and am not based on compelling data). Beyond this, the drift permit ~
findings that have little or no bearing on storm water Woblems.

Two of the permit’s provisions are especially disturbing to us. First is the county-wide and
watershed storm water management program plans, which are to developed ind implemented
after the permit is adoated. The problem is that two sets of additional storm water
requirements can be arbitrarily imposed on permittees without their approval. This is obvio~m~
unacceptable. Second, the draft permit denies small city representation on participation on the
EAC. As a serious consequence, small cities would have little or no opportunity to influenc~
decisions regarding such things as the development of the storm water pubic
educatiorVinformation program (to which all cities must contribute a "fair shari’).

It is also recommend that the draft permit be wr~ten in a manner that employs a style and
format that is not consistent with other storm water permits.

2535 Commerce Way ¯ Commerce. California 90040 ¯ (2131 722-4805 ¯ FAX# {2131 888-6841
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We hope that the comments w~ll p~ve useful to you. If you have any quesbons or req~m
adcht~onal information, please call me.                                                           L

Director of Public Works/City Engineer
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COMMENTS ON DECEMBER 18 DRAFT STORM WATER PERMIT

City staff has reviewed the proposed draft storm water permit and concluded that it il in
need of much correction. The following is a "short I~st" of the draft permit’s deficiencies:

1. Receiving water limitations am unclear and �onfusing. The draft pemlit actually
contains two sets receiving water limitations which ao_Dear to be in �onflict, One
is derived from water quality objectives contained in the ocean and basin plInl
developed by the State Water Resources Control Board (in Sacramento),
Ipplicabie to the Los Angeles region. Another set is actually specified in the permit
Is qualitative objectives. They include items A.II.1 through 7. Although they ire not
referred to ¯s water quality objectives or receiving water limititionI per Ie, they
appear to be such (e.g., floating materials in concentrations of quantities thIt do not
cause nuisance or Idversely affect beneficial uses of receiving waters). The dr~tt
permit also appears to contain two contradictory compliance standards. Under B.I,
Compliance with DischaqTe Prohibitions end Receiving Water Lim/tetione, the dr~ft
permit says I permitlee may comply with receiving w¯tar lirnitationI by:

"... demonstrating timely implementation of BMP= Ind other Ictioni to reduce
pollutants in the discharge from their municipal separate storm sewer Iystern to the
maximum extent practicable, tn ICCOrd¯nce with Requirement C of this Order
Storm W¯tar Management Program Requirements."

In other wordI, by complying with the pemlit, recaiving w~ter limitations (and
presumably water quality standards) will IisO be satisfied.

But under B.II, the draft permit suggests that I permitlee could exceed ¯ receiving
water limitation (either expressed IS ¯ narrative or numerical Itandard), in which
case such permltlee would be required to prove that "storm water dischlrgos from
its municipal separate storm sewer system are not in fact the cause of the
exceedanca." The question is how could the _~ermittee ex~--~..J a _r~_~ivirm
~_ualil~_ standard if it has met all of the conditions of the ~m~ ~?           -

The draft permit goes on to say that if the permittee cannot prove that the
ex(~-dance was not caused by discharges within its jurisdiction, it would be
required to either (a) accelerate its BMP schedule (a new feature), if the Courtly-
wide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) or Watershed Management Am¯
Plan (WMAP) is adequate; or (b) if the CSWMP or WMAP is deemed inadequate,
lhe permlttee will be required to modify the plan with the corrected deficiencies for
resubmittal to the regional board. The revised plan would contain new or revised
BMPs aimed a preventing future exceedances of a receiving water limitation.

Clearly, this provision is in conflict and confusing, and is in need (~f resolution.
should be revised to simply say that conformance with receiving water limit¯bona
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will be achieved by meeting requirements of the permit. This is how other regional
boards have dealt w~th this issue.

2. The draft permit does not ¢leady identify basic permit requiramente. Here are
a few of many examples:

a. The sectk)n dealing with pollutant discharges from construction sites does not
ode¯fly indicate what types of construction are subject to �ontrol. The term
"constructk)n actNW," as defined by federal NPDES mgulabons, refem to the
disturbance of soil by grading. �learing, and excavating. As it is understood, ¯
�onstruction project that mults in the disturbance of five acres or more of ~ by
gred~ng, clearing, and/or excavating, is subject to NPDES construction permit
requirements. But the permit ~s not clear about other construction proje(~ (i.e.,
those that do not cause the dmturbance of five acres or morn of soil). The basic
problem here is that the permit does not ~dent~/aU.construcbon projects the!
subject to permit requiremenls.

b. See also comment #14 regarding legal authority I1KI~

�, The draft permit tends either to be vague about bottom line requirm or
_ does not mention them at all, and then provides ¯ list of tasks preswnably

~ associated with them. "Program Requirements for Industriai/Comfl~Kc:~
Soumes" illustrates this p~nL It begins with the foHowinO

"Each permittee is required to develop and implement an industrial/commercial
program that focuses on Rlent~cation and control of storm water pollutant and

~ Ident~mbon of ,~:~o~

1. The Principal Perm~ee in �onsutt~tion with the EAC ~J~¯ll develop ¯
datahase fommt for listing industrml/commercml f~cili~es by four digit
IndusVy Numbem by October 15. lgg6 ...°

Wh~ is missing is the bottom line requirement~ which in this c~se is °�onb-olling~
pollut~nt ¯nd non-storm discharges from indus~al/commerc~l ~ources. Once
the this b~sic requirement is established, sub-requirements can be detem~ined.
Here’s ¯n example of a basic requirement mMting to controlling polluter~
d~:~rges from indus~aVcommerci~l ~:~oes:               ¯

A. Con~rolling Pollutant Diachargas from Indu~’iaVCommerci~l Fa¢lll~les

P~ge2
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1. All industrial and commercial facilities shall be (i) prohibited from
discharging non-storm water to the MS4 unless exempted by this Order;, "r
and (ii) required to implement approprmte best management practices that
operate to minimize the d~scharge of pollutants associated with industrial
or �ommercial operations to the MS4, to the maximum extent practicable.

Once these basic requirements have been identified, ~ or tasks for
satisfying them can be more easily determined.

3. The draft permit, despite Its glossary of terms ¯action, does not define key
terms. The term "mdustnal ¯ctivW" is ¯ very important NPDES term, yet it is no~
found in the draft pern~ (though �ons~ ¯ctNity is defined). While the permit
provides ¯ broad definition of k~lusthal/commerclal facilities, R does not provide ¯
separate defin~K)n of each. Thm is important because the term "~ndustriar’ has
special signif~.anca within the context of NPDES prowsions of the Clean Water Act
(CWA). Also absent from the draft pern~t is the term "control," which is very
important to understanding certain legal ¯uthohty requirements. Another tmTn
referenced in the draft that is not defined is "tmaUnenL"

4. The draft permit now contains provisions that w¢Ndd Iml~se ¯ddlti@nal

~ requirements after its adoption. The permit (in the glossary, inappropriately),
Ldefines the County-w~le Storm water Management Plan as ~

"A comprehensive plan for implementation of the permit requirement described in ~’~
Sections C.4 through C.VIII of the NPDES storm water permit that are applicable to U
¯ 11Permittees and ¯11 Watershed Management Areas. The Countywk~ Storm Water
Management Plan will be developed as ¯ single document by the Principal
Pennis¯, w~h assistance from the EAC and participation from the parma¯el,
according to the schedule prescribed in the permit. This shall be used as ¯ tool to
develop watershed specJ~ storm water management plans."

JA �omplete analysis of this’provision cannot be provided because the !~
_permit sections C.4 throu_oh C.VIII of the draft _oermit do not e~r~t, Nevertheless, in

_ general, this prows¯on - which is not found in the previous draft version - calls for
Uthe Phnc~pal Perrn~lee to develop another storm water management program by

way of ¯ County-wide Storm Water Management Plan end ¯ Watershed
Management Plan. Both plans are to be developed after the permit is adopted. If,
however, this provision remains, the County and LARB/SWU would have ab~nk
check to i _¯Dose other re~.uirements, in addition to those �ont~,ined in the ,:,,.T
_Detroit_ without aDDroval from _per¯¯flees, While ¯ need for ¯ watershed
management program/plan is reasonable, an additional storm water management |
program clearly is not. County-wide program requirements should be dealt with only
in this draft permit, not in some future document, r
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5. The draft permit, unlike the previous version, does not guarantee small city
representation on the EAC, as the following indicates:

"In the interest of minimizing the burden on small cities of participating in the
�omm~tee process, each WMC’s re~)resentat~ve to the F_~C shall be a Permlttee
other than the C~v of Los An_oaSes. with the lar_~est Do_~ulat~on. In ~
re_~resentatives on the ~.AC. the VV~C as a whole shall select ~e secmld
L~,~. Where the population of the EAC representative munk:~palW is less
than 100.000. the PrinciDa! Perm~lee will ~rovide some sources to the Perm~ee in
carT~_ in_o out ~ts role on the EAC,"

To allow only those perm~ees with the largest population to part~ipate on EAC is
unfair. El~ibil~y for particCation on the EAC should not be exclusive. It should allow
small c~ties to participate end should be based on the perm~ee’s interest in and
knowledge of storm water management issues, not to menbon desire and
w~llingness to participate, not on population. It m worth noting that with the possible
exception of the CW of Los Angeles. the combined population of small r,,J~es (under
100.000) is greater than that of any other municipality in Los Angeles Coullty.

6. The draft permit arbitrarily determines area-wide storm wator managemerlt
~ requirements. No where m the permit is there any explanation as to why certain

~ storm water management requirements have been selected for wea-wide
implementation. Take for example inspecting restaurants, which am a suspected to
be source of non-storm water runoff pollution. According to the LARB/SWU,
restaurants tend to wash-out garbage cans and trash bins, and hose down floor
mats outdoors, causing contaminated runoff (containing nutrients and bacteria) to
enter the municipal storm water system. While this may be a problem in Ihe Santa
Monica watershed, as asserted by Heal the Bay and the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project, it may not be a problem in the other watersheds. Therefore,
until this is proven to be a problem in other watersheds, managir~g non-storm water
pollution from restaurants should be a watershed-speci~ requirement, not an area-
wide one.

This is not to say that cities should ignore restaurants as potential sources of non-
storm water discharge. At ¯ minimum, County-wide, aii cities should provide
restaurants and other suspected sources of runoff pollution with public education
materials discouraging them from illicit discharge practices. Then on watershed
level, additional requirements can be imposed, but based on compelling data.

Furthermore, them are receiving waters in Los Angeles County that are equipped
with structural controls that: (1) prevent non-storm water discharges’from entering
ocean waters; and (2) trap sediment in large detention basins, thereby also
preventing such pollutants from entering ocean waters. Therefore. cites that
discharge upstream of these structural controls should be allowed to discharge non-

1~9e4
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V
storm water (including non-storm water discharges from restaurants) into the MS4
and should not be required to implement costly BMPI.

7. Several of the draft permit’s proposed requirements would require city
perm|ttsel to perform work thlt should be the responsibility of LARB/SWU
staff. Inspecting industrial facilit~s that require NPDES General Industrial Activity
Storm Wa~er permits (GIASWPs) is one example. This is ¯ state-issuecl permit
required by state law. While it is not unreasonable to require cities to mist the
regionat board in identifying those industrial fac~ldies that are required to have
permits and/or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans. and then report them to
LARB/SWU staff, it should not be the permit~ees responsibility to assist the state in
enforcing its requirements. For example, cities should not have to insped an
industrial activity site for best management practkms implementation. This task
would necessitate a review and evaluation of the facility’s Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which, therefore, requires ¯ thorough knowledge of
GIASWP requirements - �ompl~,ated subject,

8. Many of the requirements proposed by LARB/SWU exceed federal and alat~
storm water management regulations..

~ The draft permit contains several provisions that clearly am not celled fro’ either in

~1~
federal or state NPDES requirements. The following examples are provided below:.

e. Inspections of Indusbtal Commer¢lal Fa¢lllti~
n

The draft permit would require cities to identify, prioritize, end inspect other U
industrial facilities that require General tndustr~l Storm Water ActNity NPDES
permits (GIASWPI) that are already subject to inspections by LARB. In additiott, U
the draft permit would also require cities to identify, prioritize, end inspect
industrial facilities that do not require GIASWPs. These facilities are identif~d in
Storm Water Discharges Potenbally Ac~lressed by Phase fl of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program, Report to Congress, OBce of 3Water, USEPA, Weshington D.C.

Nothing, however, contained in NPDES storm water provisions of the fmleral
Clean Water Act specifically mandates inspections of this other category of
facilities (referred to by LAREVSWU staff as Phase II facilities). It is understood
that the State Water Resources Control Board has asserted its authority to
mandate additional requirements. Such requirements should not be a~bitrary
and should not be performed at the county-wide level

LARB/SWU must rely on scientific data to justify the need for any additkmal
requirement. This, ostensibly, is the purpose of performing a characterization
study and performing storm water/non-storm water monitoring and analysis. But          ~P -
the criteria proposed by LARB/SWU staff to identify and prioritize facilit~s for
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inspection are ineffective. They include, for example, ’lypes and quall~y of non.
storm water discharges; professional understand,ng of the industhal/�ommerc~l
seclor waste management practices; and experience of local agency industrial
inspection programs." However, all of these cr, teria are subiective and involve
lot of edministrative work_ but do absolutely nothina to f~cilitate a~.-’~T,n ,~"
industries for inspection. If anything, they only confuse the selection process
(eg., how do you determine a facihty’s professional undemtanding of rite
industhal/commercial sector waste management practices?).

It is noted that LARB/SWU has, in response to many perm~ee complaints about
the draft permit exceeding federal and state luthor~. Isserted the foIIow~:

"Regional Board staff has discussed this Order extensively with Counsel. It
Counsel’s opinion that, given the fact that no numerical criteda have been
preschbed and Perm~lses have had more than five years to develop an MS4
program to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum practicable, and
that progress in implementing the countywide program has been slow, II is
appropriate to include specific program components based on the pem~
reissuance application subm~ted by Permitlees and the MS4 BMPI praclicad by
other California MS4 programs ..."

LARB/SWU ~s essentially saying that it has the prerogative to require what
deems necessery. While LARB/SWU may have the discretion to .xceed federa!
and state requirements with regard to this perm~, it cannot do so ad:)itredly.
Extra-requirements must be based on a demonstrated problem, using
acceptable evidence (e.g., scientific data), as opposed to unsubstantiated
opinion. LARB/SWU staffs contention that permitlees have been slow in
knplementing countywide program m an example of an unsubstantiated op~Non.
Furthermore, it is an en’oneous opinion. "[he reason _~ermiffees have I~n sir---

LA~B/SVVU has not reouired it as �ondition of the existin_o _Derm;, LARB/SWU
has not even specified legal authority requirements under the existing
requirements that are ctiticel to any storm water management program, permit -
this, it has not been able to define what "inspection" means within the context of
that Additional Best Management Practice that requires inspectk)ns Of gas
stations, restaurants, etc.

b. Non-storm water discharges

See below comment
�. Pub.© Education

~ proposed, cities would be required to implement an immediate outreach
program that involves the performance of several public education tasks.
including but not limited to developing and dis~but~ng brochures and door
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hangers, and issuing newsletters containing storm water management-related
public education information. In addition, cilies would be required to contribute
their "fair ahare" to a long term public education program to be developed by
the County of Los Angeles through a $5,500,000 consulting contract over a five
year penod.

The draft permit is too controlling here. LARB/SWU has no authority to compel
c~ties to contribute a "fair share" (which is not defined), to a public education
program that is to be developed in the future by the Phncipal Permittee. This
would deny citrus the opportunity and hght to develop a public education
program of its own, which in the final analysis might prove more efrK:ient and
cost-effective than what the Principal Permittee’s consultant could produce.

The draft permit unilaterally denies several non-storm water discharges
exemptions that ere allowed under NPDES provisions of the Clean Water Act.

According to CFR 40, 122.26, the following non-storm discharges are exempted
unless such discham_es or flows are Identified by the munic _l_oalit~_t_ as eouft:R
of ~ollutants to watere of the Unttld States: water line flushing water, landscape
~rrigation: ¢fivened stream flows; nsmg grounO waters; uncontaminated ground water
infiltration to separate storm sewers: uncontaminated pumped ground watw;,
discharges from potable water sources: foundation drains; air conditioning
�ondensation; irrigation water springs: water from crawl space pumps: footing
drains; lawn watenng; individual residential car washing; flows from riparian habitats
end wet/ands; dech/ohnated swimming pool discheqTes; end strict wash water, and
discharges msuiting from fire fighting (only where such discharges or flows are
Mentified as signil~ant sources of pollutants to waters of the United States.

However, Ihe draft permit only ]ali;~J~tJ~zza~ exempts 6 of these 18 non-storm
water discharge categohes. They include flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
diverted stream flows; springs; rising ground waters, uncontaminated groundwater
infiltration; and discharges of flows from emergency ~ lighting activities.

Then the draft permit �on~litJonally exempts the fol~ nine non-storm water
discharges (already exempted by federal regulations): landscape irrigation; water
line flushing: foundation drains: ear conditioning condensate; irrigation water, water
from crawl space pumps; retaining waft drams (same as footing drains); indivkYual
car washing, and residential swimming pool discharges. Conditionally exempt
means that the non-storm water discharges in question "need not be prohibited,"
provided that (1) the permittee or Executive Officer (of LARB), determines that the
discharges are not pollutant sources; and (2) BMPs ere developed to "minimize
adverse impacts of such sources" (what ever that means).

Beyond this, the draft permit - surprisingly - exempts non-storm water discharges
that are not even exempted by federal regulabons. They include: hydraulic graBfi
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traffic loop flushing (discharges not contemplated by CFR 40abatement. inductive
§122.26). Then the draft permit condil,)nally exempts residential roof drain
discharges, but denms such discharges f!~m industrial roof drains, both of which
are comprised of storm water and, t.he~fore, are not even non-storm water
d~scharges. The permit also flatly denies !~l~eet washing (an exempted non-storm
water) and sidewalk washing, because they are deemed by the Excessive
of LARB to be si_anificant bollutant sources.

That the draft permit allows for the epplic~llon of exemptions to LARB’s Executive
Director is not reassuring. There is no guarantee that the exemption will be granted
if the basic criteria ere met because they involve too much subjer:tiv~.

It is apparent that LARB/SWU (1) has exceeded its authority by denying permittees
non-storm water discharge exemptions 0ranted to municipalities in CFR 40,
§122.26; and (2) has been arbitrary in determining which non-storm water
discharges should be exempted. As mentioned, federal regulations entitle
municipalities to exempt the 18 categories of non-storm water discharges, unless
they have been identified as pollutant sources. Until these non-storm water
discharges ere determined as such by municipalities (e.g., through sc~ent~
means), such discharges should be

10. The draft permit, incorrectly, lumps Illicit connections with IIIk:it dis¢lmrges
end eliminates illegal disposal practices, Actually, illic~ connections are
set of an illicit discharge, An illicit connection is a device by which an illicit
discharge (a fluid) is conveyed to the MS4, An illegal disposaVdumping practk:e,
however, is an activity Itmt causes the pla~ment of
into the MS, t, To put it another way, (~l~minating an illicit connection is task
connected to the basic requirement of..~o/~trollin_a illicit dischames. Other tasks
associated with this basic mcluirernent include (a) encouraging public reporting of
non-storm water discharges through publlC education/outreach; (b) devising In
internal mechanism for recording and responding to such reports; and (c) ordinertca
enforcement (through routine inspection ot discovery by code enforcement).

(Note: i~, recommended’that "mmovi~." en illicit connection be mplacad with
"eliminating an illicit connection. Removing an illicit connection could be
construed to mean the physical transfer of such connection hem its location to
another. However, according to its statutory definition, an illicit �onnection could be
any conveyance, including "any device tr~rough or by which non-storm water is
discharged into the municipal storm water system, including but not limited to floor
drains, pipes or any fabhcated or natural conduits." But removing or taking.out
the illicit connection could be costly. Using "eliminating" instead would give the
ownerloperator of the facile’ where the illicit connection is located the optk~n of
rendering it incapable of operating as #n illicit connection. A floor drain, for
example, could be plugged, thereby prev#nting it from being ¯ conveyance of in
illicit discharge.)
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11. The draft permit makes the mistake of combining construction activity
program requirements with land use management requirements int~
chapter. However, CFR 40 §122.26 and other author~tatwe documents relating to
storm water management, includmng the Calrfomia Storm Water Handbook. which is
referenced in the draft perm~ treats construction and land use management as two
separate end distinct issues. The problem with combining these program
components is that they contribute further to the confusion that already exists.

12. The draft permit is disjointed end contradictory in many places. For example,
the permit reqmras permittees to prohibit non-storm water discharges (i.e., any
material that is not entirely comprised of storm water) to the n~nicipal storm water
system (MS4). Yet, under the industhal/m:xnmercial section, the draft permit mates
that non-storm water discharges to the MS4 from gas stations ere permissible as
long as they ere pretreated. However, no where in that pert of Code of Federal
Regulations that covers NPDES storm water provisions are such diecl~rge~
exempted; nor is there an NPDES permit available to service stations/auto repair
facilities for this purpose. Furthermore, the term "Pretreatment" is n~I defmed
anywhere in the permit. If not �orrected, this problem will lead to confusion and non.

13. The draft permit is unnecessarily lengthy (almost 90 pages king). LARB/SWU
staff explained that the permit is lengthy because permitlees wanted
detail - ¯ criticism of the existing permit However, much of the detail contained
in the draft permit does not provide clergy. In many case, it only increases
confusion. Perm~tees have always desired defined requirements (i.e., "ends’)
just detailed explanations as how to achieve them (i.e., "means’). For example,

blish "r~l. u.~ita

~.~s~/~j.- Y~t,. neither .the current permit nor any other documents issued by
conmm any imormat~on that :~ent~fies chteria required to establish legalauthohty. Nor does ~t defin.o "mspectK)n relatNe to auto repair/perts facilP~es, gas

:~.t~°:rS,inasrKIoe~.so~u~_m.n_tsJ_~gz_lns_ ,Pecti .on for no.n-, storm water discharges from Ihese
I,,~,-,,,- ,~, 1,1~;~o nouseKeeplng practices or other BMPI that operate to

~ J.~ w~xm] De very

14, The section on legal authority, located under program management, r.~ntatrm
requirements that ere taken directly from CFR 40 §122.26, but are n~t m~re
specifically defined by LARB/SWU. A case in point is controli;ng "lhrough
interagency agreements among coapplicants the contribution of pollutants from one
portion of the municipal system to another portion of the municipal sy"stem." The
problem is that nothing in the draft permit translates this federal requirement into a
task; nor does the draft permit provide a cJue as to how PermJttees am to rnee~ this
legal authority requirement.



The draft permit contains language that is difficult to understand. For
example, under Section IV.A 1, the permit reads, "For unitized development the
common plan of development or sum of all units shall be considered in determining
the priority rating of the development." First of all, no definition of "unitized" is
provided. Beyond this, the entire sentence in which this undefined term is contained
is also unclear.

The language used in the permit should be as simple as possible, othen~ ~11
inordinate amount of time will be spent on trying to interpret its meaning, And since
1.6,RB/SVVIJ staff has not in the past been forthcoming in responding to questions
from permittees regarding some of the gray areas of the existing permit (e.g.,
inspections and legal authority), requirements end procedures must be easy to
understand.

16. The findings section of the draft permit contains inappropriate Information. For
example, under finding 36, LARB/SWU acknowledges those cities that contributed
money to the guidance document. Clearb/such reference should not made hem or
any where else in the proposed permit. Furthermore, as m rn~tter of accuracy,
LARB/SWU has named some cities that have decided not to contribute. Another
example is finding 32 (k) which mentions the Natural Resources Defense Coundl
(NRDC) law suit against Ceitrans for failing to comply with existing NPDES pemlit              ..
requirements, and 32(I), which references NRDC’s settlement agreements with
several cities for their alleged failure to comply with existing NPDES permit
requirements. It is unclear as to what purpose such information would sense with
regard to the proposed permit.
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Mr, Frank Kuo
Los ~geles Counly Oeparlment of Public Wo#,s
January 9, 1996

13. Page 32, par. 2: This paragraph needs to be Indemed.

14. Page 33. par. 3.b: Is sk:lewalk washing really ¯ s~nir~,ant source Of pogutante?

15. Page 33. par. 4. line 3: What is "A. Discharge Prohi~tions.1.’?

1 6. Page 37. par. B.1. line 2: Change "groups" to "facilities." (Facilities are ldenlilled In
Provision III.A.2.) Also. the dale in line 4 of January 15. 1997’ is the same dale Ihal the
Permittees Identily thek facilities--the Principal Permiltee will need more llme to rank
Ihe fecilitie&

17. Pa~e 37. par. B.I.�, d. end e: Delete "and." al the and of par. ©md ~ it to the end o# par.
d, Change the semioolon al the end Of par.e lo a pe~od.

18. Page 37. par. B.I m~d 2:11 is not clear how the listed criteria are used to rank fa¢llltlae
into groups or rank lac~ties within groups. For example, if there is no pasl history, ~
thal de~lland ¯ higher or a lowerpriority? If there ere other over~ght programs, do~ lhal
require a higher priOhly because it is ¯ trouble area or ¯ lower priority beceu~ SOnleOlle
else is already watching? AJl of the criteria need clarihcation.

19. Page 38, par. 2: These requirements are much too detailed to put Into an o~IInance. They

20. Page 39, l~W. 2.1 z~nd li: What ~ categories [I] through llx] end lxi]?
Whet Is the GISP?

r,m Imam are nol worth the trouble.

22, ,P~ 43: par. a md b: One of Ihe criteria for a high priorlly project
I.u.r~.l .slope ~ 25 percent." This same criteria (:overs a priority

~ J ¯ u~n’z the criteria be different?

23. ~ 43, par. c, ~ senlence: The Director of Public Wod~s of a oily

to be able to develop the syslem for determining "potentially
nave the experlise, _ will probably not
significantly affect.

24. Page 47, par. vi: Delete "]" at the end of the Erie.

25. Page 50, par. b: This paragraph talks aboul the SWPPP. Is this the Storm Waler
Mdigation Plan thai is mentioned earlier in this chapter? The Storm Water Mitigation
Plan is not in the glossary, however, the glossary cbes list the Slormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan and the Stormwater Runoff Mdi~ation Plan. Are these all the same plant

26. Page 53, pat. 1 .d: Delete "and" at Ihe end of the paraw’q=h.

27. Page 56, par. vi: Does this paragraph belong in this section? I1 doesnl fit with slorzN)e of
fertilizers and paslicides.
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Mr. Frank Kuo
Los Angeles County Department of ~ ~
January 9, 1996

28. Page ST, par. d: Why is it iml:x)rtant Io record the quantily o~ caleb basin wasle

29. Page 63, par. it: Where is Ihe opening pa~enthem?

30. Page 64, par. lit: Whet empk)yees need to be

31. Page 64, par. Iv: Where c~n this lislmg be oMained? Why does each Permtllee ~ k)
have the listing? Whal iS Ihe definition of

32. Page 64, par. b J: Why we Ih~ee examples of audio re¯led¯is given when ~li that
required is the pu~.ic service ennouncemenls?

33. Page 64, pa~. ii: Each Pem~,ee canno~ be expecled Io produce o~ m I video end
IF-the Principal Permillee should be responsible lot this. Also, define "approprllle
communily group¯."

34. Page 65, rw. 3: This requiremenl is m I:~oad Io be underslandal~. Whal kind of Inelysi~

$$. Page 66; par. 1, line 2: ~ "pub,� edu~lion comml,ee" wilh "put)lk: ~
group."

36. Page 66, par. 1: The lasl Senlence ~f the paragraptl doesnl Ik)w into per¯graphs ¯ @r I~,

37. Page 67, par. li: Oefine "~ctIvlly-q:m::ifl¢ outreach pr~0mms.-

38. Page 67 par. e: This p,~’agmph goes way beyond whel should be in I alonnw~te~’ permit.

39. Page 67, par. b: What is required Io "demonstrate" I good faith efforl? Define "different
communities."

second sentence is a �luplic~te of the l~st sentence of paragraph b.

4 Page 68, par d, Hne 4: Delete ~.°I.

42. Page 68, par. e: The PrinoipaJ Permi.ee should outreach to the pmfesslonal and l~slness
associations--this is not a task fo~ the cities.

43, Page 69, par. b: What is meant by "owners" In the second

44. Page 74, Frequency of Monitoring paragraph, line 6: RepLace "County" with "Prlnclpel
Permittee’.

45. Page 76, par. & line 5: Replace "any" with "~K:L"

46. Page 77, step 3, line 2: Reptace *develop" with "developed."

R0030285



Mr. Frank Kuo
Los Anoeles
January 9, 199~
Pao~ 4,

47’. Paoe 27, SI~
f~
~’t ~a~
f~e sto~ events?"

4~. Page 7~, t~l~O ~r..

49, PaOe ~S,

a~, si~

SS. P~ 87, ~r.
the first re~

56. P~e 89,

57. P~ xi, last Iwo I~: W~re ~e t~ ~1~ le~s" that are ~fl~ ~ ~ ~?

If t~re are a~ qU@sl~s
7204.

Sin~re~,

Environmental Se~s

WBD:crr

~: ~ Catherine Ty~ell, A~istant ~e ~r, Califom~ R~io~l Water
~ar~-~s A,0eles R~n
Fran DelaY, ~ity Ma~
Vin~ Mastro~Jmone,
Chades R~n, ~min~e
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O COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
~’~ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

~ $0~1~ FREMoN~r AVENUE
ALHAMbrA. ~ALIFORNIA

Janua~ 24, 1996

m,t~m~ EP-3
Dr. Robert Ghlrelll, Executive Officer
California Regional Water

0uallty Con~l ~

101 Centre Plaza
~n~erey Park, ~ 91754-215~

~ar Mr. Ohlrellls

DEC~ 18 D~ ~DE8 P~

The ~ecu~ve ~i8o~ C~i~ee (~C) wishes ~o ~ ~he
s~aff for ~heir long hours s~n~ In de~eloping ~he ~raf~
~a~o~l ~11u~ Discharge Elimina~ion System ~e~l~ a~ for
soliciting our ~npu~ £n~o ~he pr~ess. However, the ~C has
mer~m ~nce~s wiuh �he current draft and ~ ~ve

/~r~an~ /ooueo~han ~0 . which all Pe~i~ceeo ~lieve
ex~e~ prior ~o adoption of ~he final ~£t ~ ~he

~rd. ARegion1 _ su~ of ~hese concems is enclosed for
~vlew ~

~e~cce~ c~nus xoen~ed oy ~he ~C and should nou_ons~e~ ~s une collecu~ve co~enue of ~he Pe~£U~eea. Each

~est anna une noar~ consider and res~nd ~o all
s~itt~ ~ individual agencies, eemittees, ~d other interee~ed
~rties.

~ ci~le~ within ~s,~?eles Co~cy are envi~n~ally co~clous
anu a~ ~esirous or ~mplemen~ing and enforcing ~he provisions
~he Cle~n ~a~e~ Ac~.. However, ~he curren~ draf~of    ~he Pe~l~
noc conauc~ve co une efficienu use of ourlimited          resources
acc~lish our goals. To assisu in resolving nhese issues, the
is willing �o mee~ wi~h your snarl and develop ~i~ fan.age
which is accepn~le ~o all par~iem.
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V
Major items of concern regarding the December 18 Draft Permit, as

Oidenti£ied by the Executive Advisory Committee.

Unknown requirements to be imposed in the future

¯ Many programs in the Countywide Program/Watershed
Management Plan are "to be developed" with unknown
requirements imposed in the future.

¯ Too ~any levels of plans could impose undue
requirements on the Permlttee8.

The Permit is too lengthy and complex.

¯ Detailed requirements belong in the Watershed
~ Management Plan, not in the Permit.

3. The Permit exceeds Clean Water Act authority.

4. The Petit should clearly state that the Permittee should
only be required to meet the requirements of the Petit.
If the Per~/t does not meet all requirements oE the Clean
Water Act, Permlttees should not be held accountable.

$. The outline headings sequence should he consistent
throughout the Petit.

Compliance dates are not

adoption, instead of dates, for completion
a Too short
a Inappropriate deadline sequences which could impact

action effectiveness, e.g., inspection before
outreach to inform industries

7. , Permit demonstrates lack
,government decision-making and budgeting process.

1. Findings should be limited to those relevant to
stormwater quality enhancement.

2. Some information presented as factual is not correct.

No. 20 (page 5)° "other en~ities,- should be clearly
identified and included as Co-Permittees
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4. Findings should not give any implication of wror~ doing ~’~
by any agency, ju~J

5. Findings should not be self serving or biased.
T.

6. Findings should not repeat what is contained in the
requirements.

?. Pollutants of Concern are not adequately identified and
referenced.                                                                 3

8. Major land areas are exempted from the Permit which may
have significant discharge/runoff

¯ Universities, State, and Federal Hospitals
¯ School Districts
¯ State and Federal facillt£es and land~

Receiving water limits

¯ Unachievabla
¯ ~ Permittees will be in violation iumediatel~ upon tseusnce

of the Permit ~.
: ¯ Water quality objectives should be goals and ~t

compliance standards
n¯ . Compliance of permit should nnn be related to exceeding
~jany water quality objectives, but should oml¥ be

evaluated based on implementauion of program8

1. Budget requirements are too detailed.
~m

2. Makeup of Executive Advisory Comm/ttee

¯ Members should be limited to permLtteee u~¯ Mandating members are not acceptsble
¯ Permiunees should de~ermine membership on Executive

Advisory Committee

3. The Program Substitution requirements (page 26) are too
burdensome on individual Permittees.

4o The appeal process is not acceptable.

¯ Administrative review process (page 26) should ~-Jstate tha~ the Permittees are not in v~olation ~funtil the review process is completed.
,

R003029~





R0030293





¯ The draft permit has not established an end result which demor~strates compliance and
success of the program. Other environmental permits set I~mits to achieved th~s goal, T
such as an identifiable emission level. City staff is confused as to how the success or
failure of the permit and the storm water program will be established.

City staff apl)~’eciates the opportunity to exwes$ concerns and suggest remedies to these
concerns regarding the draft permit. At this time. the staff believes further modification to
the draft permit is necessary to ensure it is a workable document which
established end results.                                                                      ,’~.,~

Sincerely.

Public Works Director and City ~

Attachments

copies: Jody HolI-Esser, Chief Administrative Offk:M
Norman Herring, City Attorney

Ray Tahir, TECS Envir~
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COMMENTS ON DECEMBER 18 DRAFT STORM WATER PERMIT
CiW staff has reviewed the proposed draft storm water permit and concluded that
it is in need of further modification. The following are City staff concerns regarding
the draft permit:

1. Receiving water limitations are unclear and confu~ng.

The draft permit contains two sets of receiving water limitations which appear
to be in conflict. One set is derived from water quality objectives contained in
the ocean and basin plans develol:md by the State Water Resources Control
Board (in Sacramento), end applicable to the Los Angeles region. Another
is actually specified in the permit as qualitative objectives within sections A.II.1
through A.II.7. Although they ere not referred to as water quality objectives
or receiving water limitations, they appear to be auth.

The draft permit also appears to contain two contradictory compliance
standards¯ Under section B.I, Corr~liance with Discharge Prohibition8
Receiving Water Limitations, the draft permit says ¯ permittee m~y Comply w~h

~ receiving water limitations by complying with the permit, receiving water
¯ ~ limitations (and presumably water quality standards) will be ~atisfted.

However, section B.II suggests that ¯ permittee could excee
limitation (either expressed a- ....... = ...... d ¯ receiving water

.... -,-o,.ve or numerical standard), in which casesuch permittee would be required to prove that "storm water discharges from
its municipal separate storm sewer system are n
exceedance-       ,,,,..,,,     _ ._         at in fact the cause of¯ theHow ,,,,,.u

perm~t~ee_,.e~xceed a. _receiving water quastandard if it has met all of the conditions or tne permitt,

The draft permit indicates that if the permttlee cannot prove that the
exceedance was not caused by discharges within its jurisdiction, it would be
required to either (a) accelerate its BMP schedule (a new feature), if the
County-wide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) or Watershed
Management Area Plan (WMAP) is adequate; or (b) if the CSWMP or WMAP l~
deemed inadequate, the permittee will be required to modify the plan with the
corrected deficiencies for resubmittal to the regional board. The revised plan
would contain new or revised BMPs aimed at preventing future exceedances of
a receiving water limitation.

The receiving water limits are unachievable and permittees will be in violation
immediately when the Permit is issued. It appears that the water quality
objectives are being treated as compliance standards rather than goals. This
provision is in conflict and confusing, and is in need of resolution. It should be
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revised to simply say that conformance with receiving water limitations will be
achieved by meeting requirements of the permit.

2, Budget requiroments for program managment are too detailed.

Permittees should not be required to provide detailed budgets when the
purpose for the data is not clearly established. This task, as well as many of
the recordkeeping tasks, seem time consuming, cumberson, and not useful to
the storm water managment,

3. Program aubstituations and apsel process are too burdensom.

The administrative review process should state the Perrnittees are not in
violation until the review process is complete. The substitution parocess
burdensom and should be streamlined to be more workable.

4. The draft permit does not clearly identify basic permit requirements.

a. The section dealing with pollutant discharges from construction sites does
not clearly indicate what types of construction ere subject to control
which constituents are pollutants of concern. The term °constructkm
activity," as defined by federal NPDES regulations, refers to the disturbance
of soil by grading, clearing, end excavating. But the permit is not clear
about other construction projects (i.e., those that do not cause the
disturbance of five acres or more of soil). The permit does not identify ell
construction projects and pollutants of concern that are subject to permit
reqtAremants.

b. The draft permit is either vague about end result requirements or does not
mention them and then provides a list of tasks presumably associated with
them. "Program Requirements for Industrial/Commercial Sources" illustrates
this point. The end result requirement is not evident, which in this case is
"controlling" pollutant and non-storm discharges from industrial/commercial
sources. Once the this basic requirement is established, sub-requirements
can be determined. The following is an example of a basic requirement
relating to controlling pollutant discharges from industrial/commercial

A. Conuolling Pollutant Discharges from Industrial/Commercial Facilities

1. All industrial and commercial facilities shall be (i) prohibited from
discharging non-storm water to the MS4 unless exempted by this
Order; and (ii) required to implement appropriate best management
practices that operate to minimize the discharge of pollutants
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associated with industrial or commercial operations to the MS4, to
the maximum extent practicable.

Once these basic requirements have been identified, criteria or tasks for
satisfying them can be more easily determined.

3. The drab permit, despite its glossary of terms section, does not define key
terme.

The term "industrial activity" is a very important NPDES term, yet it ts not
defined in the draft permit. While the permit provides a broad definition of
industrial/commercial facilities, it does not provide a separate definition of e~ch.
This is important because the term "industrial" has special significance within
the context of NPDES provisions of the Clean Water Act. Also absent from
the draft permit is the term "control," which is very important to understanding
certain legal authority requirements. Another term referenced in the draft that
is not defined is "treatment."

4. The draft permit now contains provisions that would impose additional
requirements eher its adoption,

The permit defines the County-wide Storm water Management Plan as fogows:

"A comprehensive plan for implementation of the permit requirement described
in Sections C.IV through C.VIII of the NPDES storm water permit ..... "

A complete analysis of this provision cannot be provided because the
references to permit sections C.IVthrough C.VIII of the draft permit do not
exist. This provision (which is not included in the previous draft) calls for the
Principal Permittee to develop another storm water management program by
way of a County-wide Storm Water Management Plan end a Watershed
Management Fqan. Both plans are to be developed after the permit is adopted.
If this provision remains, the County and LARB/SWU would have the ability to
impose other requirements without approval from permittees. While a need for
a watershed management program/plan is reasonable, an additional storm
water management program is not. County-wide program requirements should
be dealt with only in this draft permit, not in some future document.

5. The drift permit does not guarantee small city representation on the EAC.

Eligibility for participation on the EAC should not be exclusive and should be
determined by the Permittees. It should allow smell cities to participate and
should be based on the permi~ee’s interest in and knowledge of storm water
management issues and willingness to Participate.
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6. The dreft perrn~t erbitrar~y determines erea-wlde storm water management
requirements.

as to why certain storm water managementThe permit provides explanation
requirements have been selected for area-wide implementation. For example
the requirement of inspecting restaurants, which ere ¯ suspected to be sources
of non-storm water runoff pollution. According to the LARB/SWU, restaurants
tend to wash-out garbage cans and trash bins and hose down floor mats
outdoors, causing contaminated runoff to enter the municipal storm water
system. While this may be ¯ problem in the Santa Manioc watershed, as
asserted by Heal the Bay and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, it may
not be ¯ problem in the other watersheds. Therefore, until this is proven to be
a problem in other watersheds, managing non-storm water pollution from
restaurants should be ¯ watershed-specific requirement, not an area-wide one.

Cities should not ignore restaurants as potential sources of non-storm water
discharge end at a minimum, County-wide, all cities should provide restaurants
and other suspected sources of runoff pollution with public education materials
discouraging them from illicit discharge practices. Then on ¯ watershed basis,
additional requirements can be imposed based on compelling data.

~ There are receiving waters in Los Angeles County that ere equipped with
~ structural controls that: (1) prevent non-storm water discharges from entedrlg ~- .-,~,

ocean waters; and (2) trap sediment in large detention basins, thereby also
preventing erich pollutants from entering ocean waters. Cities that discharge

water into the municipal separate stormwster sewage system (MS4) and should
not be required to implement costly BMPs.

7. Several draft permit requirements would require city permitteec to perform

Inspecting industrial facilities that require NPDES General Industrial Activity
Storm Water permits (GIASWPs) is one example. This. is ¯ state-issued permit
required by state law. While it is not unreasonable to require cities to assist
the regional board in identifying those industrial facilities that are required to
have permits and/or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP), end then
report them to LARB/SWU staff, it should not be the permittees responsibility
to assist the state in enforcing permit requirements. Cities should not be
required to inspect an industrial activity site for BMP implementation. This
task would necessitate a review and evaluation of the facility’s SWPPP which
requires a thorough knowledge of GIASWP requirements. This is ¯ complicated
and time consuming task which many cities lack staff or suff~ient knowledge
to perform.
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8. Many of the requirements proposed by LARB/SWU exceed federal end state
storm water management regulations..

a. Inspections of Industrial Commercial Facilities

The draft permit would require cities to identify, priorttize, end inspect
industrial facilities that require General Industrial Storm Water Activity
NPDES permits (GIASWPs) that ere already subject to inspections by LARB.
The draft permit would also require cities to identify, prioritize, and inspect
other industrial facilities that do not require GIASWPs. These facilities are
identified in Storm Water Discharges Potentially Addressed by Phase II of
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program, Report to
Congress, Office of Water, USEPA, Washington

Nothing contained in NPDES storm water provisions of the Clean Water Act
specifically mandates inspections of the Phase II facilities, it Is understood
that the State Water Resources Control Board has asserted its authority to
mandate additional requirements. Such requirements should not be arbitrary
end should not be performed at the county-wlde level.

LARB/SWU must rely on scientific data to justify the need for any additional
requirements. This is the purpose of performing a characterization study and
performing storm water/non-storm water monitoring end analysis. But the
criteria proposed by LARB/SWU staff to identify end prioritize facilities for
inspection are ineffective. The criteria ere subjective, involve ¯ lot of
administrative work end do nothing to facilitate selection of industries for
inspection. If anything, they only confuse the selection process.

It is noted that LARB/SWU has, in response to many permittee complaints
about the draft permit exceeding federal and state authority, asserted the
that LARB/SWU has the prerogative to require what it deems necessary.
While LARB/SWU may have the discretion to exceed federal end state
requirements with regard to this permit, it cannot do so arbitrarily.
Additional requirements must be based on a demonstrated problem, using
acceptable evidence, as opposed to unsubstantiated opinion.

LARB/SWU staff’s contention that permittees have been slow in
implementing countywide program is an example of an unsubstantiated
opinion. Permittees appeared to be slow in developing a countywide storm
water management program is because the LARB/SWU did not required it as
a condition of the existing permit. LARB/SWU has not yet specif’md legal
authority requirements under the existing permit, requirements that are
critical to any storm water management program, and has not been able to
define what "inspection" means within the context of that Additional Best
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Management Practice that requires inspections of gas stations, restaurants,
etc.

b. Public Education

As proposed, cities would be required to implement an immediate outreach
program that involves the performance of several public education
including but not limited to developing and distributing brochures and door
hangers, and issuing newsletters containing storm water management.
related public education information. In addition, cities would be required to
contribute their "fair share" to ¯ long term public education program to be
developed by the County of Los Angeles through ¯ $5,500,000 cormulttng
contract over a five year period.

The draft permit is too controlling regarding public education. LARB/SWU
has no authority to compel cities to contribute a "fair share’, to a public
education program that is to be developed in the future by the Principal
Permittee. This would deny cities the option and right to develop ¯ public
education program of its own el an option, which in the final analysis might
prove more efficient end cost-effectlve than that which the Principal
Permittee’s consultant could produce.

9. The draft permit unilaterally denies several non-storm water
exemptions that are allowed under NPDES provisions of the Clean Water

According to CFR 40, 122.26, the following non-storm discharges Me
exempted unless such discharges or flows are identified by the municipality II
sources of pollutants to waters of the United States: water line flushing water;,
landscape irrigation; diverted stream flows; rising ground waters,.
uncontaminated ground water infiltration to separate storm sewer~.
uncontaminated pumped ground water; discharges from potable water sources;
foundation drains; air conditioning condensation; irrigation water sidings,"
water from crawl space pumps; footing drains; lawn watering; individual
residential car washing; flows from riparian habitats and wetlands.
dechlorinated swimming pool discharges; and street wash water; and
discharges resulting from fire fighting (only where such discharges or flows are
identified as significant sources of pollutants to waters of the United 3"~ates.

However, the draft permit only unconditionally exempts 6 of these 18 non-
storm water discharge categories.

The draft permit conditionally exempts 9 non-storm water discharges already
exempted by federal regulations. Conditionally exempt means that the non-
storm water discharges in question "need not be prohibited," provided that (1}
the permittee or Executive Officer (of LARB), determines that the discharge~
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are not pollutant sources; and (2) BMPs are developed to "minimize edverse
impacts of such sources’. This is unclear since these ere already exempt by
federal regulations,

The draft permit also exempts non-storm water discharges that ere not even
exempted by federal regulations. Then the draft permit conditionally exernpts
residential roof drain discharges, but denies such discharges from industrial
roof drains, both of which are comprised of storm water and, therefore, are
not classified as non-storm water discharges. The permit also denies street
washing (an exempted non-storm water) end sidewalk washing, because they
are deemed by the Executive Director of LARB to be significant pollutant
sources.

That the draft permit allows for the application of exemptions to LARB’$
Executive Director is not reassuring. There is no guarantee that the exemption
will be granted if the basic criteria ere met because they involve too much
subjeC~IviW.

It is apparent that LARB/SWU (1) has exceeded its authority by denying
perrnittees non-storm water discharge exemptions granted to municipalities in
CFR 40, | 122.26; and (2) has been arbitrary in determining which non-storm
water discharges should be exempted. As mentioned, federal regulations entitle

unless they have been identified as pollutant sources. Until these non-storm
water discharges are determined as such by municipalities (e.g., through
scientific means), such discharges should be allowed.

O.The dreh permit incorrectly combines illicit connections with ~lictt dtscharge~
end eliminates illegal disposal practices.

connection is a device by which an illicit discharge (a fluid) is conveyed to the
MS4. An illegal disposal/dumping practice, however, is an activity that causes
the placement of a solid material (e.9., refuse), into the MS4. Eliminating an
illicit connection is a task connected to the basic requirement of controlling
illicit discharges.

It is recommended that =removing" an illicit connection be replaced with
"eliminating" an illicit connection. Removing an illicit connection could be
construed to mean the physical transfer of such connection from its location
to another. However, according to its statutory definition, an illicit connection
could be any conveyance, including "any device through or by which non-
storm water is discharged into the municipal storm water system, including
but not limited to floor drains, pipes or any fabricated or natural conduits."
Removing or taking-out the illicit connection could be costly. Using
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"eliminating" instead would give the ownerloperetor of the facility where the
illicit connection is located the option of rendering it inc~l~ble of operating as
an illicit connection, A floor drain, for example, could be plugged, thereby
preventing it from being a conveyance of an illicit discharge,

1 1, The draft permit makes the mistake of combining construction activity program
requirements with land use management requirements into one chapter.

CFR 40 §~22.26 and other authoritative documents relating to storm water
management, including the California Storm Water Handbook, which is
referenced in the draft permit, treats construction and land use management
two separate end distinct issues. The problem with combining these program
components is that it contributes further to the confusion that already exists.

12. The drab permit Is disjointed end contradictory in many

The permit requires permittees to prohibit non-storm water discharges (i.e., any
materiel that is not entirely comprised of storm water) to the MS4. Yet, under
the industrial/commercial section, the draft permit states that non-storm water
discharges to the MS4 from gas stations ere permissible as long as they ere
pretreated. However, no where in that part of the Code of Federal Reoulatio~
that covers NPDES storm water provisions ere such discharges exempted; nor
is there an NPDES permit available to service stations/auto repair facilities for
this purp°se" Furtherm°re’ the term °pretreetment" ts n°t defined anywhere in

the pern~t.

13. The drab permit is unnecessarily lengthy (almost ~0 pages long). LARB/SWU
staff explained that the permit is lengthy because permtttees wanted more

Much of the detail contained in the draft permit does not provide clarity end in
many case, it only increases confusion. Permittees have always desired
defined requirements (i.e., end result) not just detailed explanations as how to
achieve them. For example, under the 1990-1995 permit, permittees ere
required to establish "requisite legal authority" and conduct inspections of auto
repair/parts facilities, gas stations, end restaurants. Yet, neither the current
permit nor any other documents issued by LARB/SWU contain any information
that identifies criteria required to establish legal authority. Nor does it define
"inspection" relative to auto repair/parts facilities, gas stations, and restaurants
(e.g., inspection for non-storm water discharges from these sites or inspection
for good housekeeping practices or other BMPs that operate to prevent storm
water discharges to the MS4). Without such information compliance could be
difficult,
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14. The section on legal authority, located under program management, contains
requirements that are taken directly from CFR 40 |122.26o but are not more
specifically defined by LARB/SWU.

For example, controlling "through interagency agreements among coapplicants
the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the municipal system to
another portion of the municipal system." This is ¯ problem because the draft
permit does not translate this federal requirement into a task; nor does the draft
permit provide guidance as to how permittees are to meet this legal authority            ~’)
requirement.

15. The draft permit contains language that is difficult to interpret.

Section IV.A 1 reads, "For unitized development the common plan of
development or sum of all units shall be considered in determining the priority
rating of the development." No definition of "unitized" is provided and the
entire sentence is unclear.

The language used in the permit should be as simple as possible, otherwi~e wl
inordinate amount of time will be spent on trying to interpret its moanir~.
Since LARB/SWU staff has demonstrated difficulty in responding to question~
from permittees regarding some of the grey areas of the existing permit (e.g.,
inspections and legal authority), requirements and procedures must be easy to
understand.

16. The findings section of the draft permit contains inappropriate information and
irrelevant to storm water quality enhancement.

Finding 36, acknowledges those cities that contributed money to the guidance
document. Clearly such reference should not made here or any where else in
the proposed permit. Finding 32(k) mentions the Natural Resources Defense
Council (NRDC) law suit against Caltrans for failing to comply with existing
NPDES permit requirements, and finding 32(I) references NRDC’s settlement
agreements with several cities for their alleged failure to comply with existing
NPDES permit requirements. It is unclear as to whet purpose such information
would serve with regard to the proposed permit.

In general some of the information given is incorrect, appear self serving end
biased, and repeat what is contain in the requirements. Pollutants of concern
are not adequately identified and referenced.
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7. The Public Agency Requirement~ sections mn~ redundant.

To simplify the draft permit this section could be reduced to one chapter stating
that public agencies must comply with the same standards as non-public
agencies.

The following comments were provided by the City of Culver City Attorney:

1. Overall the order is poorly drafted with lapses in syntax, incomprehensible
language, standardsof performance that are impossible to obtain, end reversal ."~
of due process that any lawyer would reject.

2. Specifk~lly:

~ a. Page 10, paragraph 11 - the City of Culver City was never sued by

~ NRDC.

; b. Page 11 - type in paragraph following numbered paragraph 39.
J

�. Page 15 - paragraph B, 1, II crates a reverse due process whereby w~
must prove our innocence. In the Baliona Creek discharge system we
are only a small part of the totality of the discharges and therefore
every time a violation occurs we would have to prove we did not do It
or prove ot,r SWMP was 100% functional. How many times r~n we
afford that when we are such a small player in the system, n

Ud. Page 22, paragraph E.2. - this paragraph is incomprehensible ~ no
ordinary person could understand what it mearm.

U
e. Page 24. The EAC will create a new bureaucracy of staff between

permittees, the primary permittee, the Regional Board and the Fads.
The cost of this could and would be duplicative and overly bburdensome.

f. Page 35, paragraph A seems to require that each co-permittee must
provide a detailed analysis of every business in their city. We
currently have approximately 10,000 business tax certificates. The
economic and manpower impacts are astounding and o~.

g. Page 39, paragraph 2 if implemented this would probably call for
full time position to monitor and inspect the storm water system
our

~l~ h. Pages 63-67 - the education system should be an integrated, no
individual effort. The duplicativeness of this is contrary to the
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regional nature of storm water issues, Also, most of the requirements
appear to be make-work justifications not real activities which could
be centralized.
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FUTURE UNLIMITED --

January 29, 1996
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V
Ms. C~therine Ty~ekk                                                             ~
January 29, 1996

b. ~t ~d e~ty 9i~s ~i~s ~ r~ht to rake ~ ~ ~ ~

�.    ~ "E~" I~ti~ ~rom (~9e 41) ~ ~ ~t~.
A

Pilot studies cannot be undertaken fo~ every best m~aoement Wactice in ~he

b. The requirement on Page 82 to demonstrate Maximum Extent Practicable
Standard fro’ best management Wactices is not achievable.

6. Gone~l

The penn~ is too IonOthy and �omplex.

The permit exceeds the Clean Water Act authodty.

c. Compliance dates are too short (not realistic). Inappropriate dear’lines �~n
impact action effecbv~neM, such as inspoctionl before outr~ch ~ tO
i~fotm i~ ~

d. The permit demonstrltOl lack of understanding for Ioc41 gov~vnent dectlk)n- U

Thank you fo~ the opportunity to respond with ou~ comments. If you h~vl ~ny           ~f
questions, please contact Robert Rugroden at (310) 904-7110.

Robert M. Br~co                                                      ~
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FUTURE UNUMITED ~

Jan~ry 29. 1996

Ms. Catherine Tyrrsll
Assistant Executive Offic~
Califorrda Wate~ Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Iq~za I)dve
Monterey Park, CA 91764

SUBJECT: Request for Extension of Comment Period; Draft of Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Discharge of Stotmwatsr in Los Angeles County
(NPDES Permit (NPDES No. CAS0061654) (Draft of DecombM 18, 1996))

The City of Downey hereby requests axtension of the time fo~ submission of comments
on the December 18, 1995, draft of the proposed new WDR/Sto~m Water NPDES PMm~t, until
March 29, 1996.

Extension of the comment period is essential in view of the size (over 90 pages,
spaced) and significant new materiel included in the new revision. In addition, the new draft
fails to address fully numerous comments previously submitted on the SaptembM 18 drsh.
Desl~ta numerous requests by a number of cities, the new draft again reflects whet we must
characterize as a "b~eathtakJng overreach" coupled with failure to identify specific
requirements.

In addition, it again appears that some provisions required by the EPA for stonnwatet
permits are missing. Moreover, we must point out that the EPA has released for comment
a document which bears directly on your December 18, 1995, draft. The new EPA document
is "Nonpo~nt Source Program end Grants Guidance for Fiscal Year 1997 and Future Years."
It was released in draft by the EPA Office of Water on or about December 18, 1995. I ant
informed that the EPA expects to publish a final version of the draft document in March.
Quite clearly, it will be most important to consider the new EPA guidance as the RWQCB
refines its draft permit. For the RWQCB to proceed with .its December 18th draft
independently of the EPA draft nonpoint source guidance would seem to reflect an uniformed
approach.

Finally, we must point out that the failure of the December 18, 1995, draft to olewty
identify the specific section of the Clean Water Act, or a specific provision in the
implementing regulations, which provides the basis for each requirement proposed to be
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Public Works Department

Eduard Schroder, Director

Januaiy 29, 1996

~ant ~xc~uth,� Offer
C~Jifomia Water Oualit~

Re: Comments on Draft of Wm~te Discharge Requirements for the Discharge of Storm Water
in Los Al~$cici Coun~ (NPDF..S Permit (NPDES No, CA5(I(~ 16.54) (Draft of D¢ccmbci’ 18,
199~)

The City of E! Se~undo hereby submits its preliminary comments on the Decem~r I& 199~ drift
of the proposed new WDR/Storm Water NPDES permit. Wc reserve the right to submit addition~
comments, in addition, please note that wc await the response of Jorgc Leon. Board Counsel, to
comments on legal issues, includintt inspection issues. Wc aniicipatc that we Iviil submit further
comments in rcspon.~ to Board Coun.~l’s �ommcnii

Our first comment is that the comment period was inadequate, in view of the size (over 90 pag~
single spaced) and signifw~nt new material ineludcd in the December i& 1996, revision, in addition,
the document’s complexity rendered review diffgult, a difficulty compounded by. the need to refer
to comments on prior draf~ In addition, the December 18 Draft does not address fully numerous
comments previously submitted on the September 18 Dr~t.

It appears that the new draft was prepared without regard to a signifg~nt dc’~iopment: the EPA
has released for comment a document which bears directly on your December 18, 199~ draft The
new EPA document is "Non-point Source Program and Grants Guidance for Fbcal Year 1997 and
Future Years." it was released in draft form by the EPA Office of Water on or about December
18, 1995. We understand that the EPA expects to publish a final version of the draft document in
March. Quite clcarty, it will be most important for your agency to take the ne~ EPA guidance into
consideration as the RWQC’B refines its draft permit. We incorporate the provir~io~ of the EPA’s
dr~ ~ by reference.

350 Mata Street, [] Segundo, CA 90245 ¯TEL 310.322.4~70 FAX 310.32,~.4117
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Ms. Cath~rin~ "ryn~a

Califo~a Water ~li~ ~ ~
Januaff ~, 1~
Page 2 of 2

~� ~m~r 1~ I~ dnh hi~ to ~,~ idcnti~ t~
a s~cifg pn~ in the implementing ~gulati(~
or authohW for ~qui~ments p~d to
undc~tand that what we ~k ~ to distingui~
arc autho~�~ ~t ~ ~q~.

it is our ~ ~t dc~tm maken and the puhl~ are entitled
~i()m of the ~it ~quired (required, m)t ~mp~ authored but
to distin~ ~ ~ons ~hkh. while nt~ required
~aff in ~g to ~e or another inte~. Fo~ cumplc, the~
whgh wo~d geqm~ ~e ~it to ~lude
a~ other o~ ~ wh~ ~� ~

We ~eS ~t ~ might ~ ~pl~ed

in thlt manner, wkn thc~ d~i~o~ a~�

in ~ of $� ~ ~lin$ �ff~ ~

~ addi~ to ~ fo~g~g ~mmen~ ~ ha~ i~udcd a num~

~mmcn~ ~� ~nd ~ supplcmCnt~ addi~o~! ~mmcn~
~ dra~ ~ ~ o~cr ~ w~ our ~mmcn~ ap~ar. Wc

Director of Public
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W $~1~ of C~llfondaCALIFORNIA REGIONAL    ATER QUALITY CONTROL BOO,J). LOS.ANG .EI~..~

REGION

ORDBR NO,  -XXX

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMEErTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL ~ WAI"ER DISCIIAIt(~~r~.L,,,. T~. L,. ~. ~_~E~T,~.~£.,..~ ~’J~OFF
-~.’£C.".:. ~ ~.~WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

¢NeDES NO.I
The C~lifomi~ Region~! W~,ter Qu~liq~ Comrol Bo~’d, Los Angeles Region (her~in~fmr
the Regional Board), Los Angele~ Region, l’mds:

3. On December 21, 1994, the Perrni~es submiued i Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD)
as application for re-issu~J~ce of waste discharge requirements ~d the NPDES l~rmit.

CITY’S COMMENT: Submixsion of the ROWD was not m invitation ~oRWQCB to engage in overre~hing regulanon of the City or its ¢~’tiviti~s. The C~y
seeks a WDR/NPDES permit which is consutent with its predece~or permit m~d ~
is con~isten~ wit~ the requirements of the ~lean Wa~er oct and the US EPA ~
Documents wlu’c~ e~t~blish baseline standar~ for such permits. The December 18, 199~
draft go~s far beyond the £PA °~ baseline G~addnce

5. The Regional Board considers storm water discharges from the uriah ~nd developing
areas in the Los Angel~s basin to be significam sources of pollutants in rec~ivin£
tha~ may be causing, thrcamning ~o cause, or contribute to w~ter qu~iq~ iml~irm~nt.
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V
discharges may no{ be prohibited if" [hey have been determined to be no¢ significant

0
sources of pollulanl$.

ClT)"S COMMEN~’: See ¢ommem 7. above.

L9. The USEPA Office of General Coun~l in a memorandum to USEPA Region 9. dated
January 9. 1991, determined thai Clean Water Ac~ Sectmn 402(p) and Section
301(b)( i Xc) musl be interpreted to stale that NPDES permits for MS45 musl includ~
requirements n~es~ary to achieve comphance with water quality s~nd~’d$.

crry ’S COMMENT:
Cite the statute, then refer to the memo~ndum a~ ~thor~

3for the proposition advanced. Thai there i~ a memorandura on the st~bjet’f is blte~ti~go
b~! a finding devoted to the eri~tenee of the memorandum ~ of little vai~. Of ~lore
significance is what does the Board Dnd the law to require.

i0. To facilitate compliance with federal regulations, in 1992, th~ Stale Bolrd islued
statewide general NPDES permits to facilitate compliance with federal regulations:
for storm water from indu$1rial sites (NPDES No. CAS000001, General Industrial
Activities Storm Water Permil {GISP)} and Ibe second one for storm wa~er from
conslruction sites (NPDES No. CAS000002, General Con~ruction Aetivily Storm Waw, r
Permit {GCASP)). Mo~ industrial activities {unexposed light induslrial ~livili~ Ire
exempt) and �onslruction activities on five acres or more are required to obtain individu~
NPDES permits for storm water discharges, or be covered by th~se $ta~wi~ ~
permits by completing and filing ¯ Notice of Intern (NOI) with the Sta~

b of mode~s,e interest, out it L~ not an approp~alefinding. Instead, thefindinB, ~t’ ~
is to be one on ~ subject, should recite whal the stalewid¢ Beneral #ermit~

! 1. Section 62 i 7(g) of the Coastal Zone Ac~ Re.authorization Amendmenls of 1990 (CZARA)
requires coastal states with approved coastal zone management programs to addr~s
nonpoint pollution impacting or threatemng coastal water quality. C~ZARA covers fiv~
nonpoin! source areas of pollution: Agricuhure, Silvicuhure, Urban, Martins, ~
Hydromodification. This Order includes Management Measures for pollutio~ from
Urban Areas and Marinas, and provides the functional equivalency for compliance with
CZARA in these two areas. The CZARA Guidance Document developed by the USEPA
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Management Practices for commercial facilities, including gas stations; and
construction activity (new development and red~velopmen0.

CITY’S COMMENT:     This finding i~ not relevant unlekt it is first established th~
California hm, seeks or i~ sabjecr to the CZA RA requirements.

12. The State of California is a delegated ~ate under the NPDE$ program, and at
pursuant to Section ~10 of the CWA and ,tO CFR Part 123.25, may impote more
stringent requirements nece,~ry to implement water quality control plans, for the
protection of beneficial uses of receiving water~, and/or to prevent nuitance.
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crrY’S COMM£NT: Recite the delegation wtd c~te the dot’ument, and date of
0publication, in whwh EPA gtumed the delegation. As to "more stringent" more stringent

tha~ what? More stringent than EPA’s baseline requirements in EPA Guidmce
Documents? Than 40 CFR ? Be specific. While the Cltv recogni:es that the Regional

L
Board. within limitations, ram’ odopt more stringent requirements, the Board may do so
o~ly pur~uont to a specific g’ro~! of t~,thori~... In such crees, the authority sholtld be
cited, and a rational prorided for the adoption of the more stringent provision,

13. California Water Code Section 13263~a) requires that ~ discharge requirement¯issued by Regional Boards shall include numerw, al water quality ~andards and provi$iot~
to implement water quality-based objectives. This Order includes narrative limitatio~

3but no numerical limits for storm water discharges at this time due to insufficient
in foffn~tion.

CITF’$ COMMEN?’:     Water Code § 13263qa) provides that the region~ board,
after any necessary hearing, shall prescribe requirements as to the nature of any proposed
discharge. It says nothing ~out n=merical limits.

!,1. The State Board considered third party appeals of two MS4 permits i~ued by Regional
Boards during the first five year permit term. In the appeal of the MS4 permit for SIIItl
Clara Municipal Water District in the San Francisco Bay Region, the State Bom’d ruled
in Order No. WQ 91-03 that MS4 permits mu~ include effluent limitations which will
reduce pollutants to the "m~ximum extent practicable" and will also ~chieve complian~
with water quality standards. In the ~ppeal of the MS4 permit for Los Angeles County,
the State Board concluded in Order No. WQ 91..04 that even where ¯ permit do~ not
~,pecifically reference water quality ~andards, but includes BMPs ~ effluent limitltiottl,
the permit ~)uld Ix= read so ~ to require compliance with water quality ~tandlrd~

of history with recitation of legal authori~).. If the Regional Board i~ ~o reach a
~onclasion as to what is required, it ~hould so state, and cite the State Board decisio~
for whatever, 0~ any, precedentiol at~horily g/wy may have.

16. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
Los Angeles Region on June 1:3, 1994. The Basin Plan specifies the beneficial use~ of
receiving water~ and contains both narrative and numerical water quality objective& for
the receiving water~ in the County of Lo~ Angeles.

The heneficial uses of water bodies in the County of Los Angeles include: municipal and
domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial process ~upply,
ground water recharge, freshwater replenishment, navigation, hydropower generation,
water contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, ocean commercial and qxgt
fishing, warm freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitat, preservation of Ar~s of
Special Biological Significance, saline water habitat, wildlife habitat, preservation oft’am
and endangered species, marine habitat, fish migration, fish spawning, and shellfire
harvesting.

~ITY ’S COMMENT: Pleme cite, in the fmdi~g, the st~lies on whi~h this f’mding
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17. The intent of" this Order is ~he implementation of the foregoing s~amtes and regulations
,n,~.c~l_u~s.:_o~_ r,,,c~.,v~.ng w.aters in .the County o.f Los Angeles.¯ ,,,.,-,~= -x~-ov,n~ water LIITII~atlO~S u)at require {hat slorm water

di~harge$ neither cau~ violations of water quality objective, nor cause a condition of
nuisance or water quality impairment in receiving water~.

To meet {he receiving waler limitations. [his Order requires the implemen~ltion of
technically and economically feasible measures in accordance with Ihe Stornl Water
Management Program (SWMP) described herein to reduce pollulanL~ in rdorm water to
~he maximum extent practicable. The SWMP includes a monitoring program to
compliance with the objectives and requirements of [his Order. This Order also i=~
forth [he procedure [hat [he permittees will under.k� in case of exce~bn~ of any
receiving water quality obj~-liv=.

CIT¥’$ COMMENT:    The order has no "intent. ¯ The Bowd may have m intent
in issuing the order, md should so stae,

This Regional Board has implemented the Watershed Protection Appro~h (WPA) in
addressing water quality management in the region. The obJeCtive of the WPA i$ to
provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource protegtion.
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impacts within
a hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed. It emphasizes �ooper~tJv~
relationship between regulatory agencies, the regulated community, environmen~
gronp$, ~nd other s~akehoiders in the watershed to ghieve the gl’~telt enviromnental
Improvements with the resources available.

cr1"¥,$ COMMENT:     Is it a fact that the Regionol Board ho~ "implemented" tile
WPA ? Or has it simply ~dopled it as oil opprooch ? it i~ the Cigy’s positio~ th~ the
permit should be t~lo~ed to the distinctly different needs of each water shed. a~ the needs
of the Santa Clara watershed are sign~icmtly d~ferent than those of the Los Atlgele4
&iver watersed, for e.gwnple .

20. Fede~, or regional emities within [he Permit~es’ boundaries or jurir, dic[ion, .~ide ~1~
County of Los Angeles. no! currently named in [his Order. operate r~orm drain facilifiel
and/or discharge storm water to [he storm drains and watercour~$ covered by this
Order. The Permit.s may lack legal jurisdiction over ~ree entities under rote
federal constilutions. Conscquendy, [he Regional Board recognizes that the
should no~ be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The i~gional Board
may consider issuing separate NPDES permiL~ for s~orm water discharges to ~ cn~itje4
within [he Permiuee$’ boundaries. Such designated Permitlees may include large
landowners such as S~ate Parks, Universities, and ~imilar

CIT~"$ COMMENT: Thi~. ".ts arather cavah’er, and incorrect, malysis of the extemto whic~ federal fo~ilities are suoject ~o state authority under the ~’lecm Wa~er Act. in
short, in enacting, and wnending the Cle~ Water Act. Congress w~ved a Mgnificmt
measure of i~ federal *overeign immunity. The term "regional enti~’es¯ seems
irrelevwa, a~ no "regional entitie, ° (SCA G?) are discussed in thi~ fmding. St~e parks
are state entities. Univer, ities, per se, are not exempt, allhough st~e universities
the Univer, ity of California entities may be.

R0030317



21. Approximately ::~ square miles of unincorporated areas in Ventura County drain into
Malibu Creek, thence to Santo Monica Bay. in the County of Los Angeles. The County
of Vcnmra is a Permiucc to Order No. 9~79. With the issuance of waste discharge
r~qu,lements for discharges of storm water from the MS4 in the County of Venmra
(Order No. 94-082. NPDES No. CAS063339). the County of Ventura has opted to he
the Principal Permmec to the Ventura permit and manage the areas draining into Los
Angeles County. under Order No. CAS063339. The County of Ventura will ensure
its storm water managemen! program for the portion of its area draining into Los Angeles
County is made consistent with the requirements of this Order issued IO Los Angele.s
County.

crr)’ "s COMM£NX’: The last sentenct is little more Ihan a hope, it 13 ha~ all
appropriate finding.

22. About nine (9) square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Malibu Creek.
zhence zo Santa Monica Bay. The City of Thousand Oaks initially opted to apply for
individual permit for the area that drains into Malibu Cr~k, instead of becoming ¯
Permitte~ to Order No. 90-079. With the issuance of waste discharge requirements for
discharges of storm water and urban for th~ County of Venmra (Order No. 94-082,
NPDES No. CAS063339). the City of Thousand Oaks elected to he a I~rmittee zo the
Ventura permit including the areas which drains into Los Angeles County. The Cily of
Thousand Oaks will ensure ~at its uorm water management program for the portion of
its ar~ draining into Los Angeles County is consistent with the requirements of this
Order ir~r, oed zo Lo~ Angel~ County.

C11~’$ COMME~i~’:    $�� ~ommcnt 21, above.

23.  nment o.f Transponat,on ( ltrans). dischz.rges uorm water and non.,rz~n highways, treeways, streets, interceptors, maintenance yards, and other
holdings it owns and/or operates. Caltrans submitted an ROWD on July 3, 199~, for
separate waste discharge requirements for its discharges in the County of Loz Angele~
and th~ County of Ventura. The waste discharge requirements issued m C~ltmas will
be made consistent with this Order and Order No. 94-082.

CITY’S COMMENT: The last sentence is, at best, a prediction, It 13 hardly
appropriate for a finding.

26. This Order requires the formation of an Executive Advisory Council (EAC) comprising

is to facilitate development of storm water quality maaagement programs within the
watersheds and to promote consistency in the implementation of these programs among
Permin~es. However, the Regional Board recognizes that, similar to the Princilml
Permittee, the EAC is not responsible for insuring compliance of any individual perminee
with the requirements of this Order.

CITY’S COMMENT:     The first sentence should be revised ~o state "...¢x~mprised
of representatives of...." A s to ~he responsibilities of the EA C, is their respective
of responsibility "similar to" or "the s~ne as" that of the Principal Permiuee?
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both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and implementing cost effective
measures to minimize discharge of pollutants to the receiving water.

The various components of the SWMP. taken as a whole rather than individually, are
expected to reduce pollutants in storm water to the "maximum extent practicable’. The
Permittees are required to conduct annual evaluations on the effectiveness of the Storm
Water Management Program. and, if necessary, institute modifications to meet this
criterion.

CITY’S COMMENT: This L~ a statement of hope, not a "finding."

31. This Order provides Permittees the flexibility to petition the Executive Off’get to
substitute a BMP included under the requirements with an alternative BMP0 if they can
provide scientific information and documentation on the effectivene.~ of the alternative.
equal to or greater than the prescribed BMP.

CITY’S COMMENT:     Cities should have the flexibility to adopt or s~d~$tit~te
¯ BMP~, subject to objection by the Egecutive Officer for good and sufficient remocts.

Cities ~ould not be required to petition the F~recutive Officer.

32. Besides the above referenced ~ate and federal laws and regulations, and water quality
control plans, the requirements in this Order are also based on the following guidelinea,
studies, considerations, reports and eventg

b. In November 1992. the USEPA issued guidance for ~ubmit~l of Pan II
application for MS4s. This guidance provides clarification on specific municil~!
s~orm water program requirements that were not available to the Regional Bollrd
when Order 90-079 was adopted. This Order incorporates these requirements to
be consistent with the USEP^ guidance.

CITY’S COMMENT:     The EPA docwnent referred to here b "G~ridmce
Manual For The Preparteion Of Part 2 Of The NPDE$ Permit Applic~ions For
Discharge from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems" (E.PA 833-B.92-002,
November, 1992). That document sets baseline requirements for thi~ prosn~l.
These baseline standards should be clearly identified in thLs WDR/Permit, p~rhops
by u.sing italic fonts. Thi~ technique would enable policy makers and
to readily identify those prov~sion~ which are EPA baseline requirements,
distinsuish them from other requirements inserted by the Board

g. USEPA review of activities conducted by the automotive service sector (including
auto body shops, gas stations, auto repair, used car dealers, ~pecializod repair,
car washes, car rental, and truck rental) indicates that automotive service facilitie$
present a significant potential for the discharge of pollutants in storm water. ’rhe
implementation of BMPs at these facilities will reduce the release of pollutants
into storm water. A compliance review of municipal pretreatment and
to date of storm water inspection programs in California confirm the USEPA
finding.~
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in [he process of" reaching a settleme~it out-of-court. The NR[:X: settled similar
lawsmts O~l-Of-Q~xlrt in 199.3 wi~h the cities of Beverly Hills, Culver CiD’, El
Segundo. and Hermosa Beach.

crr¥ ’$ COMMENT:     The purpose of this fi~h’ng ix unclear,

40 CFR 122.26(dX2Xi) requires each MS4 Permittee to demotlstglte thai it (aft
implemcnt and cnforce the storm water managemen! program purtuan! to legal
authority ¢,~tablished by ordinance, statmc, and/or �onlracts. Each Permilte~ mutt,
in addition, acquire legal authority to cnforce specifg: prohibitions which
included in this Order lint were no [sic] specified m Order 90-079, to encourage
countywide consistency.

cr!~"$ COMM£N?.:     EPA guidance on ~ point ix provided in Sectio~
3-3, page 3-¢ of "Guidance Manual For ?’he Prepw~o~ Of Part I Of ?’he
N PDE$ Permit A pplications For Discharge from M u~icipal Separate Storm Sewer
Systems" CEPA 833-B.92-002. November, 1992). ?’he kmguage of that
should be used ~ a model for this provision, and througlmut the document.
ALso. 40 CFR 122.26 ~d) (2) ~0 CE) and CF) requires permittees to demomtralt
legal authorigy to implement permit requirements. Since much of the proBrw~
requirements are still to be developed, cities can ~m¢ ~omply with ~
in the time fr~ne dictated in the permit.

crr¥’$ COMMEN?’:     ?.he approca-h t~en in the December 18. 199~.
Droft, which is to leave specific requirement~ unstoted ~mtil ~ch time ~ the
future m they are developed will render it impossible for a City Attorne~ to
certify that the City ho~ the requisite legal autho~ty to implement th pemtit, at
the requirements of the permit will not be known at the time the cert~ication ix
required. The Board’s counsel should oddre~ t~

CITY’S COMMENT:     The inclusion of requiremems to Inspect fo~illties m
determine their compliance status presents serious, unresolved issues of
cott~titutional magnitude. At present, however, in the absence of citati~ to
authority for the preposition that cities have the legal authority to conduct such
inspections o~er the objection of non-consenting permitees, it appears that such
inspections would be unconstitutional infringement of the rights of non-consenting
permittees. Consequently, no City Attorney will be able to certify that the City
Attorney’s city has the legal authority to implement the permit. This is a point

authority to co~duct ~0~ inspct~qons, in oddition, O~ ~l .~m~l
the perm~ttees with respect to the inspection proBr¢~.

The Regional Board has notified each Perminee, inte~ agencies, and intere~ed
persons of its intent to prescribe waste discharge requirements and an MS4 NPDES
permit t~r storm water discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for a public
hearing and an opportunity to submit their written views and recommendations.

"SCOMMEN?.: disagrees that interexted persons were providedThe City
adequate notice. The City d£~agrees that the permitees had odeq~te opportunity to
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~ubenit ~heir wrinen view~ md ~x’ommendatio~. Comment period~ were f~ eoo ~J~n.
given the complexity and change~ in the draft documents.

34. The Regional Board solicited comments on early drafts of this Order from Permil’~e$,
interested agencies, and interested persons. In addition, the i~gional Board r~aff
wlth representatives from Permittees, business associations, environmental groups, and
other interested persons to discuss permit requirements and resolve critical i~ue~,
Regional Board staff also solicited feedback from ~he Santa Monica Bay Oversight
Committee on early drafts of the Order, and attended Permiuee water,~4~ed meeting~, and
public workshops to hear �oncerns. Regional Board staff have incoq)orated sugge~ions
wherever appropriate, and addres.~ed commems where peninem,

crrg’$ COMMEIV~’:     The City disagrees that interested perso~ were provlded
adequate notice. The City disagrees that the permizees h~l ~dequaze oppornmity
submit their wrinen views and recommendations. Comment period~ were jar too ~hOrZo
given the complexity and chonges in the dr~t documents. N~meroa~ commen£~ were

;37. The requirements in this Order, ~ they are met, are in conformance with federal
z~ate laws regulations, and guidelines developed for the implementation thereof,
water quality control plans applicable to th~ Lo~ Angeles

crr¥ o$ COMMF_.NT:     Indeed, In some areas they far exceed the EPA ’$ baseline
requirements. Unfortun~ely, neither public poli~’y makers (the Board Members ~
Mayors and council members of the permitees) had my effective way to distinguish EPA
baseline requirements from provisions ¢Mded by the board staff ~ the insistence of
persons with special interests or comtituencies While in other areas (such m
chamaerizuion, mon.onng md cen~ying effort) the permit foil~ to mmpl~ with 40
CFR.

.
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Fermlllee’s Cl~y Adminism~r/Publi~ Works Director ~all appoint
repre~ntativc(s) to the WMC, who has the delegated authorlt~
dedsJom on storm w~.r pemdt ~m on bet~r or the
cri’¥,$ COMMF3VT:     Whoever drafted t~is provLffon
understand that under the California Government Code, decision making
authority of cities rests with the City ~ouncil. It may be delegated only
within narrowly prescribed limiu.

gxten~ Agency

!. The Pdndpal Pennittee wUI be l~vided an ulglaed list of NPDI~
pemdt~ on a quarterly basis through the Regional Board’a electronig
bulletin board, which may be accessed a~ ~213) 266-7663, for use by each
Pennittee t~ identit.v pemdtted sources of active non-~torm
discharges into the MS4. :~. ;,::!;~, ~:.~.!::~ ~.~ ..... ," .,.- --;o.: ....

CITY’S COMMENT:     Electronic bulletin board~ are outmoded technology.
The Board should make the information available on the internet.

2. Each Pennlttee will work with other agendes, to the ex~nt nectssw~,, ~1

which ave |dentiF~d between the pt~visions of this permit
n~ui~ments o1" other regulatoff agencies, if theW deem it necess~.~i~
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!1. REQUIRF~I~’TS irOR IU.ICIT n’~’u’"r-F~.~’r"~p’~’,
DiSCi~RGF.,S

E. ,Pub  
I,    The PrineiFal Pemdl~ee in consultation wi~ Ihe EAC shall develop ¯

mponin~ by Oc~ber !$~ 1996.

2. The Principal Permiltee in �onsultation wilh
~ l~grm~ b~ July I~ 1996, for ~poning
qumt~y of hazardous subsumces en~ri~
repom shall nude to the ~ of California Ofl’~e of Fdnergency Services
(OES) at (800) 8~2-75~0 and the Federal Haza~us Respons~ Nmnber ~t
(800) 424-8802.

cri’Y ’$ COMMF.~CT:     As pointed out in commems on the Septtmber dr~;,
t~e federat response number (sm~/l f) is ~ Nmio~l R~spo~se Ctnt~r. not
non~ste,; entry culler the "F~der.,l tt~.ardous

Each Permiuee shall implement Ihe standard ix~gram for reporli~
hazankms substances entering the storm drain by October 15~ 1996.

lie PROGRAM REQUIRF_.ME.NTS FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMM£RCIAL SOURCT_.,S
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,, 1. Each Permiuee shall develop and implement an industrial/commercial
Ofacilities inspection program by October 151 1996. The inspection ~d~ll

at a minimum include:

For Phase I facilities (40 C:FR 122.26). ~ite visits to:                    L

i. Consult with a representative of the facility m explain
applicable local storm water codes, regulations and
ordinances;

it. Review that the facility is in compliance with ¯11 muai¢ipal

3
storm water codes, regulations, and ordinances;

iii. Discuss appropriate BMPs and distribute educational
materials:

~ iv. Note that an NOI has been submitted to the State Witer
Resources Control Board. that a copy o1" ¯ SWPPP is
available on-site, and to notify the Regional Board if Im
NOI has not been submitted or ¯ SWPPP is not Ivailabic;¯ and,

/ v. Identify and report problematic facilities to the Rejtonal
Board. when deemed necessary by the Permiuee.

" b. For all other facilities, site visits to:

i. Consult with a representative of the facility to explaia
~-~ applicable local storm water codes, regulations and

ordinances;~
it. Review that the facility is in compliance with all municipal

storm water codes, regulations, and ordinances;
,., iii. Discuss appropriate BMPs and distribute educational ~jmaterials;

iv. Follow.up and take action against problematic or
recalcitrant facilities; and.

~L~v. Identify and relx)n problem facilities to the Regional
Board, when deemed necessary by the Permiuee.

crf¥’$COMMEJ~lT:Thi.~sectionwmapparentlydraftedwitho~tr~gardto whether or not the Ci~y/Permittee hod any legal authority to ~
in~pection~ of the focilitie$ to be inspected. In short, in the ~bsence of specific
legal authority to conduct an inspection, which authority i~ not derived by f’u~t
from the Regionol Board. a permittee would have no ~thority to con~ct ~
inspection over the objection of the focility owner/operator. Thi~ secffon m~
be revi~ed to ca~t it in term~ of informational vi~i~ ~nl~ the pcrmitt¢~ ~
specific legal authority to conduct the inspection.

2. Each Permin~ ~hall ~ubmit a ~chedule for insp~fion of
industrial/commercial facilities priorifiz~d in Provision Iil.B.2 by ~
.15~ 1996. Th~ sci~dul¢ with frequency ~ali include:
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,:

SUPPLEMENTAL ADDITIONAl- PRELBILNARY COMMENT~
on Draft of Wage Discharge RequiremenLs

for the Discharge of Stormwater in Los Angeles County
(NPDES Permit No. CAS00~1654)

(Draft of Dcoemher 18. 1995)

A. General Nwrattve Coamtems,

I. Comment: Numeroes terms are undefined.

Rt¢omme~latio&. ,4 dd definition, to include "disn~rbed ore~ " "crean’on of impervious

2. Comment: The draft permit is vague. For example, the draft permit provides, in
numerous places, that".., the Principal Permittee in consultatiow with the EAC ....
(Italics added.) However, the term "in consultation with the EAC" is vague and

undefined. Is the Principal Permittee required to follow the advice of the EAC’? If not,
is the Principal Permittee required to state reasons for failing to follow the
guidance? Who. if anyone, is liable for failure to follow the EAC’$ advice? Who. if
anyone, is liable if the advge is bed, but is followed?. Could the County develop
programs required by the draft permit without the comments and of the EAC? The
permiuees?

Principal Perminee, md not the Ci~ies, m permitees, t~ich is responsible for deve~
permit requirements to be approved by t~e RWQC& ~ter notice w~! hew~.

3. Otmmmt: The deadline$ for compliance are unrealiuic. Many requirementaoflhedraft
permit would be due timultaneomJy.

R~om~teagl{lt~. Comph’w~ce schedMes sttotdd be adjusted to reflect time ~

4. O)mmmt: The draft permit imposes redundant requirements and create~ an u~
additional level of redundant government oversight of already-overseen activitie~ The
Regional Board’s attempt to shift this burden to ~ government permitee~ is an attempt
to impose an unfunded mandate.

Recommendatio~ Specifically, the draft permit’s requirements for permif~
regpect to all land use, industrial md o~mmercial fi~ili~es, md con~tructio~
under droft permit from the Regional &x~rd dmuld be eliminated. For ex~ple,
con~lrUClion over five m:res requires a permit from the ReBional Board,. if shmdd be
excluded from thi~ permit. Pha~e i and other indast~es are pertained by ~he Re~io~l
Board ~td should therefore be excluded from our permit. Pennitee~ xhottld ~ be
required to be "Junior Water Board Cops."
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5. Commem: The development and inclusion of performance standards is unreaJisdc and
difficuh ~o apply univer~ally,

Recomme~lm~o~: Each permiuee ~ould hm’e the option of developi~ tls m~            L
stormwater management plan.

6. ~onmnem: The draft permit requires the development and implementation of the "Storm
Water Management Program ($WMP)," a "Countywide Storm Water Management
Program (CSWMP)" (which is supposed to include all of the components of the SWMP),
and a "Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP)." While it is �l~r that a CSWMP

3must be developed, no authority or need for the for the development of ¯ WMAP is
apparenl. Areas of the leXl Of the draft permit no~ that I WMAP may he developed
following implemenlation of the CSWMP. The dev¢lopmem of mullipl¢ plan,/programs
is confusing, awkward and redundant.

Recommem~o&. Development of a CSWM P ~).M iacl~le ~ll ~ctivid~ ~ ~ b~
Minted by oil permitwes, including rc~oning arm BM P~ such m public education. Tills
frm~ework ~ can then be awd to tailor ms agenc~. .~pecific storm water
prim. Although a~encies within the ~ame wmenhed mm xha~Y similar ¢~perieac~,
few agencies will be ~ble to or will have a need to ~mplemeat 011 mCl~immenz~ of ~
Waters/~t Me~gement Area Plan. This orea of ~ drcft permil shoMd be

.I~ 7. Commmt: No legal authority exists for the imposilion of duties on the Wltershed
Management Committees (WMC) or its members, or member agencies. The committees
ar~ simply working groups formed to deal with the d~velopmem and implementation of           ~m~
the tim permit. u
Recemmem~lie&. These comminees ~hould be fori ~’or ¢~ge of ioformatio~ m~i
views, mid nothing more. The draft permit ~hould be revised to delete any provisian
wtu’ch might arguably give ri~e to an inference that these �~wmi~tees may ha~e
legally enforceable duties, or liability for failing to carry out any such "dlaJ~."

8. Comment: There is no sr.~ted legal authority for the requirement in the draft permk for
�o-permitees to conduct commercial/indusuial inspections.

Rec~mmemlm’i~. In view of the potential for litigation over ~nlawful ~earche~ mid civil
righ~ violations, thi~ requirement should be deleted and replaced with a reqMrement ~o
conduct site visi£s, pubh’c meetings or other informmionai ~rivities, with the consent of
~e entities to be visited.

9. Page 3, No. 7: The findings provides that permiaecs ~re to "eff~"tively prohibit"
(quotation marks in original) non-stormwatcr dischaxge$.
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The term "effectively prohibit" s~)uld be defined, as it has the potential Io be ¯ magnet
for citizen suit liugation,

!0. Pa~ 13~ A.Ih

At the end of the fir~ paragraph, change the period after ~he word "appropriale" snd add
the words: "al~-r retiew md ~mmer/ b) Ihe pennil~ees and upon receivi~l public
te=imony." Also, B.II effectively negates B.i and mu= be

I. Requirements for Program Mana~

11. PaRe 21, No2.e: Tbe EAC: hasnoi~Bal authority Ioc~mpile information for uubmi~al.
This section should be removed.

12. PaRe 2 i, No. 2.q: Coordinating the implementation of pilm projects is be)~md the lellJ
authority of d~ EAC. This section Ihould be deleled.

13, PaRe 21, No. E.h The Regional Board dtould have no authorky to appoim peelOm IO
[he WMCS. Tbese d~ould remain as ~aff working groups as previoudy mendomd.

14. PaEe..221. No. E.2: This section should ~ecifically provide Ibm leleclioa IMpan,cJpatton on ~be EAC by permittees o~er dan ~he county and cap/of Lm A.n~el~
~t is imposes no duty on the EAC member, the city represented or any o~her perlon, snd

that, in the event of litig, alion (under CWA citizen suit provisions or od~rwise) Ihe Slme
of California will protecl, defend, indemnify and hold the EAC member and Ihe EAC’s
city harmle~. Why and wha[ resources is the coumy e~pec~J m provide perminee~ wilh
popula[ions under 100,0007.

1:5. Pal~e 27~ No. J.h Considering the ~chedule ot" implementation forced upo~
permitmes and the sense of urgency on the part of the Regional Board m implement
permit, review period for all submi~ls to the Regional Board should be a maximum of
60 days. This is s[ill twice that allowed by CEQA for project approvals. Sulxni~als will
be deemed approved if no response is received prior 60 days. This section should be
amended accordin~ly.

l?. Page 28, top of pare: Again, the Regional Board should be allowed ~0 days for review
and approval. Revise section as necessary.

]8, Page 28, No. J.4: Amend section m read "... frequency of progress RlX)n submil~al
shaJl be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive Officer rm lee SPC&.°
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31. Page 41, No. D.4: Eliminate this section. An enhanced inspection progr~rn canno( be
applied m all agencies universally. Individual permit~ee$ should address problem
locations, if any, within their respective inspection programs,

Program Re=s. For D~velopmcm Plannini/Redevelopn~__n!
L

IV

32. Page 4S) No A.3.c: "Public Utilities" is no( ¯ mandatory element requital im morn
California general plans, as are ¯ number of otber optional el�meres with diffcr~m ~
such as "community facilities," "community design," "¢nvironmemal r~ourc~
man¯gem�m," or "redevelopment." We recommend dm i~m iv. be deiced and
language added ~o th~ cff~’~ of:

"Each permilte¢ shall referene~ or cross refcrene¢ these s~ndards to an),
optional ¢lemcm ol" the general plan which may have ¯ be,¯tinI o~
monnwamr dischar~,"

PaRe.47~ No. B.I.¯: For what purpose is this information to be assembled? Will
permmee be required to submil it to the P,~gional Board? For what purpo~? W¢
suggcs~ that this rcquir~mcm should I~ d~l¢~L

VI. Pro=rim Rc~s. for Public Infommion and

34. Page 6,5~ No. A.3: What qq)e of analysis of residenu and busineu~ is
�ondu¢l? How delailcd mu~

VII. Requiremenu for Monimrin~

VIIi. Pro=ram Evaluation and Repor~

35. Page 83~ No. A.4: Pi~ define in
be esmbli~ for each of

IX. ^ddi~ ~~

I
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Plmne 3~0.322. 4670
FAX 310.322.4187
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Exlension of the c~mn~nt Ix~rkxl is ~ ~nt~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ (~r
~n~ ~) ~d ~ir~t n~ ~t~r~ i~lu~d ~ ~ ~ ~, In ~it~
n~ dra~ fa~ to ~rc~ ful~ nu~r,ms ~n~ ~ m~incd
~ptc~r l~ drY. ~itc numcr~ rcq~ ~ a n~r of ~t~ t~
~n ~ w~t ~ m~ ~�~� a ~r¢~h~ ~" ~d ~th

In ~i~ ~ ~ 8~an t~t ~ pr~ ~ ~ ~ EPA f~ ~om
~iu ~ ~. Morc~r, ~ mu~ ~nt ~t ~t ~ EPA ~ ~
~m~nt a ~nt ~h ~ dir~ ~ ~r ~r I~ I~ dra~.
EPA ~nt h "~-~t ~r~ P~r~ ~ Grin G~ for F~ Yc~
~d Futurc Yc~" It wu rc~d in draft ~ ~ EPA ~ ~ Wa~r ~
~r I~ I~. i ~ ~fo~ ~t ~ EPA �~ to ~ a ~ ~
~ dr~ ~nt ~ Mar~. ~itc dearS, it ~ ~ ~ ~t to ~r
~ EPA ~ M ~ RW~B re~cs iu dr~ ~. F~ ~ RW~ ~
wi~ in ~m~r 18~ dr~t ~~nt~ ~ ~ ~A dr~ ~-~t ~

F~, ~ m~ ~ ~t ~t ~ f~lure of ~ ~r l~ !~ d~
~cn~ ~ ~ ~ of ~� ~ Water ~ ~ a ~f~ p~
~plc~n~ ~~ wh~ pr~dcs ~ ~ for �~ ~cmcnt prod

of ~ ~t ~u~ ~ fc~r~ bw, ~d to d~ ~ ~ ~ ~qu~
feder~ ~ ~t w~ ~� ~d ~ dchrcs to ~ ~ ~ ~ ~iL ~

~gei~ ~n~ ~ ~� dr~ ~it ~ ad~ ~ ~ ~t more
dch~tc r~ of ~ �~~ ~mpicx d~nt h ~~ ~n~
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Permit J~. G~SO00~O~                                   Page

of s~o~ ~#ter ~n#~nt ~ ~n~torL~ pr~r~

Pe~ttt~s 8re ~oLntly reo~no~lo for ~mLt
~r~Lons o~ the HunLcL~ Se~rate 8tom
o~rit~on~l or Store Water ~g~nt P~r~ ~l~ntstL~
¯ uthorLty over ~Lono of t~ NunLcL~l
Syet~ Lo ohir~ or hie ~on tr~sforr~
8nothe~ Ln mcco~d~ce wLth l~l~y bL~

D.     D/scha~o ~ell
The ~oL~Lng g~Io ~ eot~lLo~ for dL~o fm
Stem S~r SFot~e

No dLochl~ Of t~Lce L~ t~Le

vLo~itAo~ o~ Jt4~e ~lte~ ~l~y

ot~r than trace ~nto.

4. No dLoc~r~ of ~-otom water t~ t~ ~nLcL~Z

¯ , _ ee~r oye~~ (exce~ so p~vLd~ ~ p~

rece~vLng wJtore is 8 reouL~ o~ oto~ water d/oc~o
munLcL~l se~rj~e o~om o~r (unloe8 eut~rLa~
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V
NPOES Permit No. OJ~q000201

Page 2 of Pes~ II
Oj~ 4. Flood Control Pro~eccsz Impacts on receiving water q~¯lity shall

be ¯ssessed for ¯ll flood management Projects. The fessibility of

L
re, re*fitting existing structural flo~d �ontrol devices to provide
sdd~t~onsl pollutant res~val from stem water shall be evaluated.

shall Amplmnt �ontrols to reduce the discharge o~
related to the PermAttee.s storage ¯rid ¯pplAcatAon st pestAc~de¯~
herbicides, and fertAIAzers. PermAttees wash ~urAedActAon
Lands not directly o~ned by that entity (e.g. incorporated cAty

3

with authority over activities occurring anywhere wAthi~
city limitS) shall also implement programs te reduce the discharge
et pollutants related to commercial appIAcatAoe and
o~ PeStAcAdes, herbicides, and fer~AIAaer¯.

Xll~�jt O~sch¯rge¯ and Xmp~oper Olspos¯l, ~on-otormwetor
discharges to the municipal separate eto~m¯ewer system ¯hell be
effectively prohibited.

a. In accordance with 40 �lOt l~.~S(d)(~)(Av)(|)(l),
nones,arm ~ster discharges to the munAcApa1 ¯operate
sewer system need not be addressed ¯e AIIAcAt dA¯chargom
Amproper disposal. The Storm Water ~anegmnt Program
Adeflt£fy any non-ato~ water dA¯¢h¯rge¯ the, tM
PermAttee(s) does not prohibit, along with any �ondAtAoee
placed on such nones,am water dAschargea to the municAJml
separate storm sewer ¯ystem. The permAttoe(s) shall
Prohibits on ¯ case-by-case basle, any individual non-stem
water dAocharge (or class e~ non-stormweter discharges)
otherwise ¯1lowed under this paragraph ~hat As deten~Lned to
be �ontrAbutAng significant amounts st pollutants to the
municipal separate 8torn sever system,

nb.    Each Permittee shall prevent (or require the operator st the

Usanitary newer to elAaAnate) unpermAtted discharges of dry
and wet weather overflows fro~ sanitary sever¯ Ants
HunAcipal Separate Storm Sever System. ti©h pemittem shell
limit the infiltration of seepage from sanitary oe~ero
the XunAcApal Separate Storm Sever System.

�. The PermA~tee(s) shall ensure the implementation st ¯

nprogram to ruduce the discharge st ~loatablee (e.g.
and other human-generated salad re,use). The ,1eatables

Ucontrol program shall include source �on~ol¯ ~nd, wherm
neceJjar~, ltructura~ �ontro~j.

d. The discharge or disposal o{ ueed~otor vehicle fluids,
household hazardous wastes, grass ci£ppingo, le¯~
and animal wastes Ants separate storm severe shall be
prohibited. The Pez-mAttee(8) shall ensure the
implementation o~ programs to �ollec~ used motor vehLelm
fluids (at a minimum, ell and antifreeze) fo~
reuse, or proper disposal and to collect household
~amte materAa~8 (including paint, eoivents~
herbicides, and other hazardous mater£als) for
rouse, or proper disposal. Such programs shill be ~eldLly
available to all private residents and shall be ImblA©Lze~l
and Prated on a rogula~ basAs.

e. & program to locate and eliminate AXX/cA~ discharges and
improper disposal Anto the Municipal Separate Storm
System shall ~e Amplmnted. ThAn program shall include
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PermAt as. 0R$000201                                  Page

b.    Changes addAng (but not subtracting or replacing)
components, �ontrols, or requirements to the Stem

t~ u~n b~itten not~�atLon to t~ DLwe¢to~.

~angee replacLng ~n ~nett~Lve or untelnLble

Pr~r~ wAth in alternate ~ ~y ~ r~oot~ at ~yUnless denAed by the DArector, changes

Ind ~y ~ Ampl~nted by the ~mAttee(8) 60 days
ou~Ltt81 of ~he r~eot. Such r~eotO shall lnclu~

(1) 8n 8nilyoLo of why t~ ~ Lo Lneff~L~ or
(Lnclud~ng ~ot prohLbLtL~)~

(~) ex~atLone on t~ett~A~oo of t~repla~t

JchLeve the goals of t~ ~ to ~ rep18~.
d. Changes reeultLng tr~ och~vlee ~ntaLn~ Ln

~ re.outed roll.Lag �~pletLon of lfl Lnter~ task ~
tLn8l deadlLne. Unless ~enL~ by the DLtector, p~
changes ~etlng the crLterLj �ontiLnN Ln t~ applL~le
Pitt ~ZZ schedule oh41~ ~ d~ approved

vrLtLn9, o/gn~ Ln accordance wLth P8~ VZ.H.

that all ~Att~e ~re gAven ~ op~rtunAty
proceed changes.

Pr~ 80 ne~ed to8

address kmpicts on recekvLn~ v~ter ~llLty ciuo~.

8~om S~r 8yst~

b. Anclude ~re ~t~An~nt r~tr~nte necess8~ to ~ly
n~ State or ~eraA 8tatuto~ or ~ulato~ ~Int81
or

include such other ~ndition8 d~ nece~8~
Director to �~ply with the goal8 and

Changes r~est~ by the Director shall ~ ~de
~orth the t~ schedule [or the ~mitt~(8) to
changes, end offer the ~Att~(8) the oP~unity to

~A~Aci~Aon. A11 changes re~Ar~ by the DLrector
~n accordance v~th 40 CrR 124.5, 40 C~ ;22.62~ or
40 CrR 122.~3.
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I4. llll~Lt D/a~hergoe and Improper Dispoo~l       ~blic education r ~_~.~ Januar 1, 1995

b. Complete dry veather ocreenln~ of 20,
of ~S4. June 1, 199S

�. Complete dry weather ocreontng of 40,
June 1, 1996~f NS4

d. Ccxuplete dry weather ecreenlng of 60,
June 1, 1997~ of NS4

e. �~mplete dry weather ~croentng of O0,
June 1, 1990~ of NS4

f. Complete dry weather ocreentng of 100,       June 10 1999

¯ . fuse        ~ehenelve Storm water Ordinance6. Wet ~ther 8creenLng Progrem                   e. ~pdeto ~ to ~ludo uet voethec          July 1° 199S

b. C~nploto ~et ~eether ocreenlng o| S0, of
July 1° 1997NS4.

�. ¢auplete ~et ~e~ther e~ceeeLng of 100,     July 1, 1999
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NPDEB PetlLt No. OKSOOO2OI

Table V.&.l.a.(l| .RepreaentatLve No~LtorLwl Ite~|ren~tee Ovtfalle OO1, OO], OO|, 00], OO4, & OO$

NONI~ONINO PnloO

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BeD) (mg/l)                            Yea

Chemical Ox en Demand COO 1 ~~’~" Yes~ -..__. ~ |/eeeoon
Oil and Grease 1

....._..__._.. Yea Yea Yam

~.ded solida~ss_~_L_~
Tea Tam

~
Total Dissolved Solids ~ ~ Tea

Tea Tea
------- ~ l/season

-------- ~ l/season
T~al K eldahl Hitr an TEN 1 "-’-’----- Tea

Total Phos horus ( 1 Tam Tea Tea

Dissolved Phos horus 1
Tea Tea Tee

~al Cadmium u 1 Tea Tam Tea

Total Co    r u 1 ’"’~"~ ~ ._.._ Tea

Feca~ ColL~orm~olonLee100 ml ""------ ~ ~ Tee

Yes
~ ~eo

~ee lee Yea Tea
Yea Yes Yes Yea l~aeaaon



0



NPD~| PomLt No. OK|00020|

P~ 4 st Part VTable V.A.l.b . Roprosomtattvo NosLtorLng Outfslt

O~TFA~/~
~ /J)CATXOli

001 2400 ~6th Jtroot hot, 900     100~ o14

nod S ft sooth of
~ Jtroot

00~ 11th Jtroot (8outbwst
OldBLvd.), on the oset husk o2

tho &rksnsss Rlvsr, SO ft
north of tho old llth

00J ?lot Jtrost hot
Creek, SO ft. south of ~lst IS.I aeons
Jtroot as the west bask of

~ Joe Crook

Croskw o8 tho west bask of 3So0 8~r~oNLsgo Crook at tho o~ of
~ lith J~root

~1~ SOak Jt~t

SOtk 8t~t ~ t~
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NPDES I~mLt No, 01�~000~0~

~    �" ~ ~ach psraitte~ aha~ ~ntr~bu~ to the
I ’ an #nn~81 oyot~de re~rt to ~ ou~ltted by no 18tot

~to~r 15, 1995, and annually therea[ter by ~to~r XSth An
~Ath thAe ~mAt. ?he re~rt shall cover the prevAoue year
to June 30 (~Ath JAnet annual re~rt ~A~ ~AnnAn~ on the
date o~ the ~mAt) and Anclude the ~o11~An~ separate
ove~Ae~ [o~ the estate HunAcA~l Sea,ate Stem $~r
e~bsectAon8 ~or each

The statue st ~plmntlng the stem ~ater ~nagmnt

~mLt 8h411 ~ Lncluded ~n th~s 8ectLOn)l

2. Pro~sed changea to the etom~ater~nagmnt

3. Revisions, 1~ necessary, to the aooeomnto o~ �ont~18

122.26(d)(~)(Lv) end (d)(~)(V)l

4. A o~ of the data, LncludLng ~nLtorLng data~ t~t
8cc~ulet~ throwhou~ the re~/~

S. ~nu81 ex~ndLtures for the re~rtLng ~rL~, vLth 8
the ~or el~nto o~ the Item wirer ~nagmnt
budget ~or the year ~o11~Ang each a~u81

6. A 0~8~ describing the n~r and nature st entor~nt
Lno~�~Lone, and ~bl/� educatLon p~r~el ~

7.    Zdent/tLcatLon of water ~81Lty ~r~nts or

Pre~ratLon ~ su~Lttal of ¯ syst~-wLde annual re~ s~11
�~rdLnJted by the clay o~ ~108. The re~rt 0h411LndLcsto
any, ~mLttees have ~eLled to provide re~Lred Ln~omtLon on

date. Joint ros~nsLbllLty tot re~rt 8u~LssLon anal1 ~
~rtLcLpatLon Ln preparation of the ove~ for the entire
~ncIusLon of the identity o[ any ~Lttee who [sLI~ to p~Ldo
to the 8nnuiI re.ft. Each individual ~Lttee sh8~ ~ LndLvLdus~ly
res~nsLbIe for content of the re~r~ reIatLng to the
~un~cLpal Separate Stem S~r Syst~ for which they Ire res~no~le

re~rt ~n accordance vLth P~rt VZ.H. and include a stitmnt or
resolution that the ~Lttee’8 governing ~y or agency (or

~nual

D. ¢e~LfLcatLon and ILenet.~ of Re~e. All re~e
~mA~ and o~her An~a~Aon r~es~ed by ~he DA:ec~or shall
and ce~AfA~ An accordance wAth Pa~ VX.H.

Re~Lnas ~ere and ~en to

Represen~a~Ave ~nA~orAng results (Pa~ V.A.1) ob~aLn~
re~r~Ang ~A~ ~nnAng ~r~ July I ~o June 30 shall
on DAecharge NonA~o~Ang Re~ Fob(e) no la~er ~han the
for ~he annual re~r~ ~e~A~e4 by Pa:~ V.C.. The DAech~
HonA~o~Ang Re~r~e should ~ 8u~A~ed along wASh ~ ~
Re.ft. A separate DAscharge ~onAtotAng Re~ ~om
~or each ~n£tot~ng ~tL~ (e.g. season) B~cL~ L~ P~
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V., ~he ~nu81 Re~r~ r~r~ by P~ V.�., I~ all o~r ~O
r~Ar~ hereAn, 0h411 ~ eu~Att~ tot

~nforcmnt 8r~ch (6~)
1445 ~mm A~nue
Dallas, Yexas 7S20~-2733

~                                                   144S Ross Avenue

4. ~d/tLon~ NotLfLcatLon. Zn 8ddLtLon, t~ ~mLtt~(o)
provLde �op/eo o~ d/ochsrge ~nLto~ng re~8, ~u~
¯ e~esto for Store MInor ~eneg~nt Pr~r~ u~itel or o~ ~

Oklah~ ~~t OE
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~Att~, etcher AndAvAdually or ~oAntly. ~y ~mAt non¢~pI/an~
�onetAtutee a vAolatAon o[ the Ac~ and Ae gr~a ~ot en[or~nt
actAon; [or ~mAt temAnatAon, [ev~atAon a~ ~Leeuan~,
~A[AcatAont or ~or denAal st a ~mAt [e~al a~lLcatA~.

~na~tLea for V~olatLon~ of PemLt

301. 302. 306. 307. 308. 318. or 40S o~ ~he
to ¯ ~Lne o~ not lees than $2.S~ ~r ~e th~n $2S,000
~ly o~ vLo;l~Lon, or by ~L~nt ~or ~t

b. ~Lng V/oli~Lon,~ ~e A~ ~idee that
kn~Lngly vLoletee ~mLt �~LtLone ~pl~ntLn

~n~Ln~ly vLoletee ~mLt ~ndttL~e ~plmntLflg
301. 302. 306. 30?. 308. 311. o: 40S o~ the Act

~Lnent danger of death or eerL~s ~Lly Ln~u~ L8
to a ~/ne o[ not ~re than $2S0.~. or ~

~aloo 8titmntt The A~ p~o ~t ~y
kn~ngly ~kes any false ~tor/81
~presentatLon, or certLfLcat/~ Ln any
re~, plan, or other do~nt ~LI~ or r~Lm
~LntiLn~ under the Act or ~o ~Lngly
wLth, o~ ~nde~s Lniccurite, any ~nktorkng devLco or

convL~/on, ~ ~nLlhed by s [L~ o~ ~t ~re thin
or by ~prilo~nt for not ~re than 2 ye~rl~ o~
Z~ 8 �onvLc~Lon ~s ~ot ~ vLolet£~ �~Ltt~
�onv£ctLon of such ~rson under th/s ~r~gr~ph,
shall ~ by ~ fLne o~ not ~re th~ $20,000 ~r ~y o~
vLolat/on, or by Lmpr/so~nt o~ ~ ~ ~ 4
by ~. (See SectLon 30~(�)(4) o~ ~

�~v~ Penalties. The Act pr~Lde8 that any ~r~ ~o v~oZate8
~m£t condLtLon ~plmntLng Secttone 301, 302,

$2S,000 ~r day ~o~ each

A~s~a~ve PenaJt~es. The A~ ~L~ that ~
v~olate8 8 ~mLt �ondition ~plmnt~ ~£~8 301, 302,
307, 308, 318, or 40S o~ the ~ La e~ to ~
~nalty, as ~oll~s:

shill the ~ ~unt tx¢~ $2S,~.



R0030364







R0030367



R0030368





R0030370



°’’ °’ ]eric]ale CALIFORNIA 0
633 E. Broadway, Room 20S. Gler~dale. CA 91206-4388       ¯            (ele) s4a.3s4s

pu*~ w0~ January 2~, 1996
ENGINEERING

S~¢’nON

Dr. Robert Ghirelli, Executive Officer
3California Regional Water Quali~ Control Board

Los Angeles Region
¯ )01 Centre Plaza Drive ~:.-.. ...
’ Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156 ;.’ :

Subject: Comments on the Draft Permit ~.,.’ ’ ~’-

Dear Mr. Ghirelll:

This letter is in response to your staff’s memo requesting comments on
the NPDES draft permit dated December 18, 1995. Some of the following
comments/concerns may have been included in our last letter regardins
the September 15, 1995 draft. We are resubmitting them because the new
draft did not address these concerns.

First, we would like to express our full support to the letter dated January
24, 1996 from the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) to you rel;ardin~
the subject draft. In addition, please find our comments/concerns below:

1. In general, the draft permit is too lengthy, too complex and
cumbersome. The details and extensive requirements both in the
development of the program and reporting phases would make it
very difficult to implement. ,Come detailed requirements could
instead be included in the Watershed Management Plan. The permit
should be simple, dear and concise.

2. Compliance dates and deadlines are not realistically achievable. In
addition, deadline sequences are inappropriate, which could affect the
effectiveness of the program (e.g. outreach efforts to ird:orm
industries need to be implemented before inspections.)

3. There are too many programs that are "to be developed in the

imposedfuture", in This the is future, far too open-ended with unknown requirements
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4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every
Orequested change in the program is uru’ealistic. Since much of the

requirements in this permit are ba~ upon "probable likely impact" I"
without strong scientific back-up, changes that may result in a more
efficient program should also be based upon "probable likely benefit’.

5. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B-If on
page 14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of
not having numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of,             ~}
numerical limits could result in the permittees being in violation
immediately upon issuance of the permit.

6. The budget requirements (pages 23, 24) are excessive and too detailed.

7. The requirement of having Joint Powers and inter-jurisdictional
agreements should be removed from required legal authority.
Instead, working relationships should be developed through
watershed committees.

8. The statements on pages 26 and 84 requiring city attorneys to sign
under penalty of perjury should be eliminated. Our City Attorney
cannot be personally liable nor will he wave his immunity.

9. The administrative review process (page 26) should state that the           " "~’
permittees are not in violation until the review process is completed.

_~_ ’

I0. Under "Conditionally Exempted Discharges" ll.C.2.i. (page 33), other
discharges, such as commercial roof drains, should also be included.

II. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups cannot

12. The numerical ranking within the "high", "medium" and "low"                  .
groups is not feasible on a large scale where many different groups
and personnel are involved. In addition, ranking will be subject to
yearly change as results of monitoring detect fluctuations in the
levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on page 37 should be eliminated
entirely.

13. There are several requirements that would require permittees to
perform work that should be the responsibility of the Regional Board.
Inspecting industrial facilities that require NPDES General Industrial
permits is one example. Cities should not be responsible for assistir~
the state in enJorcing its requirements.                                      P,---~_
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14. The draft permit, as proposed, requires cities to identify, prioritize,
Oand inspect industrial facilities that require NPDES General Industrial

permits. But these industries are already sub~’t to inspections by the
Regional Board. L

15. The "enhanced" inspection program (page 41) is not much different
from the inspection program on page 39. Therefore, it should be
deleted.

16. It is not clear if cities have the authority to inspect facilities that are
operating in compliance without a search warrant or just cause.

17. An arbitrary number of critical sources have been selected for
monitoring without supporting data (page ?6). The principal
permittee and concerned cities should be allowed the discretion to
determine the number, location and parameters to be tested as part o~
a comprehensive program.

18. The requirement to demonstrate that adopted BMP$ and other
actions are effective to the maximum extent practicable (page 82) b
nm achievable.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft permit. Again,
we urge the CRWQCB to take into consideration the limited resourct~
cities have available and the need for the permit to be as simple, de~r
and concise as ixx~le.

Very Truly Yours,

Marceli_~.. M. Mart~nez ~/
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CITY OF GLENDORA c,~’~’

,January 29. 1996

Mr. Robert Ghirelli, Executive Officer
California Regional Water
Quality Control
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Ddve
Monterey Park, Ca. 91754-215~

Dear Mr. Ghirelll:

Please accept this letter as the City of Glendora’s wdtten
endorsement of the Executive Aclvisory Committee’s Comments regarding "~the December 18, 1995 Draft NPDES Permit (copy of comments attached),

nAs stated by Don Wolfe in his January 24, 1996 letter, Glendora is among
the cities within Los Angeles County that are "environmentally conscious
and desirous of implementing and enforcing the provisions of the Clean
Water Act." However, the current draft of the Permit is not conducive to
the efficient use of our limited resources to accomplish the Act’s goals.
We will have serious problems trying to comply with the overwhelming
scope and complexity of the present draft permit.

Tasks that involve adjustment of existing procedures to become
more sensitive toward preventing polluted runoff are logical, but the
creation of new bureaucracy with broad tasks that require new staff and
new resources are a fantasy in todays fiscal environment.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Mr. Brad Miller
or myself at (818) 914-8246.

Sincerely,

Richard Cantwell
City Engineer/Public Works Director

PRIDE OF THE FOOTHILLS
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V
Major items of concern regarding the December 18 Draft Permit, as

Oidentified by ~he Executive Advisory Committee.

1. Unknown requirements to be imposed in the futur~

¯ Many programs in the Countywide Program/Watershed
Management Plan are "to be developed- with unknowh
requirements imposed in the future.

¯ Too ~any levels of plan¯ could Impose undue
requirements on the Permittea¯.

2. The Permit i¯ too lengthy and �omplex.

¯ Detailed requirement¯ belong in the water¯bed
Management Plan, not in the

The Permit exceed¯ Clean Water Act authority.

4. The Permit should clearly ¯tats that the Permlttee
only be required to meet the requirement¯ of the
If the Permit does not meet all requirements of the Clean
water Act, Permittee¯ should not be held account~le.

The outline heading¯ sequence should be consi¯ten~
throughout the

6. Compliance ~=e~ are no~ realisti�.

¯ The Pe~iU should use ~ri~s of ~ime after
adoption, instead of ~es, for comple~£on

¯ Inaporopria~e deadline sciences which could
action effecuiveness, e.g., inspection ~fore
outreach    info~ in ustrie~

7. de~ns~ra~es ~ders~andingPe~i~ lack bf for l~al
gove~enu decision-making ~d budgeting pries¯.                         ~,

1. Findings should be limited to those relevan~ to
stormwater quali~y enhancement.

2.    Some information presented as factual is no~ correct.

3. No. 20 {page 51, "other entities,- should be clearly "
identified and included as Co-Permiutee¯

I
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I 4. Findings should no~ give any implication of wrong doing Oby any agency.

5. Findings should no~ be self serving or biased.
L

6. Findings should no~ repea~ wha~ is contained in ~he
requirements.

?. Pollutants o~ Concern are no~ adequately iden~l~ied ~nd
referenced.                                                                 3

8.    Hajor land areas are exempued fro~ ~he Permi~ which may
have significan~ discharge/runoff

¯ Universities, State, and Federal Hospitals
¯ School Districts
¯ Sta~e and Federal facilities and lan~

Receiving water llulta

¯ Unachievable
O Permittees will be in violation immediately upon

of ~he
¯ Wa~er ~ali~y obJecuives s~uld ~ goals ~d no~

�o, fiance
¯ Compliance of ~i~ should ~ ~ rela~ed ~o exceeding

any wauer ~ali~y objectives, bu~ should ~ly
evaluaued ~sed on imple~n~auion of pr~ra~

I. Budgeu retirements are ~ de~aAl~.

2. ~keup of ~e~ive ~vlso~

¯ Me~rs should ~ limi~ ~o
¯ M~da~ing me~rs are no~ accep~le
¯ Pe~iu~ees should deue~ne ~rship on ~e~i~

~viso~ Co~i~ee

3. The Priam S~s~i~u~ion re~ire~n~s (~ge 26) are
burdens~e on individual

4.    The appeal process is no~ acceptable.

¯     Administrative review process (page 26) should           P ~
s~a~e ~ha~ ~he Permi~ees are no~ in violation           I
until the review process is completed.
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5. The .~ime period given ~o Board s~aff ~o respond ~o
submittals from Permit~ees is too long.

6. The ~ime needed for ~he Board s~aff ~o review submittals
should be included in the ~ime allowed for plan
implementation.

7. Join~ powers/inter-jurisdictional agreements (page 25)
requiremen~ are not achievable by

~xempted Nons~ormwater Discharges

¯ O~her dlsch~rges, such as cowmmrcial roof drains, should
be ~ncluded.

Industrial/Commercial InspecClorm

¯ How priorities are escabllshed ~ha~ ~arge~ certain
industrial activities for inspection are no~ clear.

different fro~ the inspection program on page
therefore° l~ should be deleted.

¯ The Per~t~ should allow for the public outreach program
~o ~nfor= industries to be implemented prior ~o beginning

¯ The Director of Public Works’ dlscre~ion on llmi~ed
priority projects requires more definition.

¯ post-development runoff requirement is no~ achievable.

requirements should be limited to addressing stormwater
andpollution no~ watershed management or other water

quality concerns.
¯ Do not lump planning and construction together because

they have separate requirements.
@ Need ~o provide a correlation between types of

construction projects ~o pollutants of concern.

Public education and ~he development of S~ormwater Management
Plans do not include public participation.
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Subject: Comments Resardin8 Decemba’ 18, 1995 Daft h’PDES Municipal
Pemfit 0qPDF.S No. CAS0061654)

The City of Hermosa Beach is in receipt of your lotto" dated ~ 18, 1995 and tb0
draft Los Angd~s County Storm Wate~ Pen~it. We have reviewed the pen~t and
attached are our comments fo¢ your �onsid~’ation. We have also reviewed �omments and
suggestions submitted by the Executive Advisory Committee (F.AC) and the cities of’
Long Beach, La Veme, Azusa, and Alhambr~ Pleas~ �onside~ them to be the comments
ofthe City of Hermosa Beach as well. We ask that you incorporate all the letters sad
comments into the administrative record of’the Permit. In addition, ~$ j~ovided
by our legal council, Richard, Watson & Gershon, should be incoqx~ed u part

The City of’Hermosa Beach is committed to implement ¯ reasonable storm wate~
prevention program. We believe that our current program works for ¯ small residemlial
community. The permit in its current format will not work. It contains provisions that am
unclear, contradictory, confusing, and excessive. Beyond this. the draR pemfit
findings that have little or no bearing on storm wate~ probimm,

A specific watershed storm water management program in 5eu of’the permit, suds as the
City of Hermosa Beach’s plan, is preferable. However, the p~’mit delays developmmst of
the county-wide and watershed storm water management prosram to the future.
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Comments on the Draft December 18, NPDES Stormwater PermtL

~ State Water Board has requested that all comments on the Draft Permit be returned to
them by January 29,1996 Please rewew the following and return to us along v~th your
comments, if any. If you include several, blank sheets of letterhead, we wdl transfer the
comments to your letterhead and return to you for your s~’mture.

1    The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work should be
implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait until the watershed
management erea plans are completed.

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittae$ is to place ell Principle
Permlttee requirements in ¯ single

2 There ere too many programs that are to be developed in the future. This is fat
open-ended, w~th, unknown requirements or ¢or~equen~

:3 The EAC membe~ip should be detsrm~l by me watershed.

4 The requirement of l~lot and scientific studies to support every requested change in
the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements in this permit ate based upon
"probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industnal operators) wzthout strong scientific back-
up, Changes that may result In a more efficient program should also be based upon
"wobable likely benefit’.

5 The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B-11 on page 14, is
directly contradictory w~th the Boards expressed desire of not having numerical limitatior~.
Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could result in the permittees being in
violation immediately upon issuance of the pem~

6    The budget reporting requirements are excessive Since essentially no equipment,
staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater purposes, any budget reports
yell be subject to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 c~ties may use 88 d~fferent criteria making
consistency impossible). Permittees that use a criteria that results in ’low end" repotting
could be inviting lawsuits. A simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G I & 2 (page 234) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minim~n:

(I) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used exclusively forconVol
of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant expenditures exclusively
dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (3) an estimate of the

I
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number of per~)nr~ fully or partially involved in stormwater control listed by one of         V
trvee cateOor~. Adminis~ative

Engineering/Technical

Hours spent and specific duttes do no.~t need to be listed.

7 The Legal authority requirements (ssctiorl H-l-d) should be amended to include:

Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspects of storn’t.~ater"if
clisctlarges, then trm local nlunic~pahtms need not adopt redundant orchnanc~l"

8 The requirement of having Joint Power~ end intequrisclictional agreements Ihould
be removed from required legal authority. Instead, working relationship~ ~lould b~
developed tl~ough tim Water.tool committeez.

9 The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorne~ ~gn under penalty of
perjury should be eliminated.

10 The Administrative review section (j) needs to be r~tor~d to th~ ~ ~
ao that muni~palitie$ lu’e considered in compharx:~ until after an admini~’ated ~
pnx:ess in ccwnplet~t

11 Sectk)ns 1, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be developed using
a specific formaL Some permittees already have ¯ format developed. This may no~ be
compatible w~th an as of yet unknown format. Some flexibdity must be available to avoid
costly re-entering of data.

12 The numerical ranking within the "high", "medium" and ~ groups is not feasible
on a large scale where many different groups and personnel are involved. In addition,
ranking ~11 be subject to yearly change as results of monitoring detect fluctuations in the
levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on page 37 should be eliminated entirely.

13 The development of a 8MP check list for specific SIC groups can not be completed
by the July 1996 deadline.

14 The "en~ inspection, section should be dropped entirely. This may give the
impression tYmt the first series of inspections can be less than optimum. Inspections
should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent courtesy or public OUtZlN~h inspect~ns

desired.)

2
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15 There is confusion as to what type of erlforcement action should be take~ if a
phase I facdity or a 5+ acre construction site w~th an NOI has a wolation. Should the
permittee take con’ectlve actlorl, or should it be referred to the Board. The agency v~th
erdorcement responsibility should be made absolutely clear in the permit to avoKI

16 It is no( clear if muniOpalitms, or the principle permittee, has the authohty to
facilities that are operating (as far as know~) in compliance w~thout a search warrant or just

17 Hospitals. school, districts. State and Federal lands which are listed as exempt
should not be exempted, othe~se permittees may be in violation from s~tas that they ~

18 The selection of 100 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for cities
populations >100,000) appears to be a number selected at random and not as ¯ part of an
overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle permittoe (and noted ~ties) should be
ello,,,~ the discretion to detemline the numb~ and location and parameters to be teltld
as part of a cc~�~ansive ~

19 The "analysis of ~ residers arK:l businesses" (pg 65 -3) is utlclear el Io Ihe
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively performed on ¯ county

Page I, ’the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph. The

Both High Priority and Priority IXO~CtS on page 43 contain the parameter of a 25% slope.
This should only apply to one or the oth~.
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Catherine Tyrrell, Assistant Executive Director ~ :. �~
California Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region c:~ ~
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-21 ~6

Subject : December Ig, 1995 Draft Municipal NPDES Permit Commen~

~ ~ Tyrr~ll:

The following comments are in response to Ihe latest draft permit, dated December 18. 1995, and
are intended to be used 1o better refine and create a more workable Permit for all the
Permittees, There is still a need for the Regional Water Control Board to understand how city
government functions as it relates to decision making and budgetin8. ]’he deadlines prior to June
1996 are unrealistic and will result in an ineffective program.

Detailed requirements of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan and Watershed
Management Plans a~ not defined. Perrnittees can not accept or work with an open ended

2. Fiscal R~

The Annual Report requirement is too detailed, excessive and not productive in
eliminating pollutants. More efforts could be used towa:d other areas in the program,
This requirement should be deleted.

3. Legal Authority

No ordinance, permit, order or contract can allow for surveillance ofbusinesaes
facilities. This is not an effective use of city government resmm:es.

A City Councils’ approval of an ordinance is sufficient for legal authority over hint-
compliant individuals. The statement under penalty of perjury is not acc~

Kox 336~, ~’J~ ~" Indu~r~, C~l*t’~’nt~ gt:’44 0,~’~ ¯ .~l~um~r~m¢ Ot~’c~ I ~,~1 F_ ~ff~d 5~. s ~818~ 333:2211 ¯



Draft NPDES Municipal Pt’tmit
OJanuary 29,1996

Page Two                                                                             L

4.    Administrativ~ Review

Written correspondences in Icu of"Notice of Intern Io Mc~ and Confer" is sufficient
resolve any non-compliances, i~l¢te the NIMC.

Respons~ time by lh~ Pcrmitt¢~ to the Storm Water Program Compliance ~
should I~ 90 days.

No refer~-nc~ to how and when the Permittc~ is n:licved of the SWPCA ~iui~-ng’nls and
r~tm’ncd to the requirt’mcnts of this On~.

Administrativ~ ,¢view should include the individuals or companies r~sponsible for i11�1~
discharges as part of the �omplian~ r~quirt’mcnls and any civil liability.

5. lllkit

A surveillance program is nol practical and an tauca.sonabl¢ requirt’ng’nt which is open
litigation. This requirement is not acct’plabl¢.

The wash down of imlx’ndous surfaces is routinely performed in preparation for publk
works �onstruction pmj~ts such as re-surfacing of existing asphalt pavcmcnls and is ¯
necessity to ¢nsta¢ proper adhesion.i~lct¢ this item as prohibited activities.

Include fire hydrant flows for pur~ses o1" flow testing: building wash downs prior to
painting and flow testing of newly placed asphalt paving, curbs and

Su~I washing is a must prio¢ to v:paving of sux-ets. Therefore discharge from this

7.    Source Control

Permittees deadline for additional legal authority is too short based on the ¢un~nt and
realistic time frame approval for this Order. The cut-offdat¢ should be at minimum
days after this Ord~ is approved.

if the restriction that no rt’pair of machinery, and equipment may occur in areas exposed
storm water, then this is interpreted to mean that no repairs may occur in areas exposed
to normal rainfall then this restriction is an unreasonable demand upon businesses whkh
already use available BMP’s to clean up leaked oil or other polhaanla.
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Draft NPDES Municipal Permit
January 29. 1996
Page Three

In the manet of storage of harardous substano:s and other petmk-um pmduct~ this
restriction is unreasonable as it will impose additional requlremems upon individuals to
cover all hazardous materials from rain water beyond the current laws and regulatiom foe
the storage of such material~

ifa facility does not have a NOI oe SWPPP. the Permittee should have the option to
notify the Regional Board. This requirement jeopardizes the bttsines~ relationship
good will between the city and the business facility.

The i~vmtion of development in areas suscepti  to ~ is ~elf-defeatin$
development creates impervious surfaces that eliminates erodible ~oil and ~-diment
This guideline i$ inconsistent with basic erosion control memta~ and indtatry

The weservation of native vegetation is not �onsistent with the city~’ g~lea and
development guidelines. Cities can not prevent the development ofcommereial or
industrial property as each and every land o~ter has the inherent right to develop hi$~her
land to the "maximum extent possible’. The Cities currem standards require a minimum
of i 2 percent landscaping for each parcel of developed land. This policy to leave native
vegetation is in dirm:t conflict with industry practices and ~tld ~sult in underutilization
of valuabk ~

The requirement that pre-development levels for peak runoff rates he maintained, will
underutili-e existing storm drain~ which were d~signed to hand;e peak storm flow~.
Storm drains a~ public substructures that are designed, paid and maintained by tax
payers therefore the tax payers should receive the benefits from the~ impmvement~.

10. Planning Control Memurea

The concept of detention ponds, sediment pond or infiltration pits may in fact encourage
individuals to discard pollutants into such ponds. This could result in pollutants being
diluted in storm v,~ater retention ponds or infiluation pit~.

roof drains must be directed to~ds impervious surfac~All drah seincluding
planter areas can not handle the over flooding and excessive tmbidity will occur. The
ponding of storm water creates a health and safety hazard to the public as large pondi~8
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mB: k /"1�: Chris Rope, Cit7 ~
Cm’l Burnett, Execu6v~ A~mcy ~ U~

John Kao, C & C Ensineering. NPDES Program Coordina~� ~,
Donald L. Wolfe, Chairman. Executive Advisory Committee, LACDPW

q

I
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER 0UALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION
~0~ Centre ~laza Dr~ve                                  ~..
Monuere7 Park. CA %1754-2156                           ~

L’OtO(ENTS ON TEE DECEMBER IS,    199S,    DRAFT OP WASTE
REOUIR~S FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER DIS~GES
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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ITY OF IRWINDALE
5050 North Irwindale Avenue ¯ Irwindale, Califomla 91706

(818) 962-3381 ¯ Facsimile: (818) 962.4209
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Ms. Catherine Tyr~ll

~ge 3

L
We ~t t~tt yt~ ~v~w t~ City’s
p~ring y~r tirol gu~li~

Ve~ truly y~.

Car~ AIv~
City

~v~ A. Cacao. City
~is ~mi~z. City NPD~
ticat~r Wu~. C~r~ A~t
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SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DECEMBER I$ DRAFT STORM WATER PERMIT

We have reviewed the proposed dr~ storm water permit and find it in need of signikant
improvement. This draft permit is overly long and complex and it tries to do too much of what
should be developed in Watershed ManaBement Plans, it contains a Breat deal ofpossuri~ by the ~" "
Board, presun~bly intended to chastise permit~,’s f.or ~ doin8 mor~ thalt the previous ~
required. It places the burden on permit~,s to prove that their complying with the r~luil’l~l~t$
the pemlit will be effective in achieving water quality standards, when neitber the water ~ Ustandards have been established, nor the efTectivem~ of any program been determined. ~
following is a list ofmom sp~iSc de~cie~es:

!,    ]~,�,eiviog wat~" limitations a~ uii¢l~" and ¢Oelhzsin~. The dra~ p~mit actually �ootains
two sets of.re~iving water limitations wh~h appear to be in conflict. One set is derived 5~am
water q,,-liw obje~ves contained in the ocean and basin plans developed by the Stale Water
Resources Control Board, and another set, although not specifically ref.erred to as water
quality objectives or receiving water limitations, is identified in the permit as qua5tati~
objectives in items A.[]. ] through 7.

The dra~ permit also appears to contain t~o CO#ltrndictor~ and ~11bil~uous
standards. Under B.[, Compliance 1+.ilh D~clanr~e Pro~ibitio~zs m~l lfc,~i~n~
L~ml~0o~zs, the dra~ permit says I permittee may ~ with rer,,~vin8 water 5mitations by:.
"... denzonstrating timely implementation of.B]VOas and other actions to reduce poDutants in
the discharge ~rom their municipal Sel~rat¢ storm sewer system to the maximum extent
practicable...". In other words, the p~rmittee is in compliance by impleme~ the
requirements of" the permit. As it should be. But under B.II, a permittee who is ~
implementing the requirements of" the i~’~nit can be found in non complLln~ a,-id have to
~uaramee the effec~eness of.a SWMP, which presumably would have been approved by the

5050 N. ~ A~en~’. i~¢xt.ood. CA ’~.,712 ¯ 13 I01 ~:~.-9771 ¯ Fax 1310)
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Board. and funber be required to prove that "storm water discharges from its municipal
separme s~orm s~ver systern are not in fact the cause of the exceedance" Furthermore, the
term "’other actions" is ambiguous and should be removed.

Clearly, this provision is in conflict and confusing, and is potentially punitive. II should be
revised to simply say that conformance with receiving water limitations will be achieved by
meeting requirements of the permit. This is how other reEional boards have dealt with this
issue.

The draft permit, despile ill II~lo$$1ry of lerm$ tt’~lion, doe~ nol define key tenm. The
term "industrial activity" is a very important NPDES term, yet it is not found in the dra~
permit (though construction activity is defined) While the permit provides a broad definition
of industrial/commercial facilities, it does not provide a sol, rate definition of each. This is
important because the term "industrial" has special significance within the context of NPDES
provisions ofthe (::lean Water Act ((::WA). Also absent from the drab permit is the lena
"control," which is very important to underuanding certain lesal authority requirements.
Another term referenced in the drat~ that is not defined is "treatment."

The draft permit contains provisions that would impose additional requirements after
i~ adep~km. The permit (in the 81ossary, inappropriately), defines the County-wide Stona
water ManaBement Plan as follow~:

A ~3¢nprehensive plan f~ implementation of the pennia requirement described in Sect, C.4
through (::.VIII of the NPDES storm water permit that are applicable to all Permittee~ and

developed as a sinsle document by the Principal Permittee. with assistance from the EAC and
participation from the permittees, according to the schedule prescribed in the permit. ~
~&all be used as a tool to develop watershed specific storm water management plana."

~ions C.4 lhrouEh C.Vili of the draft permit do not exist. Nevertheless. in 8ener~ thiz
provision - which is not found in the previous draft version - calls for the Principal Permittee
to develop another storm water management program by way of a County-wide Storm Water
Management Plan and, Watershed Management Plan. Both plans are to be developed after
the permit is adopted. If, however, this provision remains, the County and LARB/SWU would
have a blank check to impose other requirements, in addition to those contained in the dra~
permit, without approval from oermittees. V~"nile a need for a watershed manageme~
program/plan is reasonable, an additional storm water management program dearly is not.
County-wide program requirements should be dealt with ordy in this dral~ permit, not in some
future do<xnnent.
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Nothing. ho~v~r, conla]n~l in NPDES storm water provisions ofthe federal Clean
Water Act specifically mandates inslx’<lions of this olher cale~ory of facilities
(refaced to by. LARB.’SWU staffas Phase ii facilities) it is understood that the State
Water Resources (’ontrol Board has as~ened its authority to mandate additional
requirements Such requirements should aol be arbitrary and should ira! be
performed at lh¢ eouuly-~ ide level.

LARBISWU must rely on scientific data to justify the need for any additional
requirement This, ostensibly, is the purpose ofperformin8 a characterization study
and perfonmng s~orm waterlnon-storm water monitorin8 and analysis. But the             _’-~
criteria proposed by LAP, B/SWU staff to identify and prioritize facilities for
inspection ate ine~ective They include, for example, "types and quality of non-storm
water discharges; professional understanding of the industrial/commercial sector
waste management practices, and experience of" local ~ industrial insl)~lioa
prolp’ams." "I:.hese criteria are sub_iective and involve a lot of administrative work. but
do absolutely_ nothing_, to facilitate a meanin~l selection of industries for ins_oectioo.
If anylhins, they only confuse the selection process (es., how do you determine ¯
facility’s professional underuandin8 of the industrial/commercial sector waste
manasement practices?).

It b noted that LARB/SWU has, in respome to many pennittee �ompisJnts lIX~t thO
draft p~t ex~in6 federal and state authority, lsserted the foilow~:

ReBional Board staff" has discussed this Order extens~vdy with Coons~. it is
(::o~’s oi~nioel that, i~v~! the fact that oo numerical �~teril have ~ pres~’l’bed            ~i~
and P~lllitt~ have had more than five ye,.~’s to develop an MS4 proBram to reduce
pollutants in storm water to the maximum practiohle, and that proBress in
impl~l~lting the (::o~nty wide program has I)~,~n slow, it is appropi~ate to illdude
specific proKr~n �ompol~nts based on the penllit reis,S~lllC~ appli~ltion submitted
by Permitters and the M~4 BMPs practic4~l by other (::alifonlia MS4 pro~lmS ,.."

LARJ~WU is essentially sa~ing that it has the preroBative to require what it deems
ner~,~. While L,~/SWU may have the discretion to exceed federal ~ stlte
requirements with reBard to this permit, it cannot do so arbitrarily. E.xlra-
requirements must be ~ on a demonstrated problem, usin8 acceptable evidetlce            ~i~
(e.8., scientific data), as opposed to unsubstantiated opinion. LAR.B/SV~ sta~s
contention that [p~tt~s have ~ slow in implementing the (::o~nty wide proB~tm
is not trt~. T!~ ~r~-n _l~-rrnitt~s have se~in_~l¥ be~n slow in develo_oin~ a County
wide storm wat~- mana_~e?tl~nt _Program is that L/~S~,~..f did not reauire an_vthin_=
more in the existin_~ _t>ermit. LARJ~/$WU has not even ,~oacified levi authority
requirements under the existing permit -requirements that ~’e critical to any storm
water manaBement pro~anl. Beyond this, it has not ~ able to defin~
"inapt" me, ans within the context of" that Additional ~ Marl~Bem~tt PI~
that requires inspections of.ga-~ station~ restaurants~ etc.

dl
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V
B. Public Education

~

The draft permit is too controlling LARB/SWU hz~ no authority to compel cities to 1"
contnbute a "l~ir share" (~’hich is not defined), to a public education program that is
to be developed in the future by the Principa! Permittee This would deny cities the
opportunity and rish! to d~’etop a public education program of its own, which in the
final analysis might prove more elticient and �ost-effective than whel the Principal
Permilte=’s consultant could produce.

7. The draft permit unilalerally denies several non-$1orm water discharges ezemplioll ~
Ihal ar~ allowed under NPDES provisions of the C’~llfl Wller Act.
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The draft permit, incorrectly, lumps illicit connections with illicit disch~,r~es and
diminil~ illeR~l dispos~l pr~clic~ Actually, illicit conn~lions are a sub-sel of an illi¢il
di~e ~ illicit conn~lion is a device by ~hich an illicit di~harge (a fluid) is conv~
to the ~tS4 An dlegal dis~dumpin~ practice, however, is an activity that cauls
plac~nt ofa ~lid ~tenal (e g, refuse), into the MS4 To put it another way, elimi~ting
an illicit conn~tion is a task conne~t~ to the basic requirement of controlling illicit
d~g~ ~h~ tasks as~ial~ ~th t~s ~sic r~uir~ment include (a) en¢ouragi~ public
r~ning of non-storm water di~harges through public edu~atio~outreach, (b) devisin~
internal m~hanism for recording and res~nding to such re~ns~ and (c) ordi~
enforcement (through routine insp~tion or dis¢ove~ by ¢~e enforcement).

~ illicit cow.lion Ren~ng ~ illicit conn~tion could be const~ed to m~n the phy~
Ir~ of~ch co~tion tiom its I~tion to another, ttowever, according to its st~tuto~
definition, an illicit connection could ~ any conveyance, including "any devi~ lhr~gh
by w~ch ~n-sto~ water is di~g~ into the municipal storm water system, including ~t
not limit~ to fl~r drains, pipes or any fabricated or natural conduits." But remo~ng
t~ing~t t~ illicit connection could ~ costly Using "eliminating" instead would give t~
o~er/o~rator of the facility where the illicit conn~tion is I~at~ the option of rending
it i~pable ofo~rating ~ ~ illicit ~n~tion. A liar dr~ f~ example. ¢~ld ~ plu~
thereby preventing it from ~ing a conv~an~ of an illicit

9.    ~e dm~ ~mil b disjoinl~ and �ont~diclo~ in many pllc~ F~ example, the ~t
requires ~ilt~s to prohibit non-storm water di~harges to the MS4. Yet, under t~
i~ustn~~ci~ ~tio~ the draft ~it states that non-sto~ water di~harges to
M~ Oom 8~ stations ~e ~issible as long as they are pretr~ted. However, nowh~e in
tMt p~ of C~e of F~e~ R~ulations t~l covers NPDES storm water provisions ~e
¯ ~8~ ~pt~; nor is there an NPDES ~rmit available to ~ice station~auto
facilities for this pu~. Funhe~ore. the te~ "pretreatment" is not defin~ an~¢ m
the ~it. if not co~ted, this problem will I~d to COhesion and non~mpli~.

10. The draft pe~it is unnecessarily lengthy (almost 90 pages long). ~WU
explain~ that the pe~it is lengthy b~ause permittees wanted mo~ detail
cffticism of the existing ~it Ho~’ever. much of the detail contain~ in the draft ~t
d~ ~t pro~de clarity, In many ca~, it only increa~s cohesion Pe~itt~s have
desir~ defined r~uirements (ie., "ends") not just detail~ explanations as how to achi~
t~ (i e., "’means") For example, under the ]990-1995 pe~it, pe~itt~s are r~uir~ to
~li~ "r~ui~te I~ authority" ~ ~nduct insp~tions of auto repair/pans faciliti~
~ation~ ~ r~au~ts Yet. neither the cu~ent pe~it nor any other d~um~ts i~
L~/SWU contain any info~ation that identifies c~teda r~uir~ to establi~
~t~n~ Nor d~ it define "’insp~tion" relative to auto repair/pa~s facilities, g~ stati~
~ ~au~ts (e.g. ins~ion for ~n-~o~ water di~harges from th~ sites or ins~ion
for g~ housek~ping practices or other BktPs that o~rate to prevent sto~ w~
discharges to the N~S40) Cl~rly ~thout ~ch info~ation compli~ce would ~ v~
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COMMENTS REGARDING NPDES DRAFT PERMIT
JANUARY 29, I~J~

The following items pertaining to the NPDE$ Permit, dra~ version dated ~
1995, are of serious concern to the City ofgA Mizld~

The isngu~ge that the Board uses throughout the Permit is ofl~t
mnbiguous ~d as a remh the true intent of the Board on eertlin
matters is confusing. For example, the public informatio~
(VI.B.i.b.ii), on page 68, has requirements "For K-12 School
Children." Does this mean that the Permittees must create ¯
progrmn for each grade? What is the intent ofthe Board in thil
instance? We recommend chan~ing the language otthe ~ to
mor~ ~,curately reflect the true intent of the Bolrd.

Some pcogrmm in the Countywide Progrmn/Wmm~ed
Management Pith are "to be developed" with unknown
requirements imposed at some future date. These unknown
requirements give the Board ¯ "blank check" to impose demands on
the Permittee~ that we m~ght not he able to re~istic, tlly

~. * The Permit ~cceeds the requirements ofthe C?lean Water Act with
¯ punitive intent. In response to comments about requirements in this
’ Permit exceeding both federal and state authority, the Board hal

perceived the implementation of the storm water program by the
Permittees to be too "sJow" and feels that it is app~ to
include specific program components beyond the mandates otthe
Clean Water Act. Subsequently, the Board is inflicting harsher
requirements upon the Permittees as punishmcmL

PETERS ¼AYNE IUt-’W ~OB ~.~OTINE-q PEIT. DAME.S ILU,. M.U...KJ~ GARY K.
~ Maye~. Pro Te~m ~ Ca~ux-da~m Ca~tc’ila~m C~lv’..
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C I T Y    OF
LA MIRADA

D. Unrealistic C~ompliance Dates

~uirements of the Pe~it in the ~lott~ ti~. if it i~ f~
~angc t~ dat~ a grace

ins~. We r~o~

p¢og~ tMtI w~ld targ~
lnst~d of~ ins~tio~
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O
CITY OF LAVERNE

CITY HALL
3660 "D’" Streez. LaVerne. Cahforn~ 91750

Oanuary 29~ 1996

Dr. Robert GhLrelli, Executive Officer
Callfornia Regional Water Quallty Control Board
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Perk, CA 91754

rot Comments on December 18 Draft NPDE8 Permit
NPD£S Permit No. CAS0061654

Deer Dr. GhLrellLt

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the above
referenced permit for our review and comment. The
of La Verne supports effective environmental
and is interested in the development of ¯ viable atom
water permit. However, the current draft of the
is not conducive to the efficient use of our li~ted
resources and Is widely open to interpretation.

&1though the comment period was too limited for such a
complex end lengthy docu=ent, we have made ever~ atte~:~t
to be thorough in our review. Our comments are enclosed
for your response. The city also supports ~he general
comments sub=itted by the Executive Advisory Coamit~ee
in its letter dated January 24, 1996.

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any
questions or concerns regarding our comments. I can be
reached Monday through Thursday between 8~00 a.m. and
6~00 p.m. at (909) 596-8741. I look forward to your
response.

~aniel W. Ke6sey     ~ ~
Administrative Superi~Y~enden~

LTRDK07 (d~n)

cc= Ms. Catherine Tyrrell, CRWQCB
Mayor and City Council
Martin R. Lomeli, City Manager
Brian Bowcock, Director of Public Works
Fran             .A C . Pu

~i,¢ Works 909~-8741 ¯ ~r~ce 909~596-8715 ¯ ~ ~7~ ¯ 8~ 909/596-87~
~ 9Q~’~96~737
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1. The entire permit Is poorly structured and written
in a passive voice with multiple compound
constructions. This writing style confuses even
skilled analysts.

We recommend that the Regional Board hire a
professional text editor in an attempt to clarify
the text so that it can properly serve Its intended
audience. The Permit must be logically structured
and outline permittee responsibilities in clear,
non-bureaucratic language. The permit should be
written in such a manner, At should not be
explained within a Permit guidance document.

2. A simple, easy to understand, summary checklist of
.. Principal Permittee/permittee requirements and due

~
dates should be provided in summar~ form so that
users can easily develop their local pro~ram~. The
current format is unwieldy.

Glossary or text needs to Include additional
definitions relating to areas of the text which are
unclear, such as "disturbed area," "creation of
impervious area," "effectively prohibit,"
"authorized discharges," "SPCA," "GCASP," plus
others (which follow in this attachment) .

4. The findings do not represent statements of fact or
statements which are supported by factual
evidence. They should present an accurate and
descriptive record o( the proceedings and leading
to this action {the new Permit).

5. The permit makes numerous references to "...the
Principal Permittee in consultation with the
EAC .... ". What exactly constitutes "in
consultation with the EAC"? Is the County
obligated to heed the advice of the EAC? Can the
County develop programs reguired by the permit
without reacting to the coennents and desires of the
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CRWQ~B, Draft NPDE$ Permit No. ~061654, Attachment
January 29, 1996
Page 2

pe~ittees? We bel£eve the county should ~
requ£r~ to (ollov so~ de~ratic proems ~hl~
a((ordm s~ protect£on to the ~tt~a.

¯ he County £~ charged ~ith developln@
require~nts which must ~ ~mple~nt~ by the
pe~£ttees. ~£11 permittees ~ ~orc~ ~o comply
w£th County develo~d proqrams for which ~he~r
par~£c£pat£on £n develop£n~ ~y ~ 1~
which they do not

6. Yhe deadlines lm~sed for compliance are
op~£m£st£c. Hany require~n~s o~ the ~ are
due a~ ~he same ~£~ resul~£nq In ~ny s~af~ hours
and much ex~nse. ~et the Regional ~ard
to allo~ itself ample tl~ to revl~
~ittee submittals. Compliance tl~ should
adjusted to :eflect the teal ~rld and the Regional
~a:d should ~ held to the sm standards.

The deadlines also fail to considet the
~fo:e the hotse." The current d:a~t :~ui:e~ the
develop~nt and implementation of ~ny
p:io: to the fo~ulation of a public ~ucation
campaign. We ~lieve that the public ~ucation
c~paign will ~ one o~ the ~st eff~tive
and is a p:~edent to all othe:s.

7. A11 land uses, industtles and
facilities, and construction activities unde:
pe~it ~:om the Regional ~a:d should ~ el~nat~
f~om this ~it. Fo: ex~ple, const~ction over
five ac:es :equi:es a pe~it f:om the Regional
~a:d; it should be excluded f:om out ~t as
is :egulated by the Regional ~atd. Phase I and
othe: industries a:e pe~itted by the R~ional
~a:d and should also ~ excluded f:oa out
municipal ~it p~ess. ~he Reglonal ~atd
~ held accountable fo: its o~ pe~it co~ltance
:es~nsibilities, not the pe~ttees. Should this
~equi~e=ent ~emain, we :equest funding ~ p~ovid~
by the Regional ~a:d.

8. The develop~nt and inclusion of
standards is unrealistic and difficult to a~ly
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CRWQ~B, Draft NPDES Permit No. CAS061654, Attachment
January 29, 1996
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T
universally. Each permittee should develop its own
stormwater management plan which will differ in
many respects from their neighbors. The
requirement should be deleted.

9. The permit requires the development and
implementation of the "Storm Water l~anagement
Program (SWMP)," "Countywide Storm Water Managemant
Program (CSWMP)" which ia supposed to include
of the components of the SWHP, and the "Watershed
Management Area Plan (WHAP)." It’s clear that a
CSWMP must be developed but unclear to the
development o£ a WHAP. Areas of the text note that
a WHAP ~a¥ be developed following implementation
of the CSWH~. The development of multiple
planslproqrama is very confusing and awkward.
suggest a more simplified approach.

Development of a CSk~4P should include
activities that can be shared by all permittees,
including reporting and SMPs such as public
education. This framework plan can then be used to
tailor an agency specific storm water management
plan. Although agencies within the same watershed
may share similar experiences, very few agencies
will be able to or need to implement the complete

**                           requirements of a Watershed Hanagement Area Plan.
This area of the permit should be revised
accordingly.

10. Watershed Nanagemant Committees (WHC) should be
free of any obligations under the pereLtt. The
committees are essentially the working groups
formed three and four years ago to deal with the
development and implementation of the first
per~Ltt. These committees should remain working
groups with all responsibility for particiDation
resting with the l<~:al agencies.

11. The requirement for commercial/industrial
inspections is well beyond the means of mat
communities. Should the Regional ~ard wish to
keep this requirements, it should be delayed until
such t~me that the federal or state governments
provide funding, s~n~lar to the recently adopted
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CRWQ~B, Draft NPDES Permit No. CAS061654, Attach~ent
January 29, 1996
~ege ~

water fluoridation bill. Our public outreach
programs have been excellent for the most pert end
provide necessary information required under the
inspection program. Limited inspections may be
developed in lieu of the proposed inspection
program.

12. The EAC and the WHC should remain comprised of
agency staff members only. Staff ms,bars use these
meetings to share ideas and eliminate eny
duplication of effort within the county. We ere
offended by the Regional Board’s position thet At
be ellowed to appoint mead)ere to both ¢osmittees.

PER/~IT SPECIFIC CO~4ENT~

13. ~ The findings lndicete that
permittees "effectively prohibit" non-stozlswetew
discharges. Whet does this moen?

14. Peoe 5. No, 20T Pleese identify the outside
agencies which operete storm drein fecllities end
which affect or contribute to runoff in Los Angeles
County. These agencies should be included es part
of our pe~t.

15. Pace 7, No. 31= Insert "/or" following end in
th~ phrase "if they can provide scient£fi~
information and/or docmeentetion on the
effectiveness...-.

16. Pace 8, No. 3~,c= This finding notes that the
Regional Board is the permitting agency for the
listed activities. We maintain that the Regional
Board must enforce its own permits end relieve
permittees of the task. There is no duplication of
effort, only a separation of tasks, should these
Regional Board pe~tted groups be removed frol
local municipal per-;ts.

17. Pace 10, No. 32.k: It has been mentioned that
this court case is the standard for compliance.
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CRWG~B, Draft NPDES Permit No. CAS061654, Attachment
January 29, 1996
Paqe 5

T
However, it is unclear within the permit. Please                    ~-J
incorporate this standard within the per~Lto

18. ~_~e 13, N~_~_~ What are the effluent
limitations on rece£v£n9 waters imposed by the
documents that are incorporated by reference?

19. ~age 13. No_~_I~ Insert following last 8entence~                   !.~
first paraqraph "...as appropriate, m~mr rmv~
a~ ~nt by the ~tt~m a~ u~n ~v~ng
~blic test~ny."
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CRWQCB, Draft NPDES Pera~t No. CAS061654, Attachment
January 29, 1996

25. Pag0~o_~ What exactly As meant by
Principal Permittee shall provide the EAC with the
opportunity...?- Must the EAC do these
the county obligated to heed the advice of the EAC?

26. Page 21. ~o 2.~; The EAC hasn’t the ability to
compile information for submittal. This section
should be removed.

27. Pag~..~--~l--,~_~_~j~t. Explain how the EAC ~a¥ "guide
coniixct resotution among per~ittees and advise the
county on its liaison responsibilities to the
Regional Board."

2e. Page 21. No. 2.gl Coordinatiag the
implementation of pilot projects is beyond the
means of the EAC. This section should be strl=ken.

29..Page 21. No. E.I: Wha~ issues will ~he IOIC be
voting upon? The Regional Board should have no
authority to appoint persons ~o ~he HMCs. These
should remain as staff working groups as previously
mentioned.

30. Pa=e 22. Ho. E.2! This section sheuld note that
selection and participation on the EAC by
permittees other than ~he county and Cl~y of Los
Angeles is voluntary. Permittee members of the EAC
will be selected by a vote of the respec~ive WMCs.
In the absence of voluntary participation, the
current wording should follow.

Why and what resources is the county expected to
provide permittees with population8 under 100,0007

31. Page 22. No. E.~; There is no reason to have
such a structured format An the WNC. The county
can and should continue to convene and run the
meetings. Strike this section.

32. Paqe 23, No, E.4.f: Who pays to circulate the
draft annual report? If the W]4C, how wall it be
apportioned and administered?
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33. ~_~qe 23, ~. G.I~ What is the pur~se of
pr~v£d~n@ f£nancial ~nfo~ation? The
are already overburden w£th unfund~ ~ndates and
ever shr~nk£n~ f£nancial resources. Th~s task
no ~ay a~ds £n ach£ev£ng our obj~tives and should
~ delete.

34. Paqe 25, No, H.I.c= We can prohibit but h~ can
ve ~nLrol or ~ res~ns£ble for sp~lls?
s~on should ~ a~nd~.

35. Faqe 25, No, B.l,d~ Explain ~he thou~h~ ~h~nd
and the need for ~n~era~ency aqree~nts.
a~ency ~s res~ns~ble for l~s o~ eye,ca and
ac~ons and should no~ need such aqreemen~s. These
aqree~n~s ~11 ~st certainly ~ unach~evable and
~11 delay ~eple~n~a~on of the ~t. 8~1on
should ~ delete.

36. Paqe 26~ ~. IT The section r~ulres the
substitution of acceptable programs should
adop~ pr~r~ ~ proven ~ cos~ly or
~nef~ve. However, acceptable alternatives
no~ exist. Th~s section should ~ mnd~ to
~nclude pr~ram deletion as yell. I~ Ls f~11sh
~mple~n~ a program vh~ch ~s cos~ly or 1neff~t~ve
only ~ause no o~her alternative

37. Pa~e 26, ~. 3~ This section Infers ~ha~ a
~~ee ~s ~n v~ola~on during an a~n~s~ra~lve
rev~ev. The section should be rev~s~ ~o clearly
s~a~e ~ha~ a ~~ee ~s ~n compliance v~h ~he
provisions of ~he pe~ or s~m~lar holding ~ern
vh~le under any a~n~s~:a~ve rev~.

38. paq. 27, No. J,~= Con.~dering ~h..ch~ul. of
~ple~n~a~on forced u~n ~he perigees and ~he
sense of urgency on ~he pa:~ of ~he Regional
to ~Imn~ the pe~it, review ~ri~ for
submittals to the Regional ~ard .ho.ld
~x~of 60 days. This Is still twice that
allow~ by CEQA for project approvals. Sub~ttals
will ~ d~d approved if no res~nse is r~elv~
prior 60 days. This s~tion should ~
according1~.
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39. Page 27, no. J,2,a~ Define Storu~ater Program
Compliance Amendment.

40. P_~ge 28. tod of page~ Again, the Regional Board
should be a~lowed 60 days for review and approval.
Revise section as necessary.

41. .~9~__J~4_~ Amend section to read
¯ ..frequency of progress report submittal shall be

quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the
Executive Officer in the 8PCA."

~---l~nta for Illicit Connectlons/Dlscha~

42. Page 29. No. A~ Prioritization of problem
areas should be left to the discretion of the
individual permittees; section should be deleted.

"!
43. Paae 29. No. A.l.c~ This section is unclear.

Please explain.

~ 44. P~sge 30. No. A.l.et Inspections for
connections should be left to the discretion of the
individual permittees; section should be deleted.

45. Page 30. No. B.1,Q! Standard enforcement
procedures are unnecessary as each agency maintains
its own legal authority to deal with illicit
discharges; delete section.

46. Paae 30. No. B.~.¢~ Prioritization of illicit
disposal areas should be left to the discretion
the individual permittees; section should be
deleted.

47. Paae 31. No. B.I.aV Standard enforcement
procedures are unnecessary as each agency maintains
its own legal authority to deal with illicit
discharges; delete section.

48. Page 32. No. D.I; What about water system main
breaks, utility vaults, and other similar problems
which rill be regulated under separate general
permits or those discharges authorized b~ the
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Regional ~ard? Should include such discharges

4~. ~~~. D~ The no~on of cond~ona~l~
exemp~ discharges in unclear. H~ are such
d~schar~es ~den~f~ed? ~hen are ~hey
~ho ~den~fies ~hem? ~ho dec~dea appropriate
and using whet criteria?

What a~ut such actlvltles as saw cuttlng,
grinding, and other similar actIvlt£es? ~hould ~
no longer ~It the use of curb drains
properties? How a~ut r~f drains? Use
during e~rqenc~es? ?hese are ~ny, ~n~
act£v£tles which must and w£11 occur regardless
the pe~t provisions and restrlct£ons. As there
are and infinite nu~r, the pe~£t should include
general language which ~ts these and
activities without s~c£(£cally £dent£fylnq the.

SO. Pa=e 3~. ~o. D,~; Please clarify this s~t£on
note whether an agency or residents are proh£b£t~
from street and sidewalk washing.

51. Pa~ 34. No. E,2; ~fine "re~rtabl@ quantity’.

onceAlS°’notifi~?what actions w~11 the agencies list~ take

ZZI. P~r~ R~r-~nts for Industrlal/o~---~la}

52. Pa=e 35. No. A.1; Th~s s~t~on ~s ve~ onerous.
~e do not agree w~th the Regional ~ard’s
that th~s ~s useful ~nfo~t~on, including the
collation of SIC c~es, and suggest that
st~ck.

53. Paae 35. No A.1; Please clarify "dat~me
fo~"

54. Page 36, No. k.2.b= El~na~e ~he ~rd "or" f~
~he phrase "...w~h ~he ~C and/or ~he Regional
~ard
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55. Page 38, No. C.21 Define "areas susceptible to
or ex~K)sed to storlawater" which is used through
this section.

56. Page 38, No. 2.f~ A requirement to sweep parking
lots of 25 spaces or ~re is an arbitrary nu~d)er
and opens permittees to potential litigation. The
requirement should be deleted from the permit,
Such programs may become ~art of an agency’s
watershed management plan.

57. Page 39, No. D.I,~LJ~ Should inspections
become part of the permit requlremants, of which we
protest, ellminate "appropriate BMPs" from this
section. Businesses should know best or hire
consultants to determine which BMPs may be best foe
their particular business. (same with No.
D.l.b.iii)

58. Page 39, No. D.l.a.iv! This section should end
is the responsibility of the Regional Board. It
should be eliminated.

59. Page 40, No D.2.viii; Please clarify the mening
of this paragraph. We trust that the Regional

nBoard is not attempting to require additional
Uinspection groups without reason. SJJ~Ller

requirements of the EPA have recently been r~vnd
from drinking water quality standards.

60. Page 41. No. D.4~ Eliminate this section.
enhanced inspection program cannot be applied to
all agencies universally. Individual permlttees
should address problem locations within their
respective inspection progrm.

IV. Pro~ra~ Re~uir~_~_nts For Develo_r--~=~

61. Paue 43. No. A.1.a~ Define "disturbed area’.

Has the City of La Verne received and reviewed a
map containing the "Areas of Special Biological
Significance?" Please provide us with a copy. We
would also like to review and co~aent on the
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~q~a~t__at___s_of the Water Ouality Control

Am previously stated, we believe that the Regional
Board ks responsIble to monitor end enforce
compliance on permits it ~ssues, NOT PERNITTEES.

62. Page 43. No. A.l.b! Define "creation of
i-pervious area’.

eP-~l~_~__~_~_~9_l What criteria will the
Public Works D~rector evaluate Limited Priority
projects aqa~nst to deterla~ne s~gnlflcam=e? Any
developed checklist should be developed as part of
the CSWHP or CEQA checklist which ~ay be
universally used.

64. Pe~e 45. No. A.3.a~| The date to Incorporate
guidelines into an agency’s Internal
should be revised to read similar to

65. Paqe 45. No A.3,c! "Public Utilities"
~andatory element required An most California
general plans, as are a nued~er of other optional
elements w~th d~fferent t~tles such es "conmunlty
facilities," "community design," "environmental
resource :mnage:ent," or "redevelop~ento"
recommend that Item ~v. be deleted and language
added to the effect oft

"Zach permittee shall reference or cross reference
these standards to any optional element of the
general plan which Nay have a bearing on
discharge.-

Note that the California Cover,~ent Co~-,
65300 e__t~., requires that general plan
elements be both internally and externallF
consistent, meaning both consistent w~thln
themselves and consistent between elementa~ there~
these ~uidelines need only reflect the th~nklng of
the Government Code to assure that NPDES
principles are observed An all appropriate chapters
of a local general plan.
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66. Page 47. No. A,d.iv/v; Will th~s peruLLt
au~horlze and hold ha~leam ~l~eem
approvlnq pro~ec~s where water lm a11o~
in accordance wl~h ~heae requ~re~n~m?
sections should ~ dele~ or mnd~
~o relleve ~i~eea of ~en~al
ex~mure.

67. Pa~e 47. No. B.I,~ Wha~ ~a ~he pur~me
assailing this info~on? ~11 we
~o nubmi~ ~ to ~he Reqlonal ~ard? Nha~ w~11 ~he
~ard use ~hla info~on for?
~h~m requ~remen~ does 1~1e ~o ~e~ our ob~lvem
and ~ ~hould ~ delete.

68. Paoe 4e. No. B.3.1s ~f~ne "regula~o~

V. ~bllo ~e~

69. Pa0e 52. No. a.2s ~he requlre~n~m ou~l~
~hia ~ec~ion are no~ cleart please clarify,

70. Pa~e 53. No. C.21 ~e theoe B~o to
~n ~he ~el? The ~ should

71. Paae 54. No. C.2.es Add ~he ~rdm

72. Paae 54, No. D,I; What Is the pu~se
mect~on? Zt requites Steerer clat~cat~.

73. Paqe 57. No. D.l,ds ~flne the te~
as ~t’m ua~ ~t th~a context.

74. Paae 58. ~o, D.3,a/b~ These r~Irmnts
~guous; please re£~ne.

75. Paqe 58, No. D.4; The ~nvesk~gatlon and ~alys~s
o£ p~o~r~ options ~h~ch are well
a waske o~ ~axpaye~ ~e and ~ney. The8
particular progr~ ~s no~ ~eas~ble and should
dele~ ~rom khe
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CRWQCB, Draft NPDES PeraL~t No. CAS061654, Attachamnt
Januat~ 29, 1996
Page 13

76. Pa~e 62. Section VI~ ~flne "fair

77. ~a~e 64. No. A.I.a.I~ This r~ulre~nt In not
clear; please revise.

78. ~a~e 65. ~o. A.3z ~hat ty~ of analys~s
required of residents and businesses?
address.

79. ~g~~~ ~e dlsaqree a~ut the
develop~nt and ~nclus~on of "quantifiable
objectives for chanq~n~ knowledge and ~havlor
each of the tar~et~ audiences."
should ~ re~v~ as such obj~tlvel
~so~ble to mr.

pedigrees. Hon~o:~n~ p:~u:e:, ~he:e~o:e, have

80. Pa~e 82. No, A.2: This s~tlon states that
pe~ttees :ust ~nd~v~dually de~nstrate the
effectiveness of ~atershed s~c~flc
p~lot/de~nstrat~on pro~ects. We do not ~lleve
that th~s is feasible and the requlrmnt should
re~ved fro: the ~t.

81. Paqe 83, He, ~,4: Please define ~n the ~t
boy a un~fo~ data collection can ~ establ~sh~
for each of the r~u~red B~s and ~dent~fy the
pur~se of th~s data collection; othe~se delete.

82. Paqe 87. No. E.I: Th~s section should ~ delet~
~n ~ts entirety. It should ~ rev~s~ to ~ndlcate
that compliance v~th the ~t through successful
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CRI~B, Draft NPDES Pe~t No. CAS051654, Attachment
VJanuary 29~ 1996

Page 14

O

i~pleamntation of B~s and other regulat~onl shall
~ the standard of ~rfo~nce.

83. Pa~e 88, No, E~ Add the ~rds "or ~mittees" to
the phrase "The Pr~nci~l Pe~tt~ or
~n consultation w~th the ~C...’.

II. ~t~onal P~vis~o~s

anyone to .~qntsuch a certification.
~s exacer~t~ by the fact that the
~guous and subject to leqal ~nterpretat~on and
~11 ~st certainly end up ~n court. The
certification tequ~re~nt should ~ delete.

U
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Executive Advlso~y Committee, rat NPD£S Draft Comments                              ~
Januar~ ,1, 1996 V

0
then b~ used to tailor an agency specific storm vstar
management plan. Although agencies within the same
watershed may share similar experiences, very few
agencies will be able to or need to JJnplemant the
complete requirements of a Watershed Management Area
Plan. This area of the peru~ should be revised
accordingly.

9. Watershed Management Coamittees (K) should be free of
any obligations under the ~u~u~t. The �ommittee8 are
essentially the vorking groups formed three end four
years ago to deal with the development end implementation
of the first permit. These commitEees should remain
working groups with all reeponsib£11ty for psrtiCil~tioa
resting with the lo~al agencies.

10. The requirement for �om~erc£al/Andustr£al Anspect£one is
well beyond the means of most �ommun£tiee. Should the
Regional Board wish to keep this requirements, it should
be delayed until such time that the federnl or 8tato
governments provide funding, similar to the recently
adopted water floridstion b£11. Our public outreaoh
programs have been excellent for the most par~ and
provide necessary information required under the
inspection proqrnm. Limited inspections may be developed
in lieu of the proposed inspection program.

11. The EAC and the WMC should rennin comprised of agency
staff members only. Staff mend~ers use these meetings to
share ideas and elinuLnate any duplicat£on of effoz~
within the county. We ere offended by the Regional

both �ome.trees.

PERMIT SPECIFIC COt~E~T~

12. Pane 3. Nq 7~ The findings indicate t~at per~Ltteee
"effectively prohibit" non-stormwster discharges. What
does this mean?

13. Pane 7, No. 31= Insert "lot" follow~ng and in the
phrase "if they can provide scientific Infor~atlon
and/or documentation on the effectiveneSS.so’.

14. Pane 13, NO, IIt What are the effluent limitations on J
receiving waters imposed by the documents that ~re

~incorporated by reference? _
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£xecut~ve Adv~sor~, Com~ttee, re: NPDES Draft Comments
January 3, 1996

w~thout reacting to the comments and desires of the
Pe~ttees?

The County ~s charged with deve1oping permit requirements
~h~ch mus~ be ~mp~e~n~ed by ~ho pe~oos.
Perigees ~ for~ed ~o �o~l~ ~A~h County deve~o~
proqr~s for whAch ~heAr par~AcApa~Aon An developAn~
~ IA~ed or for ~h~ch ~hey do no~ aqree~

S. The deadlines ~m~8~ for complLan~e are at
opt~st~�. ~any :equ£re~n~s of the pe~t are due
the s~ tA~ resul~Ang An many staff hours and
expense. Yo~ ~he Req~onel Board chooses to a11~
~ple ~£~ ~o rev£e~ s~ple perigee
Compl£ance ~e should be adjusted ~o :e~lec~ ~he real
~ld and ~he R~£onsl ~a~d should be held ~o ~he

6. AI~ land uses, ~ndus~r~eo and comerc£sl fac£1£~£es,
~ons~uc~£on a~v£~£ea unde~ po~ f~on ~ho
~ard should be signaled from ~h£s po~t. For
ex~ple, �onst~ct£on over f£ve acres r~£re8 a
from ~he Regional ~ard; ~ should ~ ex~lud~ ~o~

~ ~’~?~,1 ~,=~ and should ~h,=,~o=, be excluded ~
-- ~. The ~eq£onll ~lrd mu8~ be held accountable

for ~S o~ ~ �onplLance :es~ns£bLl£~Les, not the

7. ~e develo~n~ and Inclusion of perfo~nce standers
unreal£s~£� and d~ff£cul~ ~o apply un£versally.
~~e_sho~d_d~elop ~s o~ s~o~a~er

nezg~rm. The r~re~n~ ehould be dele~.

8. The pe~ re~rea ~he developmen~ and    1emendation o~

he Sto~ Water Managemen~ Proqr~ (S~) " "Co wide_       .       .          U~t~___
Proqr~ vh£ch £s sup~8~~o ~nclude all of the ~fcom~nen~s S~ and

~e8 Plan
~ ~ mua~ be develo~d bu~ uncleac ~o ~he develo~nt
of a ~. ~ea8 of the text note that 8 ~ ~
developed ~ollo~n~ ~plementat~on o~ the CS~.
development of multiple plans/p~ogt~s ~ ve~
~nd

~velopment of a CS~ should ~nclude all actkvlt£es that
can be 8har~ by all pe~t~ees~ £nclud£nq re~£ng
B~s such as public ~uca~on. Th~8 fr~ework pl~
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Executive Advisory Co~mittee, res NPD£S Draft Counts
January 3, 1996
Paqe 3

then be used to tailor an agency specific stone water T
management plan. Although agencies within the
waUershed may share similar experiences, very few
agencies will be able to or need to implement the

Plan. This area of the permit should be revised
accordingly.

9. Watershed Management Com~Lttees (k~C) should be free of
any obliqstions under the permit. ?he �OmLtttees
essentially the working groups fomed three and four
years ago to deal with the development and
of the first pen~Lt. These �o::ittees should
working groups with all responsibility for

10. The requirement for �o:~erc£al/lndustrlal Inspections
well beyond the means of :oat �omunities. Should the
Regional Board wish to keep this requirsaents, Lt should
be delayed unt£1 such t~se that the federal or
govern:ents provide funding, silLier to the
adopted water flor£dation bill. Our public outreach

provide necessary information required undo= the
inspection program. LJJ~ted inspections amy be develoix~d
in lieu of the proposed inspection program.

11. ?he EAC and the k34C should remain comprised of

share ideas and eliminate any duplication of effoz~
within the county. We are offended by the Regional
Board’s position that it be alloyed to appoint members to
both

PERMIT SPECIFIC COt~]~

12. Pa,e 3. No 7; The findings indicate that pormltte
"effectively prohibit" non-atormwater ~ischarges.
does this

13. Paae 7. No. 31: Insert "/or" following and In the
phrase "if they can provide scientific inforsmtloa
and/or documentation on the effectiveness..,’.

14. Paoe 13. No. IS; What are the effluent lJJsltatloas oa
receiving waters imposed by ~he documents that a~m
incorporated by reference?
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Executive Advisory Co=~.ttee, re: NPD£S Draft Comaente

Page 4

0
Insert follov~nq last sentence, f~rst paraqraph =...as Tappropriate, after revie~ and cosment b~ the

~f~ne "authorized d~schat~es" ~s us~ ~n th~s

~e [5, No. II.2.b: ~hat defines adequacy of the
CS~ or ~ to e(fect~vely deal v~th exce~snces~
dete~nes the ad~uacy of the

15. Paoe 18. No. d~ Ap~n~aen~ of a ch~L~ ~o
Watershed Hana~emen~ Co~ee8 (~) ~8
The �ounty convenes and conduc~s ~he

17. Psae 19. No. n.3: F~ aqenc~es can or vLll ep~Ln~
s~a:: me.or v~h ~he deleqa~ed authority r~r~ u~er
~hA8 pe~A~. Many of ~he Aosues are budge~a~ or
whAch ~A11 :equA:e cA~y �~ncA~ or ~ard a~Aon. ThAo
should ~ s~:Acken ~:on ~he ~.

18. Paoe’20. No. D. lt ~he ~C should ~ �o~=Ao~
" agency staff only~ the RegAonal ~ard should ~t

group ~o~d ~o guide and �~:d~na~e d~slons
~~eee. The public has an Cp~:~un~y ~o �~en~ on

The s~on should ~ s~:~cken :rom ~he

19. Peas 20. No. 2T~ ~at exactly ~8 ~an~ ~ "the
Principal Pe~ttee shall provide the EAC with the
op~r~un~y...?- Hus~ the ~C do ~hese things? Is the
county obl~ga~ to he~ ~he advice of the ~?

20. Paoe 21. No 2,el The ~C hasn-t the ability to
~nfo~on for su~ttal. Th~s s~on should

conflzc~ resolution ~nq pe~ttees and advise ~he
�ounty on ~to l~a~son rea~ns~l~t~es to the R~o~

22. Paoe 21. No. 2.q: C~rd~nat~nq the ~le~ntat~on o~
p~lot pro~ects ~s ~yond the me~s o~ the ~.
s~on should ~ s~r~cken.

R0030423



Executive Advisory C~.tt, ee, re: NPDES Draft Commmnts TT
January 3~ 1996

0
"TPsoe 21. £,1:

upon? The Regional Board should have no authority to
appoint persons to the WHCs. These should remain am
staff vorkin~ groups ms p=eviously mant£onodo

24. Psoe 22. No. £,2: This section should note that
selection and pa=ticipation on the ZAC by per~Ltteee                        ~
other than the county and City o: Los Angeles ks
voluntary. Penn~ttee menbe:s of the EAC vLll be selected
by a vote of the respective w~Cs. In the absence of
voluntary participation, the current ~ord£ng should
follow.

Why and vhat resource8 Is the county expected.to pro~Lde
penn~ttees with populat£ons under 100,0007

Psae 22. No. £0~! There ~s no reason to h~vo such ¯
structured format An the k~C. The county can and should
cont£nue to convene and run the neatLngs. Str£ke th18
se~tion°
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Executive Advisory Committee, re~ NPD£S Draft Commen~s                                ~ ~,
January 3, 1996 VPage 7

0
What about such activities as saw cutting, grinding, and
other similar activities? Should we no longer permit the
use of curb drains from properties?

42. Pace 33, No. D.~; Please clarify this section to note
whether an agency or residents are prohibited from street
and sidewalk washing.

43. Paoe ]4, No. £.2; Define "reportable quantity’. Also,
what actions will the agencies listed take once notified?

III. Procram Requirements for Induetrlal/Co~erclal Sour¢e-

44. Pace 35, No. A,1; This section is very onerous. We do
not agree with the Regional Board’s position that this is
useful information, includinq the collection of SIC
codes, and suggest that it be struck.

45. Pace 35, No a.l: Please clarify "database format"
required.

46. Paae 36. No. A.2.b: Eliminate the word "or" from the
phrase "...with the EAC andlor the Regional Board**.

47. Pace 38. No. C.2: Define "areas susceptible to or
exposed to stormwater" which is used through this section.

48. _Page 39. No. D.l.a.lli: Should inspections become par~
of the permit requirements, of which we protest,
eliminate "appropriate BMPs" from this section.
Businesses should know best or hire consultants to
determine which BMPs may best for their business. {sa~e
with No. D.l.b.ili|

49. Pace 39, No. D.Z.a.lv: This section should and is the
responsibility of the Regional Board. I~ should be
eliminate~.

Pace 40. No D.2.viii: Please clarifT.the meanln~ oE50.
this paragraph. We trust that the Regional Board is
attempting to require additional inspection groups
without reason. Similar requirements of the EPA hav~
recently been removed from drinking water qualit~
standards.

51. Pace 41, No. D,4~ Eliminate this section. An enhance~
inspection proqram cannot be applied to all agenciee ~Iuniversally. Individual permittees should address

i~
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Executive Adv~sor~ Committee, re~ NPDES Draft Conments ~-~
January 3, 1996
Paqe 8

0
problem locations within their respective inspection                         T
proqras-.

IV. P~ram Reds. For Day¯Is¯sent Plannlno/Radevolonmont

Paso 43. No. &.l.at Define "disturbed arose.

Has the City of La Verne received and reviewed ¯ map                       ~
�ontaAnAnq the "A~eae of Special BAoloq£ca~
SlqnAf£cance?" Please provide us wAth ¯ copy. We ~uld
also lake to review and cement on ~he ~
Habitats of ~he Wa~er OualA~v Con~rol Plan. ~s ~aeles

We further believe that the Reqional Board As responsible
to monitor and enforce �onplAance on per~At8 At Aseuee~
NOT PERMXTTEE$.

53. Paae 43. He. A.l.bt Define "creation of impervious
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Executive Advisory Committee, rat NPDES Draft Counts
January 3, 1996                                                                                   "T
Page 9

principles are observed in all appropriate chapters of a Tlocal general plan.

57. Pa~e 47. NO, A.d,~v/v; Will this permit authorize and
hold harmless perm~ttees from approving pro~ects where
water is allowed to pond in accordance with these
r~uire~nts~ These sections should be deleted.

58. PaRe 47. No. B.l.a: What is the purpose of assembl£ng ~this information? will ~o be required to su~t At to

information for? we sugqest that this requirenent does
little to meet our ob~oct£ves and it should be deleted.

$9. Paae 48. ~o. n.3.1~ Defkne "regulatory pL"O~ram."

60. Paso S2. ~o. n.2t The requirements outlined In this

PaRe 53. He. C,2! Are these BHPs to be Included In the
model? The permit should be clarified.

62,-Peas $4. No. C.2.e! Add the words "potent£al                                 "
pollutant" to the phrase "...on proper outdoor
load£ng/unload£ng of potential pollutant naterlels."

Paoe 54. No. D.I! What Is the purpose of this
section? It requires greater clarification.

Pace $7. No. D. lodl Define the term "rocoz~lng- as
it’s used it th~s context.

65. Pass $8. He. D.3.a/bt These requirenents are
an~iguous~ please refine.

PaRe 58. He. D.4t The investigation and analysis of
proqr~m options which are well beyond ~each are a waste
of tupayer time and money. This particular program Is
not feasible and should be deleted from the requirements.

VT. ProaramRoas. for Public Information a_~_ Partl=lnat~om

67. Paoe 62. S~tion VTt Define "falE shaEe."

68. PaRe 64. No. A.l.e.ivl This requirement in not clear!
please revise. ~_
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Executive Adviso~ Coa:~ttee, re: NPDES Draft Coa~ente
January, 3, 1996
Page 10

69. Pane 6S. No. A.3! What t~pe of analysis

70. Pane 66. No. B,I~ ~e d~saq~ee a~u~
and inclusion of "quantifiable objectives ~o~
knovledqe and behav~ow £n each of ehe
audiences." This s~ion should

?1. Pane 83. No. A.4: Please define An the p4ru~t ho~ ¯
unifo~ data �ollection can be established for o~b o~

�o11~onf o~he~ee delete.

Paso 87. He. E.11 Th~n e~on should
i~s en~lre~y. I~ should ~ revis~ to
compliance ~ith ~he ~ through
~lenen~a~on o~ a~s and o~he~ regulations
etandard o~

?3. naee 88. He. El ~ the ~:de "o:
phrase "The PrAncA~Z Pe~tee or
�onsultation ~Ath the ~..." ¯

XX. ~dAtlonal
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Jan. 24. 1996
Mrs. Catherine Tyrr~l

L
It is aJsO recommended that the draft permit I~ written in ¯ man~ that e~pJOyS ¯
and format that is �onsistent with other storm water permiLt.

We hope that the comments will prove useful to you. lfyou hav~ any questio~ o� require
additionaJ information, please call me.

WILLIAM O. MCCONNELL
PUBLIC WORKS COORDINATOR.

WOM: mm

9
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V
COMMENTS ON DECEMBER 18 DRAFT STORM WATER PERMIT

City staff has r~viewed the proposed dra~ storm water permit and concluded that it is in
need of much correction. The foliowing is a *short list" of the draft permit’s de~:iencies:

1. Receiving water Iimitetlone am unclear and confusing. The draft permit actually
contains two eets receiving water limitations which aoDear to be in conflict. One let
is derived from water quality objectives contained in the ocean and basin pl~nl
developed by the State Water Resources Control Board (in Sacramento), and
applicable to the Los Angeles region. Another set is actually specified in the permit
as qualitat~e objectives. They include items A.II.1 through 7. Although they are not
referred to as water quality objectives or receiving water limitations per =e, they
appear to be such (e.g., floating matehals in concentrat~ns of quantities that do not
cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses of receiving waters). The dmlt
permit also appears to contain two contradictory compliance standards. Under B,I,
Com~4~’ence with Discharge Prohibitions ar~ Receiwng Water/Jmitatk)ns, the draft
permit says a permittee may comply with receiving water limitations by:,

"... demonstrating timely Implementation of BMPs and other actions to reduce
pollutants in the discharge from their municipal separate storm sewer system to the
maximum extent practicable, in accordance with Requirement C of ~is Order-
Storm Water Management Program Requirements."

In other words, by complying with the permit, receiving water limitations (and
presumably water quality standards) will also be satisfied. ~’~

But under B,II, the draft permit suggests that a permitlee could exceed a receiving ~,J
water limitation (either expressed as a narrative or numerical standard), in which
case such permittae would be required to prove that "storm water discharges from
its municipal separate storm sewer system are not in fact the cause of the
exceedance." The question is how could the _Derrnitlee exceed a receivirm water
oualitv standard if it has met all of the conditions 9| the _~ermit?

exceedance was not caused by discharges within its jurisdiction, it would be
required to either (a) accelerate its BMP schedule (a new feature), if the County- .J
wide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) or Watershed Management Am=
Plan (WMAP) is adequate; or (b) if the CSVVMP or WMAP is deemed inadequate,
the permittee will be required to modify the plan with the corrected deficiencies
resubmittal to the regional board. The revised plan would contain new or revised
BMPs aimed a preventing future exceedances of a receiving water limitation.

Clearly, this provision is in conflict and confusing, and is in need ~ resolution. It
should be revised to simply say that conformance with receiving water limitations
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will be achieved by meeting requirements of the permit. This is how other regional
boards have dealt with this issue.

2. The draft permit does not �leady identify basic permit requir~mentl. Hem are             L~
¯ few of many examples:

¯ . The section dealing with pollutant discharges from �onstructk)n sites does not
clearly indicate what types of construction are subject to control. The term

defined by federal NPDES regulations, refers to the¯CtN~ty." as
disturbance of soil by grading, cleanng, and excavating. As it is understood, ¯
construcbon projec~ that results in the disturbance of five ¯c~l or more of ~ by
grading, cleanng, and/or excavating, is subject to NPDES �onsthJction penl~t
requirements. But the permit is not clear about other �onstruclk~ projects (i.e..
those that do not cause the disturbance of fwe ictus or morn of soil). The basic
problem here is that the permit does not identify all �onstrucbon projects that am
subject to permit requirements.

b. See also comment #14 regarding legal luthohty requimmen~

�~ The draft permit tends either to be vague about bottom line requirements or
does not mention them at ell, and then provides ¯ list of tasks
associated with ttmm. "Program Requirements for Industzial/Corrmtof1~
Sources" illustrates this point. It begins with the fogowing

"Each permittee is recluired to develop and implement an indusVlallcomme~Jal II
program that focuses on identification and control of storm water pollutant end
non-storm water discharges form industrial/commercial satin:e¯ wilhln its
juri~ict~n."

A. Idenbfication of Sources

database format for listing industrial/commercial facilities by four digit SIC
IndusW Numbers by October 15, 1996 ..."

pollutant and non-storm discharges from industrial/commercial sources. Once
the this basic requirement is established, sub-requirements can be determined.
Here’s an example of a basic requirement relating to cofltroging pollutant
d~:~arges from industrial/commercial sotm:~:               :

~ A. Controlling Pollutant Discharges from Industrial/Commercial Faciiitlee IP’~-
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1. All industhat and commercial fac~lit~s shall be (i) prohibited from
dischargsng non-storm water to the MS4 unless exempted by this Order;,
and (ii) required to implement appropnale best management practices that
operate to minimize the dsscharge of pollutants essocmted with industhll
or �ommercml operations to the MS4, to the maximum extent prac~:able,

Once these basic requirements have been identified, criteria or tasks for
satisfying them can be more easily determined.

3. The draft permit, despite ite glossary of terms section, does not define key
terms. The term "industrial actnfity" is a very important NPDES term, yet it is ~
found in the draft permit (though �onstn~ion ec~’v~y is defined). While Ule pern~
provides a broad definition of industnaVcommerciel facilities, it does nc~ provide ¯
separate definition of each. This is important because the term "industrial" his
special significance within the context of NPDES provisions of the Clean Water
(CWA). Also absent from the draft permit is the term "control," which is very
important, to understanding certain legal authority requirementl. Another
referenced in the draft that is not defined is "tmaUnenL"

4. The daft permit now �ontains provisions that would Imlxme additional
t ~ requiremente after i1~ adoption. The permit (in the glossary, inapp~.ely),

definel the County-wide Stem1 water Management Plan as follows:

"A �omprehensive plan for implementation of the permit requirement described in
Sections C.4 through C.VIII of the NPDES storm water permit that ere applicable to
all Permttlees and all Watershed Management Ames. The Countywide Storm Water
Management Plan will be developed as ¯ single document by the Principal
Permittee, with assistance from the EAC and participation from the permitteel,
according to the schedule pmschbed in the permit. This shall be used as ¯ tool to
develop watershed spec~c storm water management plan~."

A complete analysis of this’provision cannot be provided because the ~
~ermit sections C.4 throu_ah C.VIII of the draft r~ermit do not exist, Nevertheless, in
general, this provision - which is not found in the previous draft version - calls for
the Principal Permittee to develop another storm water management pcogram by
way of a County.wide Storm Water Management Plan and ¯ VVaterlhed
Management Plan. Both plans are to be developed after the permit is adopted. If,
however, this provision remains, the County and LARB/SVVU would have aJ~l,ll]k
check to im_~ose other reauirements, in addition to those contained in the draft
~ermit_ without approval from a~rmitlees. Whiie ¯ need for a waterlhed
management program/plan is reasonable, an additional storm water management

_ program clearly is not. County-wide program requirements should be dealt with only
- ~o in this draft Derail. not in some future document.
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5. The draft permit, unlike the previous version, does not guarantee small city
representation on the EAC, as the following indicates:

"In the interest of minimizing the burden on small cities of participating in the
commitlee process, each WMC’s representative to the EAC shall be a Permiffee
other than the C~v of Los An_oeles. with the lar_oest DoDulation. In ~
re_Dresentattves on the F_A,C. the WMC as a whole shall select ~
[P.~.~~. Where the populatmn of the EAC representative municipality is less
than 100,000, the Prince_pal Permillee will orov~de some sources to the Petm~ee in
car~_ in_~ out ~Ls role on the EAC,"

To allow only those permittees with the largest population to participate on EAC is
unfair. Eligibility for part~pation on the EAC should not be exclusive. It should allow
small cities to participate end should be based on the permittee’s interest in and
knowledge of storm water management issues, not to mention desire and
w~llingness to participate, not on population. It is worth noting that with the possible
exception of the City of Los Angeles, the combined population of small cities (under
100,000) is greater than that of any other municipality in Los Angeles County.

6. The draft permit arbitrarily determines area-wide storm water management
raquiremente. No where in the permit is them any explanation as to why cerlain

t ; storm water management requirements have been selected for area-wide
implementation. Take for example inspecting restaurants, which are a suspected to
be source of non-storm water runoff pollution. According to the LARB/SWU,
restaurants tend to wash-out garbage cans and trash bins, and hose down fkxx
mats outdoors, causing �ontarnmated runoff (containing nutrients end bacteria) to
enter the municipal storm water system. While this may be ¯ problem in the Santa
Monica watershed, as started by Heal the Bay and the Santa Monica Bay
Restoratk)n Project, it may no(. be a problem in the other watersheds. Therefore,
until this is proven to be a problem in other watersheds, managing non-storm water
pollution from restaurants should be a watershed-spec~c requirement, not an area-

:

This is not to say that �~ies should ignore restaurants as potential sounds of ~
storm water discharge. At a minimum. County-wide, all cities should provide
restaurants and other suspected sources of runoff pollution with public education
materials discouraging them from illicit discharge practices. Then on waterlhlKI
level, additional requirements can be imposed, but based on compelling data.

Furthermore, there are receiving waters in Los Angeles County that are equipped
w~th structural controls that: (1) prevent non-storm water discharges’from entedng
ocean waters; and (2) trap sediment in large detention basins, thereby also
preventing such pollutants from entering ocean waters. Therefore, �~as that
dLscharge upstream of these structural controls should be allowed to discharge non-
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storm water (including non.storm water discharges from restaurants) into the MS4
arid should not be required to implement cosUy BMPs.

7. Several of the draft permit’s proposed requirements would require city
permittees to perform work that should be the responsibility of LARB/SWU
staff. Inspecting industrial facilrt~es that require NPDES General industrial Activity
Storm Water permits (GIASWPs) is one example. This is a state-issued pemtit
required by state law. While it is not unreasonable to require cities to assist the
regional board in identifying those industnal facilities that ire required to have
permits andlor Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, and then report them to
LARB/SWU staff, it should not be the permiftees responsibility to assist the state in
enforcing its requirements. For example, cities should not have to inspe¢l an
industnal activity site for best management practices ~rnplernentation. This talk
would necessitate s review and evaluation of the facility’s Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which, therefore, requires a thorough knowledge of
GIASWP requirements - �omplicated subject.

8. Many of the requirements proposed by LARB/SWU exceed federal and still
storm water management regulations,.

The draft permit contains several provisions that clearly are not called for either in
federal or state NPDES requirements. The following examples are provided below:.

a; Inspections of Industrial Commercial Fa¢llltiee

Th. draft perm  would r.uire  tles to id.n , pr  e, .nd in,,o 
industrial facilities that require General Industrml Storm Water Activity NPDES
permits (GIASWPs) that are already subject to inspections by LARB. In addition,
the draft permit would also require cities to identify, priohtize, and inspe~ mh~r
industrial facilities that do not require GIASWPs. These facilities are identified in
Storm Water Discharges Potentially Addressed by Phase fl of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program, Report to Congress, ~ of
Water. USEPA, Washington D.C.

Nothing, however, contained in NPDES storm water provisions of the ~
Clean Water Act Sl:)ec~cally mandates inspections of this other category of
facilities (referred to by LARBISWU staff as Phase II facilities). It is undemto(xl
that the State Water Resources Control Board has asserted its authority Io
mandate additional requirements. Such requirement~ should not be arbi~ary
and should not be performed st the county-wide level,

LARB/SWU must rely on scientific data to justify the need for any add~
requirement. This, ostensibly, is the purpose of performing a characterization
study and performing storm water/non-storm water monitoring and analysis. But
the criteria proposed by LARB/SWU staff to identify end priodlJze facilities for
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inspection are ineffective. They include, for example, "types and quality of non-
storm water discharges; professional understanding of the industrial/commercial
sector waste management practices; and experience of local agency industrial
inspecbon programs." However. all of these cnter~a are subjective and involve a

"̄ lot of administrative work_ but do absolute~ nothina to facilitate selection of
industries for inspection. If an~hing, they only confuse the selection procesl
(e.g., how do you determine a facilffy’s professional understanding of the
indusmal/commeroal sector waste management practices?).

It is noted that LARB/SWU has, in response to many permittee complaints about
the draft permit exceeding federal and state authority, asserted the following:

"Regional Board staff has discussed this Order extensively with Counsel. It is
Counsel’s opinion that, given the fact that no numerical criteda have beea
prescribed and Permitlees have had more than five years to develop an MS4
program to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum practicable, lad
that progress in implement,ng the countywide program hal been slow, it is
appropriate to incJude specific program components based on the permit
missuance application submitted by Permittees and the MS4 BMPI ~ by
othe~ California MS4 programs ...°

! : LARB/SWU is essentially saying that it has the prerogative to irlKluire what it

and state requirements with regard to this permit, it cannot ok:) so arbitrarily.,
Extra-requirements must be based on a demonstrated problem, using
acceptable evidence (e.g., scientific data), as opposed to unsubstantiated
opinion. LARB/SWU staffs contention that permdtees have been slow in
implementing countywide program ~ an example of an unsubstantiated opinion.
FurtherTnore, it is an erroneous opinion. The mason ~ermillees have been slow
in develomn,~ a countywide storm water mana_~ement Drooram is that
LARBISVVU has not required it as condition of the existino~ermif- - LAR~
has not even specified legal authority requirements under-the existing permit -
requirements that are cntica! to any storm water management program. Beyond
this, it has not been able to define what "inspectxm" means within the context of
that Additional Best Management Practice that requires inspections Of gas
stabons, restaurants, etc.

b, Non-storm walar discharges

c, Public Educatkm

As proposed, cities would be required to implement an immediate oulnmch
program that involves the performance of several public education tasks,
including but not limited to developing and distributing brochures and do(x
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hanger~, and issuing newsletlers containing ston, n water managernentj#lated
public t=~lucatK>n information. In acld~tion, cities would be required to �onlrlbute
their "fjir share" to a long term public education program to be develo~ed by
the Cot~nt7 of Los Angeles through a $5,500,000 consu~ng contract over i~ five

The dr~ft permit is too controlling here. LARB/SWU has no authority to
cities t~) contribute a =fair sham" (which is not defined), to a public edgpation
pregrar~l that is to be developed in the future by the Phncipal Permitte#. This
would ~leny citrus the opportunity and right to develop ¯ public edgr, ation
progra~n of its own, which in the final analysis might prove rnom efficJef)! and
cost-effective than what the Principal Perm~ee’s consultant could produ~l;

9. The draft permit unilaterally denies several non-storm water dleehllrge~
exemptions that sr~ allowed under NPDES provisions of the Clean Watel’

According to CFR 40, 122.26, the following non-storm discharges ere ex~Pted
~g_ch disehar~_es or flows are identified by the muni(:l_~=litv ==
9J.JlgJlM~lta to waters of the Unitad Stats-: waterline fiushmg weber, land#Cape
imgation; ~#venec/ stream flows," nsmg grour~l water=; uncontemmeted ground wMer
~tion Io =epemte storm sewers; uncontaminated pumped ground
discharge.~ from potable water sources; foundation drains," ~ir condll/oning
condensM!on; ~ngation water spnngs; water from crawl space pumps;
drains; lawn watenng; in~wclual residential car washing; flows from riparian
w~l wetlands," ~/echtonnated swimming pool discherges; ¯rid steel wash w¯l@r, w~d
discharge.~ resu~ng from fire fighting (only where such discharges or floWS ~re
ident#~l #s r, ignif~.ant sources of pollutants to waters of the United Slate&

However, the draft I~ exempts 6 of these 18 notl:=torm
water disr.~arge categories. They include flows from riparian habitats or wetlands"
diverted stream flows,, spnngs; rising ground waters, uncontaminated groutlijwater
infiltration, and ~ln~herges of fiows from emergency fire fighting ~livitie&

Then the draft permit �on~itionslly exempts the following nine non~tonll water
discharge~ (already exempted by federal regulations): landscape irrigatio!l; w~ter
line fiush/ng; founOabon drains; air conditioning condensate; irrigation wale~ W~ter
from crawl space pumps; retaining wall drains (same es foobng drains); individual
car wash/rig, and resxlentia/ swimming pool discharges. Condign¯lay
means that the non-storm water discharges in question "need not be pro~lil)ited,"
provided ~at (1) the permittee or Executive Officer (of LARB). determines It~at the
discharge.6 am not pollutant sources; and (2) BMPs am developed to -rllltlimize
adverse impacts of such sources" (what ever that means).

Beyond tl’lis, the draft permit - surprisingly - exempts non-storm water
¯ .~ that am r!ot even exempted by federal regulations. They include: hydrauli~ ~raf~ti
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abatement, ~ductive traffic loop flushing (discharges not contemplated by CFR 40
§122.26). Then the draft permit conditionally exempts residential roof drain
discharges, but denies such discharges from industrial roof drains, both of which
are compnsed of storm water and, therefore, are not even non.storm water
discharges. The permit also flatly denies street washing (an exempted non-storm
water) and sidewalk washing, because they am deemed b_v the Excessive Direct(~’
of LARB to be si_onificant OollLrtant sources.

Th¯t the draft permit allows for the application of exemptions to I.ARB’¯ Executive ,,.t
Director is not reassuring. There is no guarantee that the exemption will be granted
if the basK: criteria are met because they involve too much subjectivity.

It is apparent that LARB/SWU (1) has exceeded its authority by denying permittaes
non.stom~ water discharge exemptions granted to sun.peltries in CFR 40,
§122.26; and (2) has been ¯rbitrary in determining which non-storm water
discharges should be exempted. As mentioned, federal regul¯tions entitle
municipalities to exempt the 18 categories of non-storm water discharges, unless
they have been ldent~.d ¯s pollutant sources. Until these non-storm warm
discharges ¯re dstermmed as such by municipalities (e.g., through scientif�c
means), such disch¯rges should be allowed.

10, The draft permit, Incorrectly, lump¯ Illicit connection¯ with illicit discharges
¯nd eliminates illegal disposal practices. Actually, illicit connections are ¯ sub-
set of an illicit discharge. An iiiicd connection is ¯ device by which an illicit
discharge (¯ fluid) is conveyed to the MS4. An illeg¯l disposal/dumping practk:e,
however, is an activily th¯t causes the placement of ¯ solid material (e,g., refuse),            ~J
into the MS4. To put it another way, eliminating an illicit connection is task
connected to the basic requirement of controllin_o illicit discham_L~s. OthM tasks
associated with this basic requirement incJude (a) encouraging public reporting of Onon-storm water discharges through public education/outreach; (b) devising an
internal mechanism for recording and responding to such reports; and (�) ordinance
enforcement (through routine inspection or discovery by code enforcement).

~j

(Note: It is recommended that "removing" an illicit connection be replaced with
"eliminating" an illicit connection. Removing an illicit connection could be
construed to mean the physical transfer of such connection from its location to U
another. However, according to its statutory definition, an illicit connection could be
any conveyance, including "any device through or by which non-storm wster is
discharged into the municipal storm water system, including but not limited to floor
drains, pipes or any fabricated or natural conduits." But removing or taking-out
the illicit connection could be cosfJy. Using "eliminating" instead would give the
owner/operator of the facii~y where the illicit connection is located the option of
rendering it incapable of operating as an illicit connection. A floor drain, for
example, could be plugged, thereby preventing it from being a conveyance of an
ill,Jr din:barge.)
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11, The draft permit make¯ the mistake of combining construction activity
program requirements with land use management mquiramenta Into one
chapter. However, CFR 40 §122.26 and other authontatNe documents relating to
storm water management, including the California Storm Water Handbook, which is
referenced in the draft permit, treats construction and land use management as two
separate and distinct issues. The problem with combining these program
components is that they conthbute further to the confusion that already exists.

12. Th¯ draft permit is disjointed and contradictory in many places. For example,
the permit requires permittees to prohibit non.storm water discharges (i.e., any
~tt:~l~l(~llS ¢:. eunn~r:ly~r~r~ururu~sted.na~f- store1 Wa!er, to. the.municipaI storm water

¯
. ~;ommerc~a~ section, the draft permit states

-,,-u "= may are pretreateo. However, no where in that part of Code of Federal

13. The draft permit Is unnec¯esadly lengthy (almo¯t 90 page¯ king). LARB/SWU

u tmrm~, ngweYer, muc,’l of the detail �ontai¯ _’~ ~,-.-,=~perm~ ooe$ not provide cJarffy In many case, it only in~mlJ~n~I
~onnJslon Permitlee ¯ " ",...... ¯ ¯ have always desired defined requirements (i.e., "ends’) not

~ns~eOre, t,.a~-Iec, l,^-,ex.x.P.la.n.a,t~on$ aS how t° achieve them (i.e., "means’): For ,ample,
¯"I ,,,,,-.~ I.~.laul;i Inlll;N~-’lJOrlS O1’ a          ’            "’"              ¯

restaurants Yet n-~,,,, ,~, ....... ~_u~_o ~pa~r/parts faceless, gas stations, and-,= ~.~,,:m perm~ nor any other docum-,.*-
~-~owU contain anu info,-,.-*;-.- .~- ....... ,~      --               ¯ .... ,~
auu~umy. Nor aoes it define "ins~)ectx~n" m~t;,,. ,,. ,,,,~..~.~: .... ~_’~’. "~’.."
Stat; ..... --, ~ . . " ............ "" ""~’,* ,~l.Nm--1o~rw ~.v,~. ar~ restaurants (e o, insm~t~-u,~ ft,. ~, .... ~ ............ ---~-----~.. r--

........... .g.o~. housekeeping practJces or other BMPs that ooemta tn~,,=v:.~ ~orm water omcnarges to the MS4?). Clearly wP, Jlout such
compliance would be very d~fficulL

14. The section on legal authority, located under program management, �onlain~
requirements that ara taken directly from CFR 40 §122.26, but are not more
specifically defined by LARB/SWU. A case in point is controll|ng "through
interagency agreements among coapplicants the conthbutJon of pollutants from one
portJon of the municipal system to another portion of the municipal system." The
problem is that nothing in the draft permit translates this federal requirement into a
task; nor does the draft permit provide a cJue as to how perm~ees am to meet INs
legal authority requirement.
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15 The draft permit contains language that is difficult to undemtand. For
example, under Section IV.A 1, the permn reads, "For unitized development the
common plan of development or sum of all units shall be considered in determining
the pnonty rating of the development." First of all, no definition of "unitized" is
provided. Beyond this. the entire sentence m whK:h th~s undefined term is �ontained
is also unclear.

The language used in the permit should be as simple as possible, otherwise an
inordinate amount of time will be spent on t~ng to interpret its meaning. And since
LARB/SWU staff has not in the past been forthcoming in responding to questions
from perm~lees regarding some of the gray areas of the existing permit (e.g..
inspect~:)ns and legal authority), n~luirements and procedures must be easy to
understand.

16. The findings section of the draft permit contains Inappropdata information. For
example, under finding 36. L~RB/SWU acknowledges lhose cities Ihat contributed
money to Itm guidance document. Clearly such reference should not made here or
any where else in the proposed permit. Furthermore, as ¯ matter of accuracy,
LARB/SWU has named some cities that have decided not to �ontribute. Anothor
example is finding 32 (k) which mentions the Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC) law suit against Caitrans for failing to comply with existing NPDES pef~t
requirements, and 32(I), which references NRDC’s settlement agreements ~
several �~es for their alleged failure to comply with existing NPDES permit
requirements. It is urNdear as to what purpcee such information would serve ~
regard to the p~ portal

.-

.
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~ Comments on the NPDES Draft Permit Dated December I& 199S

Dear Ms. Tym:ll:

The City of Long Beach has completed its review of the final draft permit dated December II,
1995. As requested, the City is submitting review comments in hopes that the Regional Board
will take them into consideration prior to issuing the Tentative Order. Our previous �ommentl
having been largely ignored in this draft, we incorporate all ofour prior comments into this
comment letter. Please incorporate this letter into the administrative record of this permiL

Prior to presenting our comments, the City of Long Beach believes it is necessary to comment on
the permit review process. We agree with the City of Carson that the comment period i$
inadequate. We are also informed that the EPA is issuing a new guidance document; this permit
should reflect the information contained therein, as should our review. We therefore ask dutt the
permit schedule be extended to include consideration of the new EPA guidelines.

The schedule, as explained by Catherine Tyrell at the January 25th watershed meedng, propo~e~
a draft tentative permit be issued on March I Oth. Since the most recen! dra~ issued several
months after the close ofour last comment period, failed to address or even acknowledge most of
the concerns of the cities, we are gravely concemed that this abbreviated lurn-around time will
not allow staffto incorporate the previously-neglected comments, much less the additional
comments and concerns generated by this draft. It appears that I ) additional review time will be
needed and 2) an additional draft should be generated prior to the issuance ofthe draft tentative
penni,.

In addition, we request a cop)’ of the w~irten response from the State Board Counsel regarding
the I0 legal issues developed by your ol’fice and addressed at theWatershed meeting. As a result
of this meeting, among the items to be revised are the inspection program, legal authority section
and open meeting issues.
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significant pollutants to the municipal storm drain sy~cm. P~rmittees ~ll be ~asting limited
City resourecs in yct-to-bejust~fied storm ~atcr quality program.

Our storm water management program should be implemented jointly by the Board staffand the
Pcrmittees in the following sequence:

I. Implement an overall Public t-~lucation program.
2. Idcntil~,’ those bodies of water that receive municipal storm water di~.
3. Identil)’ the beneficial u~s Ibr each of tho.~ bodies of water and pt~oeitize them.
4. Identil~’ the beneficial u-~cs iw.pai~’d by municipal storm water disg~.
5. Identil~: the significant pollutants that have impaired the beneficial
6. Prioritizc the problem arca.,t and identil],’ the possible sources within the tributary
drainage area for that body of ~ater.
7. lkvclop BMPs to reduce the significant pollutant Ioadings within the stot’m water
discharge and implement them.
8. Intensify the educational efforts to specific target 8roup~ which ha,g been identified as
possible sources within the tributaW drainage
9. Focus the monitoring program on the problem areas to gauge the effectiveness of the
BMPs and Permittees" eflbrt~

The Permit Lacks Clear Baseline Re~uirements While Mieroman~_~in~_ S~luflem.

The permit should provide clear baseline requirements for each program element. Instead, thia
permit lists numerous detailed methods and procedures and imposes several k,~els of documents
and Plans. Without knowing clear baseline requirements, many Permittees are exu~ely
concerned about the ability to participate, plan and implement this program.

As stated several times before, the permit should establish the baseline requirements for the
Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP) rather than attempt to list numermts specific
management practices or methods. Each program element of the WMAP should he developed
after the adoption of the permit, with input from all interested parties, not jusl selected groups.
Refer to the Federal Regulations 122~6 (dX2Xiv):

Proposed management program. A proposed management program ~:t~-ers the
duration of the permit, it shall include a comprehensive planning
which involves public participation and where necessa~ intergovemmenlal
coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum gutlgnt
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Catherine Tyrrell
January 29. 1996

The .:qui~:ments of the monitoring program also �~�~.’d the provisions of the Clean Water Act.
R~luiring other Pcrmith.~.-s to monitor fi\’� additional critical sources above and beyond the five
to ~:ight critical sources n:quircd by the Principal I’~:rmittce is excessive and unwarranted.

$. This Permit Violates 1~Valer Code .~’ction 13.~0.

The Portcr-Cologn~ Water Quality C’ontrol Act (Walcr Code ~tions 13000 ct seq.) clearly
states the L~gislatun:’s inh:n! thai water n:gulation he "n:a.~nabl¢. considering all demands
made and to Ix." made on Ihos~ ~ah:rs and the total values involved, heneficial and d~trin~ntal,
economic and s~ial, tangible and in~mgible."

As cum:ntly drafted, the permit would violate Watrr Code Section 13360 which prohibits ¯
regional board from specil~’ing the manner in ~hich its n.’quin:mcnts an: complied with. Th~
attempt in the permit to dictate the Ix)wets and dull�,, of the I’:x~.~:utive Advisory Commilt~
(EAC). indc~’d to require that there he an EAC. is one such violation. Ilow the permitters choose
to organize themselves, whether utilizing an EA(’. by watersheds, or under anoth~’ format, is ha4
the concern of the Regional lloard and themfo~ sh~mld be omitted from the permit, l!
suffice that the i~rmit make certain requirements o# "all pennittt.’cs" or specify which pennit~e~
must comply with certain ~’quirements. (such as by ~i~’~ o~ wat~.~) rather than mandate the
activities of the EAC.

The lnsoeetioa Pro~ram,~ Sne¢ified la Ibis Perm|! C~e.,le Uafuaded Maadalt,~.

INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL

It is inappropriate to hold a city responsible for the compliance of agencies and businesses over
which it has no �ontrol. some of which have State-i,~,,~’d permits with which the State i$ charged
with inspecting and insuring compliance. Requiring the cities to do State inspections creates
another unfunded mandate on the cities ~hich ~e will vigorously resist. Further. the Ix~mit
must recognize that city jurisdiction does not extend to certain properties held by state and
fede~i age~:ies li~cluding mili~ ~rol~rt)) and ~1 di~ic~.

The requirement to inspect gas stations, mstaurant~, vehicle repair shops, vehicle body sho~
vehicle part and accessories facilities is premature. "lhe State has not fully implemented their
industrial NPDES program and the pollutants of concern have not been identified for each
watershed to link these facilities as significant contributors. There is no legal or scientific data
warrant such a requirement. To arbitrarily target these facilities, demonstrates the lack of
flexibility and concern for cost effectiveness.
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Catherine Tyr~ll
January 20. 1996

CONSTRUCTION
The State General Pert’nit Program for construction. > 5 acres in size. should be administet~l and
enfi)rced b)’ the State. l)¢rmittces should not be n:quin:d to pert~nn th~ State’s responsibility of
conducting construction inspections since the State is ~:olh.~:ting the f~.-s for those permits and
Selling the standards and criteria to be met.

The developers that ar~ required to obtain a State NPL)ES ~’onstruction Permit a~e
construction sites (:):5 actus) that have be~’n identified as having the gteatesl potenlial to
contaminate storm water and urban runoff: [ Intil the State fully implements their inspection
and/or enfi)rcement pn,gram, l)ermittees should not be n.’quin.’;J Io inspect smaller construction
sites that have a h.’ss~r impact on storm ~atcr qu~lily. ,At this time, the implementation of the
educational program in ~’ction VI (page 02) should be sufficient. Both contractors
developers ~ included as tarb~.’t Itudienccs.

?, ~’omaliance Dales ar~ Not R~!_~_~,-

The compliance dates need to take into consideration the govcrmnent Wocess in policy makin~
and budgeting, especially for large cities.

In addition, to have an efl’ective program, the implementation sequence needs to be w~ll thought
out. Some program elements should not begin until others have been fully implemented. For
example, the public education element should procede the program ~’quircments for
development planning/construction and industrial/commercial

Rein)trine Rea~uirements ar~ gt~’~- °-h’f

Reporting should be kept simple. The amount of reporting specified in this permit is too
expensive, laborious and unreasonable. For examples, budget requin~ments (pg. 24) are too
detailed: the database listing for construction sites (pg. 47) is excessive; the certification
requin:ments by a Principal Executive Officer (pg. 90) a~ not Wactical.

9, The List of EsemDted Non-Slormwaler Discharges is Unnecessarily Strin--:.---t

This list is inconsistent with other Regional permits. Why does the State impose such stringent
procedures for discharge exemptic~n on L‘A Basin cities? ,Aim. some exempted discharges listed
in other State permits were deleted from this permit such as uncontaminated pumped ~
water and discha~es fi’om potable water sou~’ces. Is there a compelling reason or justification
for these decisions?
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Thank you for giving the City ol’Long Beach the opportunity to comment on this draft.

Sinc~cly.                                                                          3

Edward T. ~
City Enginem.

Raymond T. Holland
1.3sa Peskay
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V
A’I’I’ACHMENT A

O
SPECIFIC COMMENTS :
Comments list~.~ are not-all-inclusive but merely examples to substantiate our general ~               L

FINDINGS

I. Page I. Comment in Brackct~ "..Permittces have had more than 5 years to develop ~m MS4
program to reduce pollutants in storm ~’atcr to the "max. extent prac.’, and thal ~ in ~implementing the countywide program has ~’cn slow. it is appropriate to include speci~’~
program components ba~’d on the permit n:issuance application submitted by Permiltee~ and the
MS4 liMPs practiced by other Calilbmia MS4 programs‘"

TlllS STATEMENT IS NOT TRUE -]’he majority of the I.A County cities have not been
involved in the MS4 program for more than 5 .,,’cars. In I~ct, almost ~ ofthe citie~ have been
involved less than 3 years. The NPDI-:S permit, issucd by the State, outlined It phased
implementation program. Phase III cities (35+) came on board in July 1993.

Progress has been slow? Reviewing the past County monthly pmgre~ ~teets (for Phase I!1
cities), it appears most cities met their permit requirement target dates‘ This statement needa to
be clarified.

1~j2.    Page 2, f.iadjtlg_L needs to �larify that the implementation of Order 904)79 was a three tier
program with commencement dates staggered over a three year period. The ff.a~on for this
clarification is to prevent future misconceptions as stated in Comment No.I above.

3. Page 2 ~ addresses pollutants of concern within the storm water discharges in the Lo~
Angeles basin. Listed pollutants are several bea~’ metals, petroleum hydrocarbon& certain
pesticides and other~.

Since this ar=a is a very critical point in developing an effective storm water program and serve~
as the basis in establishing, prioritizing, and enforcing the BMPs, the listed pollutants ofc~cg:ent
warrant a more lengthy explanation and justification than one sentence.

I. What is the resource for this information?
2. Which bodies of waters wet= tested?
3. What were the pollutant Ioadings to v,~rant It concern?
4. Did the pollutants have measurable negative impacts on the beneficial uses?
Which pollutants listed, if any, were considered significant?
5. Have the pollutants been prioritized for the bodies of waters test~?

Many areas within this permit such as Ill.A. III.B., III.C... refer to identifying sotu~e~
prioritizing sources, developing source control programs, etc, A more specific description mid
prioritization of the pollutants of concern is necessaD’ in order to adequately and effectively
implement the permit requirements. The glossary, of terms only list the pollutants of concern for
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4. Page 2. " i~ is an arbitrary statement and a bn)ad brush approach in identifying significant
sourc~ ol’stoml tater pollution. The assumptions s~ated regarding storm~atcr pollution have
not been d¢lermined to apply to Los Angeles Count)’ Sl~’cilically. Again. as staled before, the
significant pollutants must be idcntilh,’d lirst belbre the signillcant sources can be identified.

5. Page 3 ~ funber justifies why the pollutants ofconcem mus~ be identified. A~ mated,
"The regulations recognize thai certain catct;ories of non.storm water discha~e~ may not be
prohibiled if the.. have been determined Io bc nol significanl sout~ ofpollutmlt~"

Without tim determining the pollutants ofconcem, O~en identif)~ng the souree~ and fo¢~ing our
eflbrt~ in controlling those sources, citie~ will be excessively regulating source~ that may not
even be contributing pollmants to the MS4. Citic~ will be wa~in8 limited r~ourc=~ on ~n
inefficient ~

6. Page 3 ~ is correct that the State may impose more stringent requiremen~ Howev~,
those requir~nents that exceed the conditions set forth in the Clean Water Act mu~ be ----.~
~ub~tantiated and ju~ifled.

7. Page~ 3&4 Findines ! 3. and I~, need clarification. They a~ confusing and contradict each
Uother. Finding i 3 specifically states that this Order incluck’s narrative limitation~ but ae

numerical limits Ibr storm water discharges at this time due to insufficient information. Finding              ~
16 s~ates the Basin Plan contains both narrative and numerical water quality standards which i~
incorporated inlo this O~der under Section A.ii.(page i 3)

8. Page 4 ~. states the Regional Board has lmplelaeated the Watershed Protection _~
Approach (V,"PA) in addressing ~,ater quality management in the region. It furthe~ state~, the
objective of the WPA is to provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards ~
resource protection, enhancemenL and restoration while balaaeiag etoaomk as{I __~
environmealal imlmett.

What are the t’t~nomk and environmental impact~? Ha~ the Board to-,sider ~
magnitude of effort involved to the benefit gaiaed?

9. Page 4. Findine | 7, introduces the term ’~Storm Water Management Program (SWMP)" which
needs to be added to the Glossary of Terms.

!0. Page 5. ~ needs to be expanded to include those areas that produee non-re.ban nmoff,

~ Page 2 of I I
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Finding should also state Pcrminees are not responsible forsuch agriculturalland. This
permitted point .sotax~ discharb, es.

I I. Page 5 ~ acknowledges portions of Ventura County draining into LA County. It
further states that Ventura count)’ ~ill ensure that its storm ~ater management peogram for the
portion draining into Los Angeles Count)’ is made consistent with the tx-quir~ments of this Order
issued to Los Angeles County.

What about Orange Counb’? Another finding needs to be added to acknowledge and addr~a
those portions of Orange Count)’ that drain into the Los Angeles County.

12. Page g. ~ concludes with the statement "a coordinated effort between the Permittees
and the Regional Board is critical to avoid duplicative storm water regulatory activities and
promote storm water pmgjam efficiency. "ihere is no basis for local and state regulation of
industry to be duplicative.

13. Page $. ~ is unclear. Will non-permittee ow, anizations be ~-quired to participate in
the LA. County Municipal Stormwater Program. since this finding "prohibits" non.stormwater
discharges from public agencies?

A. DISCHARGE PROIllBITION AND RE(?EIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

14. Page 13. Section A, l. should include the verbiage to the ma~imum extent ~~.

15. Page ! 3. Section A.ll. is confusing. This section first states that the water quality objectives foe
the LOs Angeles Basin are contained in two documents, the Basin Plan and the Ocean Plan, and
ar~ incorporated in this Order to serve as Receiving Water Limitations. Then the Section
proceeds to describe objectives for authoriz~:d discharges. An~ the objectives listed in the permit
in addition to the Basin Plan and Ocean Plan objectives? Or does the list contain those objectives
from the Basin Plan and Ocean Plan that are applicable?

B. COMPLIAN~.’E WITH DISCHARGE PROHIBITION AND RECEIVING WATER
LIMITATIONS

16. Page ! 4. Section B.I. can be simply wrinen to state that "Each petminee that meets the
requirements of this Permit shall be in compliance."

17. Page 14. ~ This compliance portion is unreasonable and should be deleted.

C. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

! 8. Page ! 5. Section (~, mentions a program, Storm Water Management Program (SWMP), and tw~
plans, the Count)~’ide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) and the Watershed

r
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V
Management Area Plan (WMAP).

0
t!ow do these documents relate to one am~ther? .�~ction C.3. stales the WMAP supersedes the "r
cswMp upon approval by the ILx~utise Offi�er. is this approval on a piece meal basis as
~’gmcnu’program of the WNL4.P is completed and submitted? Does the CSWMP superse~
the SWMP upon approval?

! low and when an: the documents dev¢lo~l? For example. F~-ction II.A.I. {Page� 29) stoics tim
Principal P�rmiue¢ shall d�velop a model program lbr the elimination of illicit �ommotions by
July 15, 1996. "lh¢ assumption is that the model program is part of the CSWMP. This Section
further descrilx’s the minimum rvquirem�nts Ibr the model program. Is the list of minimum
n.’quirements pan of the SWMP? The last portion of this .~k-ction states that each
based on the model program, shall impl�ment a program to identify and ¢liminat© illicit
connections by Januao’ 1:5, 1997. is this the WMAP portimt?

This is on¢ example of about 50 or more program elemt:nts that will ~ develolx-d.
tra�k of the progress and reporting ~ili Ix quite an onl�al by its¢if withoat th¢ added burden of
trying to keep tabs on v,’hi�h Program orPlan applies.

The complexity in administering this permit is becoming more �umbersom¢ with each
permit version. As stated several tim�s belbre, the permit should establish th¢ reqtlil~l
Framework for the Watershed Manag�ment Plan (WMP} and clearly defin¢ th¢ minimum
rt~luirements for �a�h elemenVprogram oCthe WMP. If this is adequately done, ~ woul(! Im
no nced lbr a Countywide Storm Wat�r Management Plan {CSWMP) which only �omplicamt
and prolong th¢ ptoccat.

L REQUIREMENTS FOR PROGRAM MANA(;I;:-MFJCt

19. Page i 7. Comments in Brackets The 3rd Ixaragraph states the CSWMP shall b¢ developed by
Principal permitte= in consultation with the EAC. Clarify the verbiage in ¢ansuhalion with t~
EAC?

This paragraph also references when the WMAP can be developed. At~r all sectiorl
requirements for CSWMP have been developed, and are heing implemented, Perrnittees then
have the option ofdeveloping a separate WMAP to replace the CSWMP. This rtqui~t it
not stated an~,’bere in tbe permit.

The last sentence in the paragraph states that the WMP must contain some components ofth¢
CSWMP but can customiz= others. Again. this is not stated an.v~bere in this ix’traiL What art !
those components?

:20. Page 19. ~ needs to be clarified. Each Permittee shall implement all
described in this Order for a Permittee. the CSWMP. or the WMAPs on apltroval by

Page 4 of I !
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E.xecuti~y Officer. What happened to the SWMP idenlifi~ in ~tion C.I. (~ 15)?

2 I. Pa~ 19. ~tion B.2 ~uld ~ ~let~. ~tion B. I ~lds t~ P~itt~ ~co~ble f~ ~ting
~ Pc~it ~uimmcn~. How the Pc~itt~ c~)~i~ ~ implc~n~ ~is pm~ within
it’s agc~y ~uld ~t ~ ~ifi~ in ~is ~it.

Page 19. ~ction B.3. wrongfully requires the deh:gation ofauthority from a City Official.

23. Page 20. ,%ction D. I. the organizational .,m’ucture should be chosen by Ih~ Permittees (who
obligated to m~:t the i~:rrnit r~luirements) and it should not be SlX’cified in the

The concert for public input is unwarranted. Public participation will lake place during lee
developmen! of Ihe program elements. In addilion, Seclion K (page 211) allows for 1 4~-d~
public review i~:riod for each program elcrm:nt submitted to the Executive

24, Page 2 I. ~ introduces th~ t..-rm �ount~,id¢ progrum~, d~fine it and describe how it
differs from CSWMP.

25, Page 21 &22. ~. same �ommenl as 21 above.

26. Page 22. Section E.4.c. states the WMC shall develop a WMAP based on the CSWMP. TI~
WMAP is not optional as stated in the preface of this Chapter. See comment 17 above. In ord~
to prevent confusion or any misunderstandings, the Board’s intentions must he �learly stat~L L- ~

27. Page 23. ~ The bodgct summar/should be limited to those ~’quirtments specifi~:l in ~’~
~ CWA.

2g. Page 24&25 Section H. ! &3 The verl~iage Io the m~ximum e~tenl i~lctic~bl¢ ne~h Io I~ ~
inse~ed. The term combo! needs to be ~ded ~o th~ ~lo~n~.

Without kno~ng the specifics of the progr~n or all oflhe ~lUimnen~ how ~ ~ P~mill~
provide the Executive Officer of the Regional Board within 120 days from the effe~ive d~l¢ of                 ~
this permit, a statement under penally of perjury by ils representative legal counsel th~ th~
Permittee has obtained all necessary legal aulhorily to comply wit this ~

29. Page 26 Section !. is absolutely absurd and should be deleted. In order to subslil~le or eliminate !~
a BMP, why must a Permittee be held to such stand,~’ds? The existing BMP$ ~ ~te cun’enll¥
being implemented have not been demonstrated through documentation and/or s~ientific ,~
that they are technically feasible and cosl effe~ve.

30. Page 26. Section J. The original version of the adminisu’ative review process should be
reinstated. The administration review process, as negotiated with the EAC, was intended to
provide a mechanism for gauging the effectiveness for control measures without the need for
parties to resort to legal action,                                                              it..,,,- .~._ ~

Page 5 of I i                                                i
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The language totally differs from the original intent that was submitted by the EAC.
S~’citically, the wording "...a Permittcc shall not ~ in violation of any term or condition of
this until ibllov.ingadminisu’-ativcprocess has been completed" was omitted.

Ii. REQUIREMENTS FOR II.LICIT CONNECTIONS I DISCHARGF.~

3 I, Page 29. Section A, I. sets a good example on how to clearly slate [he minimum requirementl
for specilic progr, un. This section �learly indicates ~hat requirerncnts must be met. Ifeach
portion ofthis wrmit were ’a, Titten this �lcarl)’, a (.’SWMI~ would not be required. This would
eliminate an unn¢ces.,m~y step in the proton. "lhc ~’rmit and the guidance document would
serve as the foundation Ibr each WMC to develop their n.-spec/ive WMAP. Tbe permit would
then allow Permittecs the flexibility to design a program thai best suits their water-,bed needs and
priorities which is the intent oftbe Clean Water Act.

32. Page 30. Section B Comment 29 applies to this section as well. Again. to I’~iterate a pl~vioul
�omment, if the WMAP framework is adequately addressed in the permit, tber= would be no
need for a Countywide Storm Walcr Management Plan ((.’SWMP) which only �omplicale~ the

33. Page 3 I. Section C. This entire section should be deleted. Without subslantiatinR 0mr ~
activities significately �ontribute pollutants to MS4. how can these activiti¢~ be prohibited?
These activi,i,s should be rel~:renc,d in the guidanc, documcn, and addressed durin, the
development of BMPs for the WMP. Furthermore. So:tion I I. I.b (page 25) already Iddr=~
the legal authority for illicit connections and dischaq~

Page32.~ This section varies from other State permits that were iss~,-d. Whydoesthe34.
Slate impose conditional exempt discharges and stringent procedures for exemption on the LA
Basin cities.’? Is there a compelling reason or justificalion for this decision?

Also, some exempted discharges listed in other Slate permits were deleted from this permit such
as uncomominuted pumped ground wmer and discharges from potable water sources. Again, it
there a �ompelling r~ason or justification for this decision?

35. Page 33. ~ Designated Discharges states the Executive Officer has determined that
street and sidewalk v, ashing are significant sources of pollulants. On what basis was this
determination been made’?

36. Page 34. ~.~ Neither ofthese sections list minimum program requi~-ments,
Sections A. & B. set good examples to follow.

Again. to reiterate a previous comment, if the WMP framewoA (minimum pmtxam
requirements) is adequately addressed in this permit, there would be no need for a Countywide
Storm Water Management Plan (CSWblP) which only complicates the process.



I!1. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR INDUSTRIAL I COMMERCIAL SOURCES

37. Page 35. Section A. The information required for the database listing on industrial/commercial
t’acilities is excessive. SIC numh:rs and site addresses should he suflicicnt. The status of~�
NPDES permit coverage should be provided by the State since they administer the program.

The heading for this s~-ction "Identification of~)urces" is misleading. It implies that all the
facilities listed in the data "~ will be sources of pollutants. Since the pollutants for the LA
Basin have not been identilied, the heading should state the "" Identification of Potential

38. Page 36. Section B. requires the Principal Permitt¢� to rank industrial/commercial facilities into
three priority groups (lligh.Mcdium,Low) hascd on criteria that does riot includ¢
Industrial NPDI’:S Program and pollutants of concern fi~r the rcc¢iving ~,aters within Ih= LA
Basin. From this list the Permittces an: then required to numerically rank the facilities within
¢ach group.

The lligh priority group should be limited to all those industrial facilities that fall under the Stat~
NPDES Industrial Permit. "the industries that arc required to obtain a State NPDES Industrial
Permit are those industries that have been idcntilied by EPA as having the great¢st potential to
contaminate storm water and urban runoff. Until the State fully implements lheir
inspection/enlbrcement program, Pcrmittccs should not be required to
industrial/commefciai facilities that have a lesser impact on storm wat~ quality.

The Medium priority, group should be limited to those facilities that have a direct relationship to
the pollutants ofconcem (those pollutants nccd to be first identified). The Low priority group
should be limited to those facilities that have the potential of contributing significant amounts of
pollutants into MS4.

39. Pages 37 Section C. is confusing and needs clarification. The first portion ofthis section
requires the Principal Permitte¢ to develop a checklist of BMPs which sviil be used by the
Permittees in their inspection program. The second portion lists nine specific BMPs that
Permittees must require through its legal authority. Does this mean in addition to the nine BMPs
listed, the Principal Permittee must develop more? Will those BMPs developed by the Principal

T~ list of tequi~l BMPs ~,~ inflexible, contain ex¢~sive devil and se~ ~ in �~ ~f
the Clean Water Act requirements. For example, regular sweeping to reroove debris flora
commercial/industrial parking lots with more than 25 parking spaces that art located in
susceptible to or exposed to storm water. Another example, no repair ofmachin=~ and
equipment in arras exposed to storm water, including motor vehicles, which visibly leak oil,
fluid or antifre=z=.

BMPs should be developed by the WMC during the development of the Watershed Manag¢mcnt
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43, Page 47. ~The information t~luired for the database listing on construction sites is

excessive and unreasonable. Site address, t.~T~e of construction activity, contractor’s nam~
phone number should be sufficient. The s~tus of the NPDES Construction permit
should be provided by the State since the:., administer the pcogram. "

44. Page 47. Section B,2. ! low do the minimum requirements for count), guidelines differ from the
State guidelines lbr developing construction Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SWMPs)? As atated
abo~,’¢, the requirement to have SWMPs pn,’l~an.~ Ibr i ligh Priohty and Priority Projects
delim,~l in the permit) is excessive and unrea,~,mable.

45. Page 49. Section B.4. should be deleted or rewritten to state that the Permittces will provide
information to the State to assist them in implementing and enforcing their NPDES Construction
Permit. Permittees should not be gequin,~l to perlbrm the State’s responsibility ofconductin~
construction inspectiona,

The developers that are required to obtain a State NPDF, S Construction Permit m tho~
construction sites (>5 acres) that have hecn identified as having the greatest potential to
contaminate storm water and urban runoff. Until the State fully implcment~ their inspegtio~
m~J/or enforcement program, Permittecs should not I~ required to inspect
sites that have a lesser impact on storm ~ater quality. At this time, the implementation
educational prugram in Section VI (page 62) should be sulE¢ient. Both contmctora ~

_ developers are included as target audiences,

V. PUBLIC AGENCY REQUIREMENTS

46. Page 5 I. Section V lists numerous requirements to be included into a model program which the
Principal Permittee shall develop to reduce the impact ofpublic agency activity on storm wat~
quality. Such public activities include sc~er system operations, public construction activiti~
vehicle maintenance/material storage, parks & recreation facilities management, stree~
maintenance, storm drain operations, parking facilities management and flood control
maintenance. Where in the Clean Water Act does it specilically list public agency requirements?
is there a study or a report that defines public agencies as significant pollutant sougges to warmm
such requirements?

47. Page 61. ~ The last paragraph on page 61 where it specifies that "Each Permittee shall
develop and implement a Public Agency Program..," should include the verbiage "to tke
maximum extent practicable".

Yl. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION AND
PARTICIPATION

48. Page 62. Section .’? The first paragraph needs to be cla~fied. Is the public outreach wogram
intended to have both short term and long term requirements, Section A being the shorl
Section B being the long term? If so, this needs to be stated clearly. __J. .

Page9ofll
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The la.~ sentence in this same paragraph s~at,~ "As pan of the longer term eft’on, each pcrmi~�
is expected to contribule a "fair" share and tc~ ~ork collabora~iv¢ly to develop a comprehensive
outr~achcducation prod-am �ountyv, idc and v,ithin the:Jr ~atcrsheds." What does "a fair share’
mean? What ifa Pcrmittee has an established ~ucational program for some oftbe program
requin~nents specified? Mus~ the Permitt~e change d~ir program to fit the CSWMP?

49. Page 63. ~%’ction VI. A. Is this section part ofthe SWMP or the CSWMP?.

Vii. REQtIIREMENTS FOR MONITORING PROGRAM

50. Page 71. ~%.-ction ? The first paragraph lists the objectives ofthe munitorin8 program. The most
critical objective v~hich is not listed is to complete the characterization ofthe six water~heds.
Specifically, the pollutants of,concern nc~’d to he itk-nlified for each watershed. ~ th~
tracking,, monitoring, assessing and evaluating can take pl~e.

As stated in the Bracketed Common! at the top ofthe page. the writing ~tyle for thh
entire section needs to he mtxlified to rel|ect the fo~nat of the penniL

5 I. Page 72. Section A.5. slates a description of responsibilities of all the pa~icipant~ in thit
pmgr~n including cost sharing shall be pan of the Moniloring Plan. Who are the pa~icipmtt~ of
this cost sharing? If the participants a~ the Permitlees. what is the cost ~dmre for each
Ponniuee?

52. Page 72 ~ i$ not complete.

53. Page 74 ~ requires other Permittecs to participate in monitoring five additional ~ritical
~ources above and beyond the five to eight critical sources required by the Principal Pennitte~.
This arbiuary requirement is excessive and un~Yantt, d.

VIII. PROGRAM EVALUATION AND RE:PORTIN(~

54. Page 82 Section A. should he limited to the first paragraph only. The demonstration of
compliance should be defined as the Permittec demonstrating its fulfillment of implementing
permit ~equiremenls. The effectiveness of BMPs should not he considered a compliam:e

Paragraphs 2 through 4 should be removed from this section and placed under Section C,

55. Page 84. Section C. I ,b should be deleted. A statement under penalty by each Pennittee’a
representative legal counsel is excessive.

56. Page 84. ,%-’orion C.2.a&b. requires excessive reporting information. The reports should be
limited to a brief summary on the progress of each program and the number of illicit connections
and discharge practices elimir~ed.
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V
57. Page 85. So~tion C.6.b. includes a reporting requirement from a public sun’e), which was nm

~ mentioned as a requirement for the public education program in Section VI.

5g. Page 86 Section E. should be deleted. Requiring performance standards ~4~n the pollutants of
concern have yet to be idcntilied and the CSWMP has yet to be developed is l~’mature. ~
entir~ section should b¢ postponed until the next permit is issued.

IX. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

59. Page 89 Section I. Define the term Discharger.

60. Page 89 Section 3. needs to be clarified. The Board’s intentions am no~ �legdy ~

61. Page 89 Section 4. requi~s all reports or submittal to Ibe Regional ~ to be eerlified by m
executive officer. This requiremen! is excessive and should be
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FebnL~ry 6. 1996

Robot P. Ghirelll
Executive ~
Los Angeles Reglm
California Regional Water Quality Comrol Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey P~k, CA

Subject: Comments on the December 18, 1995, Draft Waste Discharge Requiremenll for

Municipal Storm Water Discharges Within Los ,~_o_des Ce,_,__,~’__

The City of Los Angeles has reviewed the December 18, 1995. draft of the Waste Disc, htr8¢
Requirements for Municipal Storm Water Discharges Within Los Angeles County. The City h~
developed a model storm water program under the initial Storm Water Permit and strongly supports
the continuation and expansion of the municipal storm water program in a sensible and progrmnmati¢
fashion under the new Permit. As discussed during the Permit negotiation process, the City h~ ¯
number �~fconcems ~"garding various draft Permit provisions. The City Ires prepared and attached
specific recommended permit language modifications as well as, general �onunents explaining the
purpose and need for the reconwnended changes. The City believes that with the requested
modificatioe& the proposed draft Storm Water Permit will achieve the goal of establishing a realistic
and effective municipal storm water management program for Los Angeles County.

The City agrees with the concept of including a process in the permit to illustrate that the ulthntte
goal of the municipal storm water program, in conjunction with the point source permit proBram, is
to attain the water quality standards and beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan. Howard, the
receiving water limitation pecmit language as currently drafted creates significant liability for all
Permittees. The City requests that the permit language he modified to ensure that reasonable further
progress toward reducing storm water pollutants is achieved by Permittees over the five year permit
period, rather than attainment of the standards during that time period. This modification would
establish liability only whe~ Permittecs are out of compliance with the specific mandates ofthe Stone
Water Permit.
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L
The Ci~ supporls the devdopment of an industrial/commercial f¯cifities source education program.
which includes she visits. We helie~e that the expansion of existing City inspection programs, of’
various City Departments, to incorporate a source education site visit program would provide the
I)et’son~ conlact, v~ site visits, wh~h is cfUC~lJ to ¯ succesd’ul program, while minin~zin8 costs. The
City cannot accept, however, ¯ mandate in the permit regarding specif�c enforcement obligations,
including inspection requirements. The languaLze requiring "inspections" in the Permit should he
modified to rellecl ¯ source education site visit program. The City must retain ~ull discretion to
determine the must approl~ate mann~ m which to enforce its ordinances. Therefore, we requea4 that
the Pem~t Section ilI.D, and IVb 4 be changed from an inspection program to ¯ source educatkxa
program. With these proposed modifications, the City supports the t~xget site visit frequencies
forth in the dreA Storm Water Permit Sections IlI.D.2.i. through viii.

The City supports �omml ofstorm water pollution sources. However, it is imperative that controls
¯ re feasible ~ result in benefits to water quality and public health, which m’e commensurate with
the control costs. The Permittees as regulator ot’dischari~es outlined in Permit Sections I1., III.C.,
~�l IV, should be allowed to selected the methods for controlling discharges to the nmxJmum exteot
practicable (i.e. best management practices or prohibitions). The determination of practicability,
should not be based solely upon technology, but also include consideration of cost, eccmom~
implications, competing environmental mandates, and other societal concerns. Such �om~Jell~a
are imperative to provide local government the opportunity to weigh competinB economic,

~i~                  ¯environmental, societal, public health, ~�l equity issues as they define policies and standards to be
employed in implementing an effective municipal storm water management program.

The City supports the majority of program concepts contained in the dralt permit. Howard’, the
number of programs to be established within ¯ the next few years makes the program resource
intensive. Removin8 duplication ofelTort with the Regional Board responsibilities and estabfshin8
an effective methodology ,"or determining re~ulatoty priorities, which may be more appropriately
accomplished through the planning process than in the permit itself, would result in ¯ more

The ismes discussed above and the amociated proposed permit language modifications are e~entinl
to the City. The Sto~n Water Permit must Wovide municipalitm with the flexibility to addre~ ~torm
water issu~ within the broader context of the hum¯tom competing local government res4gm~biliti~.
In addition, municipal liability and regulatory responsibility needs to be commenmrate with the intent
of the law.

The City appreciates the Regional Board working with the Los Angeles municipalities and the
environmemaJ groups to devdop an effective murdcipal storm water program and resolve ~ ~
to releasing the permit for ~official*" public review                                                ~.__. ~.

R0030462

r



V
Dr. ~ -~" Fd, r,~ 5. I~ 0

L
Thznk you fiar ~he opportunity to comment on the dra~ S~orm W~ler PermiL The City would
to me~ w~th ~he R~ion~ Board ~affto di.~’u~ zhe Ci~’$ concerns ~d 6tuber develop ~1 re~u~
profx)~ pe~nit [anguS� to ~ the needs ofzhe City ~nd ,,Zl concerned panic. Pleas~ �o~zc~ Phil
I~chatd.~ ~ (21 :~) 847.~:~4~ or Barb Gaw~t az (:Z I :~) 45S-~):]8 to arrange ¯ me~in~ or Io ~
an), que~ion you may hav~.
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O~" The receiving waler limitations, presume that upon signature of U~e permit, all existing
quality violations will be alleviated, and therefore all exceedances of receiving water limitations T
could fc~.~bly be am’ibulable to the permittees. This requires an affirmative responsibility of the
pcrnzitt~es to demonstrate thai the receiving u,’at~r violations are ncx attributable to the Petmittecs.
Such a requirement would ixove difficult for both the RWQ~B and the permittees to achi~w=. "l’he
permit is designed to reduce water quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable, ~d
compliance with the pexmit requirements should suffice to illustrate compliance with the goals of
the program.

The Regional Board should review the standards utilized by the South ~.ozst Air
Management Di.uri~t in addressing the same type of issue, only r~arding attainment of sir qualit7
goals and standards. Sugges~d language is provided in the aztacbed specific permit comments,

C. STORM WATER ]MANAGEN4ENT REQUIREMENTS

The permit should require implementation o£ the permit by permittees Io the maximum ex1~
practicable (MEP). E4EP is currently defined in the permit utilizing Best Management Pr~tio~
(BMPs). These two terms are independent, and should be defined ~ccordingly. The deEnilion
,’MEP applies to bosh BMP$ ~�l the various ~orm water program~

The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Bo~’d defines maximum extent pr~’ticable ~l . .
| ’ follows: "Maximum extem practicable (MEP) means the m~ximum extent possible, t~kinB into

account equitable �on~derations of synersistic, additive, and competing factors‘ inc|uding but
limited to, 8ravity of the problem, fiscal feasibility, public health risks, societal �oncern, ~d mcid
benefits." The City requesls that the definition of MEP in the Permit incorporate the S~n~ ~
RWQCB definition (~ee specific comments attached). The Permit requil’~ implementatioa of’
number of prognuns within a the nexl few yeats. The City estimates Permit compliance �os~ not
includin8 the �ost of BNIPs, at ~oproxirnately $50 million ~nnually. The definition of MEP needs to

various Permit ~

Unlike the Regional BoanL which focuses its efTorts solely on water quality, local govenunents h~ve
several mandates ,o fill. The Storm Water Permit must provide municipalities with the flexibility to

6!:address storm water issues within the broader context of the numerouz competing local government
r~pon~bilitie~. The recommended N4EP deflation provides ]Vlunicil~l Pez~ittees the ability to weigh                 :,

as they define policies, stm~l~ds‘ and expenditures to be employed in impkn~nting the rmm~pld
storm water pro~z-am.
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The C’ity recommends thal the compliance da~e of’January !, 1997 t’or all segments ol’the program
be rano~d fi’om ~he over~i requirements section (Pern~ Section C. I.;page i 5) Compliance d~es
should be clearly presented in each section of’the permit to ensure that there is a clear unders~andin
or’the proposed smrmwater program development schedule by all parlies.

Local governments will require substantial time to develop and implen~nt the various Pem~
provisions. The program development process must include discussions with the reE, ulaled

non-s~ructural and slructural), dr¯fling of’ordinances [includin~ public review and compliance wile
the Calil’omia Environmenlal Quality Act (C’EQA)], lhe establishment ol’prosram budgets, and IEe
allocalion oi" l’unds. The 1997 deadline and other deadlines contained within the penni! me
inappropriale. Program development and implementation dates are specil’~ally �ommemed on
recommended permi! language modifications attached. Such dates will need to be modred,
depending upon the date of Permit aclolXion.

A number of the implementation dates shown in the permit are nm possible to comply wile
because lhe:y do nm allow sufficiem time. In particular, dates shown on dral’l Permil l)a&,e~ 24,
2~, 31, 37, 38, :39, 45, 46, 4~, 49, 61, 6:~ a~ a problem. Additionally, implement¯lion dales
genendly shown l’oilowing dau:s for lhe development oi" programs, guidelines and cheddis~s, No
time is allowed for al)pmval of the program thal has been developed. The City canmx be~in
arrange resources for implement¯lion, then find that conditions have changed based on ¯ revi~ml
approval, and all have ~ime to mee~ the original implementation date, A s~ndard clause should
allow for increased lime when changes ~ made Io ¯ submitlal.

II" ¯ development dal~ is nm met, or the Execulive Officer or the Regional Bom’d do nol approve
documenL~ in ¯ ~imely mann~’, ~hen the implement¯lion date will have to be revised. This is
accoumed for in lhe permit, The entity responsible for development is not necessarily lee entity
responsible for implement¯lion, and lhe appropriate relief to ~he implementln~ agenc), should be
provided in [he permiL

The Permil Sections C.2. and 3. (page 15) require the City as Permittee to be financially responm’ble
and legally liable l’or the implementation oi" all provisions oi" the Countywide Storm W~I~’
Management Plan (CSW]~4P) ~ applicable Watershed Area Manageme~ Plans
However, these programs are to he developed under the permit itsel£ The City cannot commit to
any requirements which have no{ ye~ been established. Therefore, the City requir~ that the CSW]V~
and the WS]~) be approved by the Regional Board, in ¯ manner con~=ent with penni ~
Re~ona] Board approval ofthe CSW]VIP ~d the WSMP al~o ensures th~ the regulated �onununi~,
a.s w~ as local governments, are provided with adequate public participation opportunities to ~
in developing the most responsible plan possible, The change fi’om Executive director NN~0~tl to
Board approval of’the CSWMP and the WS~tP needs to made throughou! the Pen~t as ~
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The City mzuests that Permit Section 11£.3. (page 33) be modified to provide not only time for the
developmem of BMPs‘ but for implementation of BMPs ~ well. Currently. the provision allows for
one year to address any designated discharge~. The City is concerned that once BMPs are identified,
they may require more than one year to implement. If special equipment or additional per~oenel
would be necessary for BMP implementation, actual implementation procedure~ would involve
budget issues, equipment ¯cquishion‘ and employee training, potentially requiring substantial time.
Therefore, we request that the Permittees be provided one year to inveuigate the problem, evaluate
potential alternatives and/or BMP$, develop BMPS‘ if feasible, and develop an appropriate BM]~

implementation schedule.

The City requests that the exemption procedure language, Permit Section !i.C.4.. be modified ~i~htly
to provide Permitlees relief from the discharge prohibition requirement& in the event that goat,,
effective alternatives or BMP$ cannot be identified, but the discharge activity i$ deemed
and ¯pprowiate.

The City undertakes both ureet and ~idewalk washing activitiet A~ dlscuzsed ¯bore, the City
supports control of non.storm water pollution ~ource$, however, it i$ imperative that �ontro~
feasible and result in benefits to water quality and public health, which are �ommen~untte with the
control coat Our preliminary review of the ureet and sidewalk washing activities undertaken by the
City indicate that they may have limited water quality impacts. However, additional study
necessary to better understand and characterize the ¯ctivitie~ the azu)ci¯ted water quality
and discharge control optiom and costs. The City is very supportive of participutin8 in progrllm to
develop and evaluate the effectivener~ of best management practice~ for municipal

The City believe~, with the language changes requested above, that the permit provide, adequate
opportunity for the City to study the issue, develop BMP$ if deemed appropriate, and implement the
BMPz. in addition, if studies indicate that the activitie~ have limited impact or no cost effective
aiten~tives ate identified Permit Section lID.4, would provide for an exemption. We would like to
work with the Regional Board in the future to addre~ there issues prior to designation
under Permit Section lID.3., however. We believe there is an affu’mative responsibility to emure that
controlled discharges result in water quality benefits, prior to such discharges being designated
pollutant sources, it is interesting to note that the Santa An¯ K.WQCB hzz conditionally exempted
street wash water in the Orange County Permit.

111. PROGRAM I~:QUIgEMENTS FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL

A. Identification of Sourcel

The City supports in concept the establishment of¯ data base of industrial/commercial facilities at
outlined in Permit Section Ilia (page 35). Such ¯ data base, in conjunction with monitoHn
may assist in betler defining the sources of most concern. However, the succe~ ofsuch ¯ progrent
is dependant upon the accuracy of the data base, and in the absence of monitoring data, the
assumptions regarding the quality ofstormwater run-offof the various type~ of facilities. These data

6
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V
~ cormraints and limitations should be recognized from the beginning of"the project, and a process

0to incorporate information provided by the EPA’s Phase II re~lato~ program as it becomes
available.                                                                                   L

B. Prloritization of"Sources

Due to the data input constraints of’the initial program and the lack of"data actually documenting the
quality of run-off from facilities, the City r~’~ommends that Permit Section III. B, Prioritization of"
Sources he removed from the permit. Furthermore, source priorities ar~ specifically laid out in
Section ilI.D. (Page 39) of the permit, independent oftbe data base, making priorities based on the
data base iwelevant, in addition, source prioritizalion of facilities is being underlaken by the U.$.
EPA as pml of the Phase il program, and v~uable re~xa’ces should not be expended to duplical¢ thil

C.    Source Contro~ Meaa~re~

The US. EPA, the RWQ~B, and mher special groups (such as the California Storm Water Quality
Task Force), in coordination wilh the regulated community, should be responsible for develol~
BMP for comme~cia~mdustrial operations. The EAC should only he responsible for selecting. ~
those BMPs which have been d~elop~l, the rn~sures consistent with those imposed in ~
counties within the ~ and most approp~ate to the area. The Pmn~-s do not have the ~
or resources to develop BMPs for industrial/commercial facilities. In addition, developme~ Of BMPI
outside of the EPA regulato~ framework would create liability for the Pennitteel,

As discussed previously, it is impe~tive that controls are feasible and result in benefits to water
quality and public health, which are commensurate with control costs. The Pennittees as regulllorl
of discharges outlined in Permit Sections !i., IlI.C., and IV. should be allowed to selected the
methods for controlling di~arges to the maximum extent practicable (i.e. best management ~
or prohibitions). The dete~minalion of practicability, should not be based solely upon technology, but
also include consideration of cost, economic implication,s, competing environmental mandatek and
other societal concerns. Such considerations are imperative to provide local govenunem the
opportunity to weigh competing economic, environmental, societal, public health, and equity issue,
as they define policies and standards to be employed in implementing an effective municipal ~tonn
wate~ management program. Standards should not be presumed in the Permit, but ratio" ~ of
concern outlined. The most appropriate method of addressing the problem, BMP$ or prolu’bifionk
should be evaluated during the planning proc~

The City supports the development of an industrial/commercial facilities source education program,
which includes site visits. We believe that the expansion of existing City inspection programt, of
various City Departments, to incorporate a source education site visit program would ix’ovide the
pe~onal conta~ via site visits, which is crucial to a successful program, while minimizing �oslx The

~--
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"
City canno~ accept, however, a mandate in the permit regarding specif’~� enforcement otdigations,
including inspection requirements. The language requiring "inspections" in the P~t should be
modified to reflecl a source education site visit program, The City mus~ rmain full discretion to
desermine the most appropriate manner in which to erd’orce its ordinances. Therefoce, we requesl
the Permit Section III.D. m~d IV b4. be changed from an inspection program to ¯ sourc= education
program With these proposed modifications, the City supports the target site visit firequencie$
forth in the draft Storm Water Penait Sections III.D.2.i. through viii.

The Source Education Program as outlined above, constitutes ¯ commitmem by the City
estimated 22,000 commercial industrial facilities. Considering the site visit frequency requi~mes~g
this translates into 60,000 site visits over the permit

The RWQCB has Ihe sole responsibility to ensure that Phase ! racilitie~ ~re in �on~ with
permit requirements, and therefore, should be perf’orming site inspection~ as approlxial¢. ~ C’~j~’
is willing to report, as we deem necessa~ and appropriate, Phase I facilities where ¯ SWPPP
available on-site or ~n NOI has not been submitled. The City cannot, however, ~ ¯
to check for these documents. Therefore, we request that Permit Section III.D. md IV.B.4.

Permit Section lll.D.I. (page 39) implies that all Phase I facilities ~ required 1o be visiled
of the proposed source education program. Permit Section ilI.D.2.1V.. (page 40)
provisions for m~ or calling certain of these facilities. Requiring site visits ¯t Phm~ l, ~t~"E~/
[xi}, facilities would add I0.000 inslx~ions for the City over the ten~ ofthe P~mit, which would
be unacceptable to the City. The City requests that Section III.D.I. be modified to be �omist~nt with
the requirements of Section III.D.2.1V,, ]t should be noted that the educational ~ctivities
for Phase I facilities far exceeds the requirements imposed on Orange Counq~ by the Santa Aria
RWQ<:B.

Permit Section I]I.B.2. (page :39) implies that the Ci~ would have to schedule site visits based on the
prioritizzdon developed. As discussed eaxtier, this prioritization of facilities is premature m~l zhould
I~ deleted, in addition, such prioritiz~ion could not be re=t, since existing City inspection

issue.

Permit Section ]ll.D. 4., which requires the development of" general guideline~ for "enham~d
inspections", should be slightly modified. The guidanc~ document s~mld be I~ £or
consideration by P~mittees. This provides the P~m~ittees the opportunity to utiliz~ the ~
while still maintaining their full discretion to determine the mos~ appropriate manner in which to
erueorce their ordinances.
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IV. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING/CONSTRUCTION

A. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
T

The Development s~lion uses project size, amount of imperious area, and dope in estabEshin8
proje~-I priorhies. The focus of the storm water proBram is quality, and not quantity of run-olE
Flood ¢omroi and draJnaBe programs ate deigned to address quantity otrun-offand asso4dated
erosion. The purpose of the storm water program is pollution abatement. The pro~l atea and
impervious atea criteria isnore the storm water impacts as.uxiated with proposed de~opm~
ol~ralions and aclivities. In addition, the existinl~ City I~rmit system does not capture pro~ect size,
impewious atca, and sJope inl’orm~tion The incorporation of this data would require siSnificant
modit’~adons to data bases and forms, resuhing in the need for potentially siBni~cant tuodinI
requir~-nts. Therefore, it is r~:ommended that Permit S~tion IV.A.I. should provide fo¢¯
substitution o1"1~ criteria, ira !~ter method o~measure is ldentif’~ed dudnB the planni~ ~

The requirements for the various project prio~ty categories appear to be redundant a~l
could he ~ly coUapsed The C’ity would 5ke to ~4dore this option 5Jnher with the Rel~

there may be s~al considerations for imposing proposed measures within Ihe City. ~ore, ¯
procedure s~ould be established to provide Ioc,d Bov~xanents with Ihe flexibility necessa~j to
im--tation bawi, and implen~ntation s4:hedu, ,x,tation,. LanSuaS, ,st, to_ ~ --..~.,
such �on.~leration is been su88~ted in the attached permit SlX’Ciflc �onun~n~.

~ C:ity slzo~ly supports the maximization, to the maximum ~tent practicable, ofl>m’vious areas,           b
which has many benefits. However. some conflictin8 environn~ntal mandates exist, such as the

contaminationS°uth Coast AirpoliciesQualitYpromotingMan~ement DistriCtof site’S ruleSbothPromoting pavin8 to reduce dust and hazatdom
groundwater contamination from variou~ activities. The City therefore, recommends that the Permit
language advocate maximization of pervious surfaces, where feasible. The Waterzhed Protection
Guidelines development procerd, a,~ required by Permit Section IV.A.2.a. (page 44) would be the
most approwiate forum to dbcu~ the variou~ issues and present appropriate standardz, 8oalg and
BM])t

A,z discussed previousJy, it is imperative that controls are feasible and result in benefits to water
quality and public health, wl~ich ate commensurate with the control costs. Standards ~ not be
presumed in the Permit, but rather issues of concern outlined. The most appropriate method ot
addressin8 the problem, BMPs or prohibitions, should be evaluated during the plannin8
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(page 44) requires the City to incorporate the EIR guidelines prepared byPermit Section IV.A. 3.a
the County. Although the City welcomes guidelines designed to =ssisl in assessing stomt w~ler
impacts, we cannot commit to internalizing the procedures. CEQA provides the lead agency with
the sole responsibility of adequalely assessing impacts and in determining lhe appropriate way to do
so. The City will consider the storm water EIR guidelines in the same manner it considers the South
Coas~ Air Quality management District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook when implementin~
but cannot accept = mandate to incorporate the guidelines into the City procedures. T1~ore, the
City requests that the second paragraph of Permit Section IV.A.3.a. he ddeted from the permit.

The existing recomme~ed C’EQA checklist, =s developed by the Governor’s OIT=ce ol’Plannin~
Research, ~Idresses both surface and groundwater quality. Other tv~tershed �onsideration=, such
as absoqxion rates, drainage patlems, and surface level/flow patterns ~re ~Iso addressed. Althou~
non-point source pollution is nol specil~cally mentioned, the check lisl clearly provide= I’o~ the
con~deration of storm waler issues during the CEQA evaluation process. The City is in the proce=
ol’streandining ils CEQA compliance procedures. We have incorporated lhe state CEQA checldi~
as written for the most part. The Regional Board, as = s~ate agency, ~)ould wod~ with
Governor’s O~ce oi" Planning Ind Research to pursue any modiEcation= Io the =ale checl~
Section IV.A.3.b. (page 45) should be deleted from the permit.

Permit Section IV.A,4 (page 45) should be re~vorded so that the requirements o~ly ~)pl]r
development approvals which are discretionary, Many development approvals =~
ministerial, and should be excluded from the planning control measure requiremen~ Special
conditions and mitigation measures are routinely applied during the discretionary ~,._
process. Introducing new requirements into the ministerial permit approval process will require
modifications to the Municipal Code; a lengthy process, The permit should require the City
study and report on the feasibility of incorporating BMPs into the ministerial permit proce~,
Appropriate permit language is sug=es=d,

Permit ~ IV.4,c (page 46) requires the submission of a Storm Water Mitigation Plan, The
requiremems for this plan should be consistem Countywide, The County will need to develop ¯
standard format for this plan, In addition, the BMPs required in the plan mus~ be standardizmd
and implementable per the above discussion.

B. DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION

~ of a con=ruction site data base as suggested in Permit Section IV.B.I. would require
continual updating as new projects =’e initiated and existing projects ==re completed. "the
would be of limited value unless it was continually updated, requiring significant resource=. The
City believes that devdopment construction resources should initially be focused upon developi~
BMPs and getting such requirements incorporated into the project approva] process. Therefore, tee
City requests that the data base requirement be deleted from the permit.
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The City supports the development ot’cons~ruction source educ~tioe pm~n. which includes site
vis;ts. We helieve that expanding existing C’ity inspection programs ,by various City
to incorporate a source education site visit program would provide the personaJ contact, vii site T
visits, which is crucial to z successful program, while n~nimizing costs. The City cannot Iccept,
how~, ¯ mandate in the l~rmit re~arding slx’cific enforcen~nt obligations, including inspection
requirements. The lan~,uage requiring. "inspections" in the Permit s~)uld be modified to reflect ¯
source education size visit program. The City must retain ~II discretion to d~ermine the most
appropriate manner in which to enJ’orce ils ordinances. Theodore, we request that the Penn~t Section
III.D. and IV.b.4. be changed l’rom an inspection p~ to ¯ sour¢~ educalion prosram.

As discussed ¯bore, the requirements l’or the various pro~ct priority catesories appear to be
redunclim and the~-f’ore, could he essdy �ollapsed. The Cdy would like to explore th~s option rurdler
with the P.WQC:B,

V, PUBLIC AGENCIES

Some provisions of" Permit Section V, am problematic, and cinmx aJways be met durlni
emergency siluations involving es.~ntial public services and ini’raslructure repair, such u
wastewater ueatment, sewage conveyance, electricity and wal=~ delive~ systems, and
transportation infrastructure emergency repair. The City reque~s mat lhe special requiremlm~
oi" essential public services emergency operations be recognized in lhe permit, to llssur= ~ the
City will not be violation of various Permit provisions when emerienc). repairs to essential           ~...,.~
services and inl’rasu’ucture m’e required,                                                       .,

Permit Section V.C, (j~a~e 32) requires all washing of vehicles or equipment onsite to be
~,jperformed in in ar=a equipped with an oillwater so’par¯for or equivalent! method. A subslanl~l

capi~ inves~mont is mquin:d to incorporate such �ontrols into existing facilities, and to be           /"
effm’~ve, m~y require careful ma~ntenince. The City has profx)sed alternative language, which
is �onsis~.nt with the l’ederal requirement Io conlrol sources Io lhe maximun, extent practicable
and ~he F..,PA Pha~ II program, providing for investigation of me most appropriate BMPs. A~             "’I
discussed pmviou.dy, it is imperative that �omrols ire l’ea~ble and result in benefits to w~er quiJity
and public health, wh~.h are commensurate with the control costs. The Permitlees should be alloyed
to select the methods t’or controllin8 discharl;es to the maximum extent practicable (i.e. bes~
management practices). The determination ol~ practicability, should not be based solely upoa
technology, but also incJucle consideration of’cost, economic implications, competinl; environmen~
mandates, and o{her societal concerns. Standards should no{ be presumed in the Penn/t, but rulher
issues or’concern outlined. The mos~ appropriate method ofaddressin8 the discha~es of’�oncenl,
B]V~Ps or prohibitions, should be evaluated by the Penn/tree.

TI~ S~’~on pmvicles no brae fran~ for ~he implement¯zion of requimm~Is.

I
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Vl. PROGRAM REQUIRF~IENTS FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION

The City has established a ve~ sttcc~ssful school education program, which targets the age group
the City feels is most rect~ive to the information, in additim, the City has established a good
working ~Hationship with the elememary school network. The City would like to �~mtinue these
efforts unimpeded and not be required at this time to reallocate resources to accommodate
programs for other ages. Permittees should be allowed to select the age group for which they
would like to target their school education program for. Therefor=, the City requests that Permit
Section VI. B.b.ii. Be changed from K-12 School Children to just School Childrea.

in permit Sections VI.A.I.a.iii. (page 64) and VI.B.I.b.iv. (Page 69), training matefiah foe’
educating pennittee employees regarding the storm warn program is i~lUimd. Employee training
should only focus on those individuals whose activities have ¯ pot~tial impact oel storm wires’
pollutants, such ~ inspectors who will perform site visits and peru~nel involved in co~structioa

VII,     REQUIREMENTS FOR MONITORING PROGRAM

Permit Secsk~ VII.B.5 (pa~e 76) calls for the City to participate in ¯ L’ritical Source Mooitor~
Program. As discussed i~,viously, the RWQCB and the EPA should be primarily reslxmsible for
determining Phase il �~)mmercial/facility impacts and effectivene~ of pmlposed BMPs for such
facilities, Fu~ this requirement has not been previously discussed by Ihe Pennittees lad
the obligations placed on the Permittees are unclear. This requirement should be eliminated IS
propmed.

IX. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

Permit Section IX. ! provides that the Executive Officer may make minor changes to the penniL
The definition of "minor change" may differ between the Executive Officer and the Pennittoes.
Therefore, minor changes agreed to by the Permitt=es should be allowed, however, minor changes
which result in ¯ dispute betweo) the Executive Officer and the Permitte~ should require Regiottll

Reapplicafion ~ for the new lPea’mit which would be reissued upo~ expiration of the pesltlit
should be included in the pes’mit.

DEFINITIONS

be incorporated in the MEP definition in the permit,

Pollutant and illicit discharge definitions should be modified (see attached langttage).

12
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V
Comments regan:ling December 18, 1995 Draft                                                     ff’~

i~ci~de¢l ~ tke Order.I ¯ L
State of California

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD. LOS ANGELES
REGION

ORDER NO. 96-XXX                                            .~

WASTE DISCIIARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER DISC’IIARGES
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

(NPDES NO. CAS0616M)

The California Regional Water Quality Control Bo~d, Los Angeles Region 0zereina~r called
the Regional Board~ Los Angeles Region, finds:

FINDINGS

¯ I. The County of Los Angeles, and eighty-six (86) incorporated cities within the County of
11~ Los Angeles (see Attachment A, List of Permittees), hereinafter referred to as Permittet~ "

discharge or contribute to discharges of storm water from municipal separate storm ~ewer
systems (MS4s), also called storm drain systems, and ~Iter courses within the County of
Los Angeles into receiving waters of the Los Angeles basin under countywide waste
disch~uge requirements contained in Order No. 90-079 adopted by this Regional Board on
June I 8, 1990. 1hat Order also serves as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) i~’~mit (CAS0616.’M).

2. Order No. 90-079 was issued before the United States Environmental Protection Agen~
(USEPA) promulgated final regulations for storm water discharges and associated

3. On December 21, 1994, the Permittees submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD)
as application for re-issuance of waste discharge requirements and the NPDES permit.

4. The quality and quantity of storm water discharges in the Los Angeles basin vary
considerably and ar~ affected by the hydrology, geology, and land use characteristi~ of
the watersheds: seasonal weather patterns: and frequency and duration of sto~n events.
Pollutants of concern in these discharges are several heavy metals, sediment from ermion
due to anthropogenic activities, petroleum hydrocarbons from sources such as used motzg
oil, microbial pathogens of domestic sewage origin from illicit discharges, cegtain
pesticides a.~ociated with in-stream toxicity, and other pollutants which may came
aquatic toxicity in the receiving waters.
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5. The Regional Board considers storm water discharges from the urban and developing

D areas in the Los Angeles basin to be significant sources of pollutants in receiving watet~
that may be causing, threatening to cause, or contribute to water quality impairment.
Warning advisories are posted on area beaches after storm events to avoid contact with
~ater because of storm w~ater pollution.

6.    Studies conducted by the USEPA. the states, flood control districts and other entities
indicate the following constitute signiticant? sources of storm water pollutioa:

a. Industrial sites where appropriate pollution control and best managemem
practices (BMPs) are no{ implemented,

b. Construction sites where erosion and sediment �ommls and BMPs Ire
no~ implemented, and

�.    Storm water where the drainage area is not properly managed.

7. Section 402(p) of the federal Clean Water Act. as amended by the Waler Quality Act of
1987. requires NPDES permits for storm water discharges from MS4s, storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity including �onstruction, and designated
storm water discharges that axe considered significant contributors of pollutants
of the United States. Storm water discharges from MS4s are required to mitigate
pollutants to the "maximum extent practicable’. Discharges of storm water
with industrial activities and other non.storm water discharges u defined in 40 CFR Pll’t
122 are subject to lkst Available Economically Achievable (BAT)lad Belt
¢onve o  Con l Tect olosy (aCT)
Section 402(pX3XBXii) requires MS4 permittees to "effectively prohibit" ---
water discharges into MS45 unless ~ discharges are in compliance with ~
NPDES permits.

Environmental i)mtection Agency (USEPA) promulgated 40 Code of Federal Regulatiom
(CFR) Part 122.26 which established requirements for storm water discharges under the
NPDES program. ]’he regulations recognize that certain categories of non-storm water
discharges may not be prohibited if they have been determined to be not significant
sources of pollutants.

9. The USEPA Office of Generai Counsel in a memorandum to USEPA Regim 9, dated
January 9,, 991, determined that Clean Wa,er Act Section 402(p) and Sectioa
301(b)( I Xc) must be interpreted to state that NPDES permits for MS4s must include an)’
requirements necessary to achieve compliance with water quality stamla~is.

!0. To facilitate compliance with federal regulations, in 1992. the State Bom’d issued two
statewide general NPDES permits to facilitate compliance with federal regulatioa~: oae
for storm water from industrial sites (’NPDES No. CAS00(O)OI, General indusa’iai
Activities Storm Water Permit (GISP)) and the second one for storm water firom
construction sites (NPDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit (GCASP))
e,~-mpt) Industrial activitie~ as defined in 40 CFR 127,,2 and ~on a~tivities mt

4~, DATE: Fd~nm~ ~, 19~ C~y~’Lm A~m
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five acre~ or more are required to obtain individual NPDES permits for ~torm water
discharges, or be covered by these state~ide general permits by completing and filing ¯
Notice of intent (NOI) wi~ ~’~ State Board.

I i Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendment~ of ! 990
(CZAR.A) requires coastal states ~th approved coastal zone management wogran~ to
address nonpoint pollutien impacting or threatening coastal water quality.
covers five nonpoint source areas of pollution: Agriculture, Silviculture, Urban, Mmina.t,
and Hydromodification. This Order includes Management Measures for pollution
Urban Areas and Marinas. and provides the functional equivalency for compliance with
CZARA in these two areas. The CZARA Guidance Document developed by the USEPA
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) ~commenda
Management Practices for commercial facilities, including gas ~tation.~ and all
construction activity (new development and redevelopment).

12. The State of California is a delegated state under the NPDES prngram, and u aueh,
pursuant to Section 510 ofthe CWA and 40 CFR Part 123.25, may impose more ~’ingent
requirements necessary to implement water quality control plat& for the Wotectkm of
beneficial uses of receiving watet~ and/or to prevent nui~am:e.

13. California Water Code Section 13263(a) requires that w~te discharge ~-quiremeatl
i~sued by Regional Board~ shall include numerical water quality stand¯rib and proviliem
to implement water quality.based objectives. ]’his Order include~ narrative limitatiom
but no numerical limits for atorm water discharl~es at this time due to
informmion.

14. The State Board considered third party appeals of two MS4 permit~ i~ued by P,,eginal~
Boanh during the first five year permit term. in the appeal of the MS4 permit for’ Santa
Clara Municipal Water District in the San Francisco Bay Region. the State Board ruled in
Order No. WQ 91-03 that MS4 permits must include efflucnt limitations which will
reduce pollutants to the "maximum extent practicable" and will also achieve complilaee
with water quality standard~. In the appeal of the MS4 permit for I.,m Angele~ County,
the State Board concluded in Order No. WQ 91-04 that even ~4~-re ¯ permit doe¯ not
specifically reference water quality standards, but includes BMPs a.~ effluent limitatiot~
the pet’mit should be read so ~ to require compliance with water quality ~

i 5. The State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) adopted a revised Water Quality
Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (Ocean Plan)on March 20, 1990. The
Ocean Plan contains water quality objectives for the Coastal Watet~ of Califot~a.

16. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
Los Angeles Region on June 13, 1994. The Basin Plan specifies the beneficial ~ of
receiving waters and contains both narrative and nume~cai water quality objectiv~ for
the receiving wate~ in the County of Lo~ Angeler,.

The beneficial use~ of water bodies in the County of Los Angeles include: municipal and
domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial service supply, indttstrial Woce~ supply,
ground water recharg.e, freshv,~ter replenishment, navigation, hydmpower 8eneratiett,
water contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, ocean commercial and ~
fishing, warm freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitat, preservation of Areas of Special



Biological Significance, saline water habitat, wildlife habitat, preservation of rare and
endansered specie~ marine habitat, fis~ misration, fish spawning, and shellfish
harvesting.

17. The intent of this Order is the implementation of the foregoing statutes and regulations to
attain and protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters in the County of Los Angeles.
This Order. therefore, includes Receiving ~’ater Limitations that require that storm water
discharges neither cause violations of water quality objectives, nor cause a �onditio~ of
nuisance or water quality impairment in receivin$ waters.

To meet the receiving water limitations, this Order requires the implementation of
technically and economically feasible measu~-s in accordance with the Storm Water
Management Program (S~VE4P) described herein to reduce pollutants in storm water to
the maximum extent practicable. The SWNIP includes a monitoring program to ~
compliance with the objectives and requirements of this Order. This Order also set.~ forth
the procedure that the permittees will undertake in case of excegdance of any I~:~ivin~
water quality ob.j~:tiv=.

18. This Regional Board has implemented the Watershed Protection Approach (WPA) in
addressing water quality management in the region. The objective of the WPA i| to
provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource ~
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental i~plgtl
within a hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed. It emphasi~,s coopm~i~
r~lationship between regulatory agencies, th~ regulated community, environmen~l
groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed to achieve th~ greatest envitx)nment~
improvements with th~ resout~ ava~labl¢.

19, ¯ To implen~nt the Watershed Management Approach, as well as compliance with this
Order, the County of Los Angeles is divided into six (6) Watershed Management A~as
(WMAs)as follows~

¯ ]Vlalibu (::reek and Rural Santa Monica Bay Watershed ]Management.A~a
¯ Ballona Creek and Urban Santa iVlonica Bay Watershed 54anagen~-n! A~o
¯ Los Angeles River Watershed Management Asia
¯ San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area
¯ Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Ha~oor Watershed Management Area
¯ S~nta (:lan~ l~ver Watershed Management A~ca

A~aehment A shows the list of cities under each Watershed ]Vlanagement ~

Federal, or regional entities within the Permittees’ boundaries or jurisdictions outside the20.
County of Los Angeles, not cun’ently named in this Order, operate storm drain facilities
and/or discharge storm water to the storm drains and watercotu’ses covered by this Older.
The Permittees may lack legal jurisdiction over theseentities under state and federal
constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes that the Pefmit1=~s should
not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The Regional Boanl may
consider issuing separate NPDES permits for storm water discharges to these entities
within the Permi~tees’ boundaries. Such designated Permitt~es may include large
landowners such as State Parks, Universities, and similar ~tit~s.

DATE: Rd~ua~ ~ l~
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26. This Order requires the t’ormation of’an F-xccutivc Advisor- Council (EAC) comprisinB
of representatives from [he six watershed management areas. The main role of the EAC
is to facilitate development of storm v.atcr qualit.v managcn~nt programs Within the six
watersheds and to promote consistcnc~, in [he implementation of [hese programs amon~
Permittccs. However, [he Regional B~.)ard reco~niz~’s [hat, sunilm" to [he Principal
Pcrmincc, [he EAC is not responsible for insunng complianc~ ofany individual permittee
Wi[h [he r~’quir~-rncnts of [his Order.

27. In September 1994, [he State Board’s Urban RunotTTask Force in �onsultation ~[h the
State Storm Water Quality Task Force issued municipal storm water prol~ram Buidelines
to encourage statewide program consistency and to assist muzzicipol permittees modi~,
storm water programs for permit rcissuance. "l’he guidelines r=conunend storm w~ler
program activities in the following areas I. Program Management; ii. Illicit Dischar~

~)ll~cd~trial/¢.omm.c..rcial, .S~..ur~_ e,si.iY.. .New Development and Redeve!opmem; V.I~enc:y ,,~cuvmes; vu. z’uozzc mmrmation and Par~pazion; VIii. Prod, ram
Evaluation; IX. Monitoring.

28. The Report o1" Waste Discharge (ROWD) submitted by Pen~ include: (I) Sun~zzapj,
o1" BMPs implemented; (ii) ~torm water management plans for zix WMAz; (iii)
Countywide evaluation of’existing storm water qua]it:), data, and (iv) Workplan for Phz~
!, !!, and i!!, MonitorinE ProExan~

In most MS4 penniu, the Storm Water Management Prol~ (SWMP) requiretnen~ ~
componenu proposed by permittces and are incorporated in the pennit by rel’ereuc= m ¯
storm water management plan. in the case oflhe Count), or" Lo~ Angeles, however, tl~
submitted plans were determined to be incomplete and inadequate in propesed I~
components necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water to t~= "maximum extent
practicable" as required by CWA Section 402(pX:~XB). "rhe~for=, the submitted pl~ns
served as partial bases for the development of the SWMP r=qu~-ments ofthis Order,

29. Each Permittee under the existing permit (Order No. 90-079). was t~luired to implement
Best ]Vlana~ement Practices (BN4Ps), conduct monitoring of storm water discharges, ~nd
evaluate their impacts on receiving waters, Information obtained from tl~’,~-~ activities
would have provided a basis for establishing numerical criteria or goals, and in lieu of
specific program requirements. However, these activities ~,gre not fully ~g~.omplished
during [he five-year term of the permit. Storm water criteria development has been
recently sponsored by the USEPA in partnership with the Water Environment Federation.

30. The S~NII) requited in [his Order contains [he components d~veloped by the State
Board’s Urban Runoff Task Force in consultation With the Sty= Storm Water Quality
Task Force described in Finding 27 and with [he cooperatio~ of ~tatives fn)m the
Permittees, environmental groups, and the industrial �onu~tmity.

The SWaP includes r~quirements with compliance dates to provide specificity and
certainty of expectations. It also includes provisions that protnote customizgd initiatives,
both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and implementing cost effective
measures to minimize d~scharge of pollutants to the receiving water.

The various components of the SV, r~IP, taken as a whole rather than individually, ~
expected to reduce pollutants in storm water to the "maximum exlent practk:abl¢". The
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Permitlees are required to conduct annual evaluations on the effective~ of the Storm
~:ate.r Management Program. an<L if necessary, institute modifications
criterion.

3 i. "i’his Order provides Permirlees the flexibility to petition the Executive ¢)fflcer to
substitute a BMP included under the requir,:.ments with an alternative lIMP, ifthey can.
provide scientific information and documentation on the effectiven,~s o| the alternative,
equal to or greater than the prescribed BMP.

32. Besides the above referenced state and federal laws and regulations, and water quality
control plans, the requirements in this Order are also based on the following guidelin~
studies, �o~ideration~ t, gl~orts and events:

Board Order 90079 t~luired the development and implementalbtn of BMPa to
minimize pollutants in storm water to receiving waters. The O~tlgr was written to
allow maximum flexibility in developing pollution prevention pfJ)l/.rams. The
BMPs identified by Permittees for implementation were olden dl~limilar and
implementation was scattered, in 1993, the Regional Board aplcflJved thigteea
baseline minimum BMPs to facilitate the implementation ofcotttltywide
m!n!mum requir~nents, to encourage countywide consistency, ~ Wo.vlde ¯
minimum measure of progress. These BMP$ were selected frotfl eenmtteea’ MS4
programs. ]’he thirteen BMPs have been made ¯ part ofthis Oftl~r. The~ BMPl
are: (I) Catch basin labeling. (ii) Public illicit discharge~ ~totql~ll, (iii)
Construction storm water ordinance, (iv) Public education and ~tttlre~h, (v) Catch
.basin �!ean-ou_t, ~vi) Roadside trash receptacles, (vii) Street sweeping, (viii)

accessones‘ gasoline stations and restaunmts‘ (ix) Proper dispo.~*| oflilter, lawn
clippings, pet feces, (x) Removal of dirt, rubbish and debris by ~mte$ and
.busine.s~.s: (xi) Oil, glass and plastics recycling. (xii) Proper di.cpolal of
nousenota naz, ardou~ ~stes, and (xiii) Proper water rue and

storm water program requirements that were not available to the Jtegional Board
when Order 90-079 was adopted. This Order incorporate~ the~ rgquirementa to

c. The Regional Board is the enforcing authority for beth the two .,ttatewide general
permits, described in Finding 10. which are issued to facilities ~ Phase I of the
Federal Storm Water Program (40 CFR 122.26) ,,d ,ll NPDE, ,torm ,ter
and noa storm water pemia hsued by the Regional Board. |towever,
frequently, the industrial and construction sites discharge direcllY into stomt
drains and/or flood control facilities o~ed and operated by the |*ermitte~. ’nlele
industrial and construction sites are also regulated under local hlws lad
regulations. Therefore, a coordinated effort between the permilt~$ and the
Regional Board is critical to avoid duplicative storm water reitiJatm’Y activities
and promote storm ~ater program efficiency.

d. The State Board adopted a dual azmual fee structure for industrial facilitie~ in the
Phase 1 Program. Phase 1 facilities located in jurisdictions with



V
subject to a lower annual fee {$250) than those industrial facilities in zr~m
~thout a MS4 permit ($500). The dual fee structu~ was adopted to allow
Perrnittees to recover the annual fee differential or portion thereof if necessary to
support the MS4 program and also provide some oversight over Phase I facilities.

T
e, The ROWD indicates that the Permitlees have established a subcommittee to

develop an enforcement/compliance strategy for industrial and commercial
facilities and construction sites. "i’he Pen’nittees have agreed to noti~, Regional
Board staffo,rindustrial and construction facilities which may not be in
compliance with the storm water regulations. The ROWD also indicates Ihal the
Permitlees will ensure that no grading and/or building permits a~ issued without

3proof of compliance for those projects subject to the GCASP.

f. Each Permittee owns/operates facilities where industrial or related activities take
place and/or enters into contracts with outside parties to carry out activities that
may impact storm water quality. These facilities and related activities include,
but are not limited to, street s~,~eping, catch basin cleaning, maintenance yards,
vehicle and equipment maintenance areas, waste transfer stations, �orpomtioa lad
sto.rage yards, parks and recreational facilities, landscape and swimming poo~
mmntenance activities, storm drain system maintenance activities and the

i~lication of h.erbic.ides .and pes.ticides. As parl oftbe Storm Water ~gram. each rermmee ,s requ*red to assess all of the public agency related
activities and facilities for potential impact to storm water quality and develop ~
implement BMPs to reduce pollutant discharges from these activities/facilitiel.

Non-s~orm water discharges from these facilities and/or activities also affect water
quality. This Order prohibits non-storm water discharges from public facilities
unless the discharses are exempt under Provision Ii (Requirements for
Connections/Discharges) of this Order or are permitted by the Regional Board
under a separate individual or General NPDES permit.

U
$. USEPA review of activities conducted by the automotive service sector (including

auto body shops, gas stations, auto repair, used car dealers, specialized rt’pair.
washes, car rental, and truck rental) indicates that automotive service facilities
present a significant potential for the discharge of pollutants in storm water. The
implementation of BMPs at these facilities will reduce the release ofpollutan~                L~
into storm water. A compliance review of municipal pretreatment and results Io
date of storm water inspection programs in California confirm the USEPA

h The USEPA sponsored a study in 1992 in California to characterize storm ~
from gasoline stations, and demonstrate the effectiveness of BMPs in reducing
pollutants in storm water. The study indicated that pollutants build up during dry
periods, and pollutant concentrations in storm water reflect the length oflhe
buildup period. The study found that BMPs that address gas station �onditiom
such as high volume vehicle uaffic, a~l leaks and spills of vehicle fluids, to be the
most effective in improving storm water quality. The Western States Petroleum
Association has separately identified appropriate BMPs for implementation at gas
service stations to reduce pollutants in storm water.
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V
i. A compliance review of restaurants and similar food handling facilities by

municipal pretreatment and storm ~ater inspection programs in Los Angeles
County and the experience of other Calilbrnia MS4s indicate that food waste, o/I
and grease, chemicals, and ~’ash waters are sometimes discharged into the storm /"
drain system. The implementation of BMPs at Ug’s¢ facilities will reduce the
relea.~ of pollutants into storm water.

j. The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project (SMBRP) was established in 1955,
pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 320, ~,hen Santa Monica Bay was included
in the National Estuary Program. The SMBRP, comprised ol’govemment,
industry, and environmental representatives, produced a Bay Restoration Plan
(BRP) to serve as a blueprint for the Bay’s recovery. The Restoration Plan
identifies 74 Priority Actions to be implemented to restore and prmect the
ecosystem, and to improve the quality of waters flowing fn)m the Santa Monic, a
Bay Watershed Management Area into the Bay. The BRP was approved by
Governor Pete Wilson on December 7, 19<hi. and the USEPA on Man:h 9. 1994J.
This Regional Board adopted Resolution No. R94-00510 on May 9, 1994,
supporting the Restoration Plan. As a kcy �lement oftbe BRP. Ihe Plan �ontain~
ext�nsiv� inlbrmation regarding storm water manag�ment and provides guidanc�
to the Regional Board for dev�lopment of a strong, environmentally sound ~
wat�r program. The Rcgional Board has the responsibility to ensm¢ thai
recomm�nded actions are implcmented by Permittees in the Malibu Creek lad
Rural Santa Monica Bay WMA, and the Bailona Cre~k and Urban Sanla Monicl
Bay WMA.

19941 that th� California Department of Transportation had not substantially
�omplied with Order No. 90-079. Th� court issued a separat� Order to Caltrans to
enforc� �omplianc� with th� requirem�nts of Order No. 90-079. The Court staled
¯ at in order to reduc� pollutants to th� "maximum extent practicable’, a Permiltoe

Umust evaluate and implement BMPs, except ~’here, (i) other effective BMPs will

.... .... .... . .......... : ....

ITkesr e~eats ~o aot beloa~ is, tie� Order. I
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/The requirements of 40 CFR 122.26 are referred to man), other times in the ~fmdings" and
the Order itself. There’s no need to repeat it again. Also, this issue is addre~ed again and tke
same section cited in the provision regarding legal authorit~.]

33. The Regional Board has notified each Perminee, interested agencies, and interested
persons of its intent to prescribe waste discharge requirements and an MSA NPDES
permit for storm water discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for a public
bearing and an opportunity to submit their written views and recomm~-axl~orls,

34, The Regional Board solicited comments on early drafts of this Onler from l~"rmittees,
interested agencies, and interested persons, In addition, the Regional Ooa~l stalTmet
with representatives from Permittees, business associations, environmental groups, and
other interested persons to discuss permit requirements and allempl Io resolv~ exiti¢a]
issues. Regional Board staffalso solicited feedback from the Santa Monica Bay
Oversight Committee on e~rly drafts of the Order, ~ attended Permilte~ walerahed
meetings, and public workshops to hear �oncems,~,.z~:~.r..;.’ n

3:5, TEe Regional Board will noti~s, interested agencies and interested Ix’rsons of tEe
availability of reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports, Work Plains,
Performance Standards, and proposed Storm Water Management Pla~ r~
submitted in response to requirements of this Order and will provide them with aa
opportunity for ¯ public hearing and/or an opportunity to submit their w~tten ~
recommendations. The Regional Board will consider all comments and may modi~,
reports, plans, or schedules or may modify this Order in accordance with I~ NPDE~
.~pern~i! reg.ulati_o~. All .s.ubmittal.s required by this Order conditioned with ~
me ~xecuuve Officer w~ll be subject to these notification, ~ and public

36. A municipal storm water program esmpa~ guidance manual is being dev=loped und=,
contract to provide guidelines and assist Permittees in complying with this Order. The
guid¯o~e do~umen! i~ for guidlnee purpose~ onlT, Ind d~e~ no! supeI’~ede tlli~
Order. ,n ....... --’-..~...-;- ..... : ........... --’~- ..... ,’---.~_ ._., .......

lit must be clear thot the guidance document doe~ not extablish the legal reqnirement$. In the
past the Federal Part 2 Guidance Document has been referred to almost us Orit contoin~!
regx., but it too is only for guidance. Many of those guidelines have now beett included In tki~
Order; only by doing this do they become legal requirements.
The information concerning the funding of the manual does not need to be inclttded in tkt
Order.]

37. The requirement~ in this Order, as they m~ met, are in conformance with federal and state
laws regulations, and guidelines developed for the implementation thereof, and wat~
quality control plans applicable to the Los Angeles basin.

38. The action to adopt a NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions oftbe California
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Environmental Quali~ Act; Chal~er 3 (commencing ~i~h Section 21100)of Division 13
of the Public Resources Code in accordance with Section 13389 of the California Water
Code.

39. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued, prior to the expiration
date to include: changed conditions identil]ed in technical reports; incorporate applicable
requiremen[s of statewide water quality control plans; incorporate amendments to
Basin Plan; and to comply with an)’ applicable requirements, guidelines, or changes
issued or approved under Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act, if the requirement,
guideline or regulation so issued or approved contains differen! conditions or additional
requirements not provided for in this Order. The Order as modified or reissued shall also
contain any other ~.-quirements of federal or state laws, regulations m~l guidelin=$
applicable at [ha~ tim=.

The Board. in a public he.~ng, heard and considered all comments pertaining to
waste discharge requiren~.nt.~,

~l.ui~,r ~1 I
I

~is o~er ~h~ll ~e ~ a Na~n~l PoIluI~nl D~h~e Elimln~tbu Sys~m ~PD~ IPemil punuunl to ~lion 402 of Ihe f~e~l Clean Water A~, or
and shall luke eK~t at the end of Ihi~ (30) ~ys from ~ ~le ori~ ~ ~ ~ I
Regio~ A~inis~lor, USEP~ ~ ~ ~j~

IT IS HE.BY O~E~D ~t ~ C~ly of~ Angeles ~ ~ Citi~ ofA~ Hil~
Al~b~ ~i~ ~i& ~ B~d~n P~k, ~11, ~ilflo~, ~11G~ ~y Hill&
Bmdb~, B~. C~a~, C~ C~los, Cl~monL Co~e. Com~
Cu~y. Culver City, Di~ B~. ~my. D~e, El Mome. El ~8~. ~ G~
Glendo~ Ha~ii~ G~ Ha~. He~o~ ~h. Hidd~ Hill&
i~m~. lnglew~, i~e, ~ C~ Flin~dge, ~ Habm Heigh~
~ P~nte, ~ Ve~, ~e. ~mi~ Long ~ac~ Los Angel~. L~ ~i~
M~ B~c~ Ma~ Mo~vi& Monle~llo. Monte~y P~ No~ ~m V~
~tes, P~o~L P~e~ Pico ~v~ Pomo~ R~c~ P~os V~
Rolling Hills. Rolling Hills ~mt~ Ro~mead. S~ Dim~, S~ Fe~o,
M~no, S~ Ci~ ~ Fe Sp~ngs, S~ Moni~ Sie~ M~, Sig~ Hi~
Monte. Sou~ Gate, ~u~ P~ Temple City, To~ce, V~ W~n~
West Holl~ Westl~e Village, ~ ~inier, in o~er to m~t ~ pm~sio~
Di~sion 7 of~e C~ifomia Wat~ C~ ~ ~gulatio~ adopt~ ~e~
of~ Cle~ Water Act ~ ~end~ ~ ~gulatio~ ~ guidelin~ ~opt~
~mply ~ ~ foilo~ng for ~ ~ ~ ~eir j~ictio~ in ~ Co~ of~ ~e~

DATE:
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V
A. DISCIIARGE PROIIIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER I_IMITATION,~

/7~e~e ~ be ~ epp~p~te I~n~e~e that h~ ~n d~l~d by
T

i. D~e ~hibifi~

~h P~itt~ shall. ~in i~ j~iction, eff~tively ~hibit ~-~
di~h~ges into ~ m~ici~ ~te sto~ ~w~ system (M~) ~
wat¢~o~ ex~ w~ ~h di~ ~

I. in ~mpli~e ~ a ~te NPD~ ~it: ~
2. Identifi~ ~ in �ompli~ce with Provision ll.D (R~~ f~ Illi~t

Compliance wJlh thb p~hibition shall ~ a~mpl~ though ~m~I
with P~vh~ns in thb O~. I

Ii. R~eivin~ ~at~ Limi~

Pemit(~ shall institute a ~mp~hensive Jtomwater maaatement ~mI
as identi~ in this O~er to ~uce the dbcha~e of ~llutanls to ~eI
maximum extent p~cticable. The timely implementation of tb~ I
stomwater management p~g~ms, in ~n~unction with otber wat~ q~I
management p~g~mh shall constitute ~mpliance with ~ q~i~I
obj~tives applicable Io ~eiving wate~ m ~ ~s Angel~ B~ ~~

t~ ~tal Watershe~ of ~s Angeles a~ Ventura ~bunties, C~
Regio~l Water ~ii~ ~troi ~rd ~s Angeles Regiog Monte~
1994) ~ ~ ~�~ Pl~ ( ~ ~ter ~li~ ~bntrol Plag ~e~ W~e~
Cal~ornia. State Water Resources Lbntrol ~rd 1990), ~ ~~

~ by ~[e~nce. l[~ppli~ble water q~iity obj~fiv~ ~ ~o~ ~
~ppmv~ by ~ S~e B~ ~er adoption o[~is 0~, ~e Regio~ ~ b~vi~ or m~i/y ~is ~er, ~ appropriate. The R~iee~l ~ ~e4 ~
Pe~i~ ~al~e that thee sto~water management p~ ~
conjunction with other water quali~ management p~g~mg may ~t mu~
in full compliance with identifi~ water quali~ obj~tiv~ p~r to ~
expiation of tbb O~er. By �ompJying in a timely manner with ~
~ui~ments sp~ifi~ in ~tions l-Viii of this O~er, the ~mJH~
~mplying with the R~eiv~g Water Limi~

~ s~le language should clae~ the fa~ that g Pe~i~e~ ~ the pm~D~ ~
~ ~ eo~iianc~ Th~ language eli~nat~ the needfo~ the detnOed s~a ~
"~o~nc~ " ~lainin~ the ~ea of ’~un~n~ e¢ui~en~ ~]

~e de~m~n fo~ "MEP~ ~ shown ~ the GIo~a~ should ~ ~d to ~ ~ f~"

~ ~g r~ ~Judm~ ~t not J~Jt~ to: ~e ~vl~ of~e ~iem, ~bl~ ~ ~ ~

k~51~121~18~
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B~"d on ~ above-mentioned water quality, ectives, ...........                  ., ,..      ..,,    ~,.o ,,.,,.,.--- -: ".’-,:o. :-
~ stormwater manaj,~ement prol~rams~ in conjunction with other water T
quaJity m.anal~ement programs, shall be developed so that the following conditions
shall I~ ,.-4dr~sed and their occurrence minimized to the masimum estent
practicable:

it5 concentrations or quamities of the followin| that
cause nuisance or adversely afi’ect bcncficial uses of receiving waters:

, a. Floating materials, including solids, liquids, foams, and scum;
b. Susl~nded or scltleable materials;
�. Non-nslurally occurring oils. greases, waxes, or other materials

that result in a visible film or coating on the surface of the water or
on objects in the water, which results from anthropogenie

.~ activities;
~ d. Chemical constituents; and,
¯ e. Substances that iweveeses- increase biochemical oxygen danand.

~ toxic pollutants in �oncenuations or quantities thal will
bioaccumulate in aquatic life to k’vels which am harmful to aquath: life
and human health.

:.

3. 6em~e biostimuiatory substances in concentrations that pmmo~ aquat�c
growth to the extent that such growth causes nuisance or ~dversely ~tfl’ects
beneficial uses.

4. Gonut~ toxic substances in concentrations that are toxic to, or that
produce detrimenud physiological responses in human, plant, animal, or
aquatic life.

Gon~w taste or odor-producing substances at levels that impart
undesirable tastes or odors to fish flesh or other edible aquati� resources,
cause nuisance, or adversely affect beneficial uses.

6. Gnuse changes in temperature and turbidity to the extent that results in
nuisance or adverse eft’ecl on beneficial uses.

7. Ca~ degradation of an), applicable water quaJity objective for ~_~
the receiving waters. (.--

B. COMPLLS~NCE WITH DISCFIARGI~ PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER

|f~ after Iimely ~plementatinn of lhe reqniremen~ specified in Sections ~.| thron~h
of this Order, the Permittec(s) or the Regional Board finds that stormwater discharges
have caused a significant exceedance of the water quality objectives, the affected
Permit~ee(s) shad review their stormwater management programs to determine the need
for accelerated implementation schedules and/or enhanced or revised program elements





V

T

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REOUIREMENT~

Each Permittee shall implement within its jurisdiction to the maximum extol I
practicable the following: I

I.    Tl?e. Storm Water Management Program pmvision~ of this Ord~.~

[Tkis could create a lot of confusion. Re~tonal Board skould emre that the
dates are clearly written ill cock

The large number of action dates which exist throughout the permit and the uncertainty hi tilt
adoption schedule for the permit is of major concern. Language must be added to tke perntM

7khich states that the dates identified in tile permit are based on a specific adoption date. ~f

ere are dela)~ in adopting eke permit, the compliance dates Mrougkout eke permit imust the
extended accord~g~V,

Another alternative is to convert all dates so that they are based an time from adoptiote
permit (e.g. within leo da)~ from adoption of this Oeder)l

" 2. The Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP), any of ira
modifications, revision~ or amendments, that will be developed aggo~

¯ .                          to the requirements of this Order.

The CSWMP, at a minimum, shall include the ~omponents of the Stona

approval by the -"-~,:,:~:iv:. ~..’~:,~: ~,.":,~ Regional Bawd.

3. The applicable Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP), any of its
modifications, revisions or amendments, that will be developed according
to the requirements ofthis Order. Each WMAP Lt aubject to approvalI
by the Regional Board. I

Each Permittee shall participate in the development of the WMAP for its ~_~
respective watershed management area through its W~

~
,

Management Cotrm~ittee (WMC). The WMAP shall include the
components of a Storm Water Management Program defined in ~ Order,
the CSWMP, and any other applicable requirements to reduce to the
maximtm~ extent practicable pollutants in the discharge. Upon approval
by the Regional Board,..,,,.,..~::.:-; ~- the WMAP for a parlk"td~ I
watershed su~es the CSWMP.
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!. REQUIREMENTS FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

A. Princi_nal Permilp...

I.    The County of Los Angeles is designated as the Principal Pm~nitl~�.

2. The Principal Perminee shall:

Coordinate ISem~ activities required under this Order;,

b. Convene the countywide Executive Advisory Commiue¢ (EAC),
�onstituted pursuant to Provision I.D.;

�. Provide personnel and fiscal resources to develop ¯ Cmmlywid¢
Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) ~,~ich ~ill mw~ then be
used ~ ~ ¯ bash for ¯ Watershed Management Area Plan
(WMAPJ fo~ e.agh watershed;

d. Convene tlw Watershed Management Commitlees (W’MCa) upon
ti~ designation of reprt’sentatives to the WMCa, and
appointment of a chair s~mP, m+l-atso aad rt’prm~enlaltv~aJ Io

�. Provi~ I,e~on~l and fiscal msow~s for tl~ &-~mlolamm ofth~

th~ CSWMP and the WMAPa;

Provide technical and administrative support for bo4h the EAC0 and
the WMCs �onstituted pursuant to Pmvidoa i.E.;

including ¢vah~alions of monitorin8 IXOgram data and BMP

complianc� for submittaJ to the Regional Board, upo~ Rceii~ of

j. With guidance of the EAC, act as liaison betw~m P~mil~ees a~l
the R¢gional Board on pem~ issues regaedlmg ~his ~

k. With guidance of the EAC, implement activides oudined ia th~
Order for ~ a Principal Permittm.

L Implement activities outlined in this Order for a Permitlee.

[Wky does the ,~4C guide the County in iml~lementing their individuaI progelm? F.,4C sk@ald
only provide guidance on county+wide program activities, some activiti~ are to I~e
by the County within the u~incorporaled areas and ,~_AC skould not be invalved itt

R0030494



Either sel~r~te the statements as above or delete the statement "witk guidattce of the ~.4(~ ~/
B.    Permitlee~

I. Each Pennittee shall:

a. P..a~t.i.c.ipate in .ths. development and,modification wbere necessary ofthe
CS~MP and jo,ntly prepare the ~, MAPs through panicipatimt ~n the
WMC;

b. Implement all requirements described in this Order for ¯ Permitteerthe

Implement the CSWMP, or the WMAPs on approval by the
Board;

de, Provide in ¯ timely manner all information needed by the INi~ip~
Permittee for completing the Annual Repeeta.

2. Each Permittee shall coordinate among each Permittee’s internal depanmeata and
asencie$ (e.g.. public work& planning, utilitie~ water ~upply):

a. Implementation of pet, m~ requirements under this Order and pollution
prevention activities; and

b. Any optional interagency and inter-departmental aSreementa ~ to
ensure compliance with the CSWMP and the WMAP.

3. Each Permittee’$ City Admini~rator/Publi¢ Work~ Director ~all appoint ¯
representative(s) to the WMC, v,~o has the delegated authority to make degiaiom
on storm water pem~ program issues on behalf of the hit/her jurisdiction.

External A~enev (~oordinatlmt

!. The Principal Permittee will be provided an updated list of NPDES pennia on ¯
quarterly basis through the Regional Board’s electronic bulletin born’d, which may
be accessed at (213) 266-7663, for use by each Permittee to identify penaitted
sources of active non-storm water diseharges into the MS4.

2. Each Permittee will work with other agencies, to the extent necessary, and report
to the Regional Board on recommendations to resolve any conflicts which are
identified between the provisions of this pem~ Order and the requimne~ts of
other regulatory agencies, if they deem it necessary. These agencies, include but

a. California Department of Fish and Game
b. California Department of Toxic Substance~ Control
c. California Coastal Commission
d. United States Environmental Protection Agency
e. California Department of Transportation
f. California Air Resources Board

DATE: Fg~mm’y
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Permirtees shall develop protocols for the clean up of spills of pollutants that cross
from one agent’s MS.I Io another’s.

/Lanl~UaRe similar to this sAould be included under this provision or under tke ~
A u.toriO’ sic’riot.I

D. Executive Advisory Commitl~-e (EAC’)

I. The Executive Advisory Committee shall consis~ of a voting representative from
the County of Los Angeles, the City of Los Angeles, representatives from
Malibu Creek, Santa Clara River, and Domingucz Channel WMAs. and two from
th~ San Gabriel River. Los Angeles River, and the/3aHona Creek WMAI, for ¯
total of eleven voting members. The Regional Board Executive omen, will
appoint a Regional Board representative, a member of the public, and two
indusu’y representatives as non-voting members on ~he EAC.

2. The Principal Portal,tee shall provide the EAC with the opportunity Io:

a.    Advise the Principal Perminee on ~he development of the CSWMP. and
�ountywide programs to be developed by the Principal Permillee;

b. Coordinate implementation of storm water quality management mctiviti~
of regional significance (such as watershed.wide and countywide
public outreach trod education);

�. Make reconunendations on ~ounty-~,id= issu~ to =~:h WMC;

d. Review the WIVIAPs developed by each WIVlC and provide dir~-tion lad
guidance for consideration by th= WMC;

e. Assist the Principal Permittee in compiling summm.ies and evaluations of

information and materials from ~h~

f. Guide conflict resolution among Permitlees and advise the Principal
Permiue¢ on its liaison responsibilities to the Regional Board; and

g. Coordinate the implementation ofpilo! projects to ~r~et pollutant
evaluate BMP appropriateness, and assess effectiveness.

Watershed Mana_oement Commit~_t,,,,~ (W]MCs)

Each Watershed Management Committee shall be comprised of a voting
representative from each Permittee in the WMA. The Executive Officer of the
Regional Boan/will appoint a Regional Board representative, a member of the
public, and an industry representative as non-yoUng members on each W~C.

DATE: ~ &,
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¯ !. Each Permittee shall demonstrate that it possesses legd authority nec~sa~
control discharges to and from those portions of the MS,4 over which it
jurisdiction, in compliance with this Order. This legal authority may be
demonstrated by either a single ordinance or ¯ single guidance docume~
containing all the statutes, ordinances, permits, contracts, ord~ m’ ~
~ agreements ame~ which govern ¯ Permitte¢$ Itoml
water numagement activities per guidelines in the Guidance Manual For
Preparation Of Part 2 Of The NPDE.~ Permit Applications For Dlsc~w~ges from
Municipal Separate Storm Se~r Systems,(EPA g33-B-92-002, November 199"2),
pages 3-4, and shall, at ¯ minimum, as required by 40 CFR 122.26(dX2Xi)(D):

Control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 by storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity ns dcflned [m 40 CFR 122~
and the quality of storm water discharged from sites ofindus~al ~.-’tivity;

b. Prohibit illicit discharges and illicit connections to the MS4 and requize
~moval of illicit connections;

c. Control the discharge of spills and the dumping or disposal of matedals
other than storm water (e.g., industrial and commercial wastes, trash,
debris, motor vehicle fluids, green waste, animal waste~ leaves, dirt,
other landscape debris) to the MS4 ;

~ the discharge of pollu~ants from on~ portion of the M$4 to
another as determined n~essar~ by the Permittees {iait~j~ or
inter-jurisdictional agreements among Permittees ire eacour~ed for
this purpose);

[Proposedof this requirement.]language (Item #J) Jmder External Agency Coordination will ~ satisfy tke IJmxt

k ~:ee~nek~wp51 ~um...p~u~ t 2 t 8dr~lS_3b.doc 20
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e... Requir~ compliance wish conditions in ordinances, permizs, contracts or

l.. Conduct inspection, surveillance and monitoring procedures necessary to
determine compliance and non-compliance with pem~H conditions el’ ~lz
Order including the prohibition on illicit discharges to the MS4.

Each Perminec sEa]l:

¯ Provide to the Principal Penninee for submittal to the Executive Of Ece~
the Regional Board ~thin 120 days o1" the effective date of this Ord~

ee~mset that [he Pcnninee has obzained ,,11 necessary i~
authorit), zo compi), with this Order, ~nd/~,

~lt wo~ld be impossiMe I~ st#te wader pew~lty of per)~r~ tk~ tke Permlffee k~s ~wevl

¯ ii. A ~ schedule for ob~ininB adequate legal authoriW to comply
with this Order (if Pn)vision I.H.~;Z.¯i. is onl). paniall), fuil~lled).

b. E.xe~ci .se full legal authoripj within its ~urisdiction to require �ompli~nc~
~ w~th th~s Order, the Countywide Szorm Water Manalien~nZ Plan, mzd/or

Program

An)’ Pennittec ma)’ petitio~ tee Executive O1’6�~

¯ Substitute for any BMP identified in this Order, IEe CS~q~4P, or
WMAP. if the Permittee can demonstrate .L.:.. ~ .~ ........
~ thaz the proposed alternative BiVlP:

i. will achieve Ip~azer or substantiall), similar reductiozz ~ sZorm
water pollul~)~ and

ii.    will be implemented within a similar period of time.

b. Eliminate any storm water BMP identified in this Order, the CSWE4]~,
and/or the WMAP, for its.jurisdiction flit can demonstraxe through
documentation anti, or scientific da~ that the BMP i~

i.    No~ technically f~.~’b~, or

ii. The cost of implem~tio~ gready ou~igh~ the po|lutioa ~m~ro|
benefit.
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The Executive Officer will approve or disapprove the petition in accordance wile
Provision i.J (Requirements for Program Management: Adminisuative Review). if
approved, the Executive Officer will notify all Pcrmittecs of the determination.

J. Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizJes the procedure for review and accz’plan~ of
reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under this Order. in addition, it
provides a method to resolve any dill~rences in compliance expectations between the
Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action. A Permittce shall
not be deemed "in violation" of this Order unless the process uutlined below has
been e~mpleted,

/The langu~r must �le#rly st~te Ibis point./

!. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, INIdellaes~
checklists, liMPs, dalabases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by a Permittee under the provisions of this
Order shall be submitted to the Executive Officer for approval. The
Officer will notify the Permittee and the Principal Perminee of the mulls ofthe
review and approval or disapproval within 120 days. Implementation datea
identified in this Order for programs which requtr¢ a Permittee t@ ebtai~
Eaecutivc Officer approval shall be extended an amount uf time equivalent te
~a! w.hleh the Executive Officer requires beyond 120 days. ~

__v_ _.., _ _..._. _ _ _ ,_. :7:7_’.. _ .’.."_’_’": "_ ’_’:

Iftbe Executive Officer finds that a Permittce’s stom~ water program is
insufficient to meet the provisions of t~.-Pem~t this Order, the Executive
shall send a "Notice oflntent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Pennittee, with
specific findings in support of the insufficient determination. The NIMC shall
includ~ a time frame by which the Pcrmittee must meet with Regional Board stall’.

a. The Permittee, upon receipt ofa NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staffto clarify the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this pem~ Order. The meet and confer sessions shall be for
the purpose of developing additions and enhancements to the jurisdiction’s
storm water program. The meet and confer period shall conclud~ with the
submittal to and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written "Storm
water Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA)" which shall inclml¢
implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may terminate the meet
and confer period a~er a reasonable period due to a lack of IXOgmSs on
issues and may order submittal of the SPCA by a specified date. :l:be

IRedsmdant. This statement w~ already made and does not belong in this Iocalto~]

Failure to submit an accei~ble SP~A by the specified date shall ~stitute
a violation of this Order.
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b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SPCA or an
amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection ofa SPCA by the Executive
Officer shall state the reasons Ibr the failure to approve the SPCA. A
Perminee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have sixty (60) day~
to remedy the specified deliciency and resubmit the SPCA,

�. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SP(:A. The Permittoe
shall submit reports to the Executive Officer of progress made under the
SPCA. The frequency of progress report submittal shall be quarterly
unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive Officer. Failure to �omply
with the terms and conditions of the SPC:A shall constitute a violation of
this Order and shall be cause for immediate Administrative Civil Liability
as prescribed by the Executive Officer.

, I. The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list ofinte~sted partiea,
organized by WMAs. for distribution of documents that require the Executive
Otlicer’s approval. The Regional Board will provide the Principal Permittee with
the initial list of interbred parties,

~ 2. The Principal Permittee shall distribute for public comment the initial C~SWMP.
WMAPs and other storm water Program Requirements that are submitted to the
Executive Officer for approval. The public comment period will run mmamcatly
with the Regional Board’s review period.

~I 3. Interested parties wishing to comment on the initial CSWMP, WMAPa and other
storm water Program Requirements in review, must submit their ~ommenta in
writing to the Executive Officer no later than 45 days after the Principal Petmittee
has made the document available to the public. Regional Board staffwill

~ maintain ¯ list of interested parties who have requested to receive annoum:enm~

:
of permit

l

i
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V
II. REQUIREMENTS FOR ILLICIT CONNECTIONS I DISCHARGES

Direct illicit connections to the MS4 include physical connections of sanitary, commercial.
industrial piping (or channels) carrying untreated or partially t~ated waste waters. Such
�onn~tions a~ sometimes unauthorized, and may be intentional or accidental due to mistak~
identification of sanitary scw~r lines. Illicit connections can r~suit in continual or intcrmit~nt
non-storm water and waste gat~ discharges contaminated with pathogens and pollutants to
MS4 ( im~.vtigation of Inappropriate Pollutant Entries inlo Storm Drainage system& USF~A
Document No/600/R.92/238).

/Doesn’t this O.pe of a statement belong in the finding~ section, rather that# kere~ F.itktr
delete or mo~e.I

^.

[~kis statement is rednndamt, either eliminate it here ~r elimbtute it a~ t12

i.    The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC ~hall develop byIJuly 15, I~, a model program for th~ elimination of illicit �onncctimm    I
to th~ MS4 ~:, ............~.       . "l’h¢ program shall include, at ¯ minimum:

[?’his type of wording occn~ thrO,,l~k ont the Order and it t~ misleading. ~ka ltttent ~ to
develop and implement the program by a given date. nat to eliminate the �ottnectlons b~ ¯

word "develop% $o that there is no con/mio& Another option wonld be gke follm,~:
"dewlop a model #licit connection program by .-----; but we rum Into IW~tletm t~k¢¯ It
states " a program to~ by

Standardized storm drain inspection procedm~ and illh:it
connection end identification and elimination Wncedure,;

b. Methods to prioritize potential problem areas, including, but not
limited to old commercial/industrial areas, and atom with heavy
industry listed under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405. 471;

�. Methods to utilize results of field screening activilie~, and olher

d. industrial/commercial education and outreach mmt~als to
busir~ss~s about the problem of illicit
�onnections and proper discharg~’disposal pra~i¢~; I

e. Storm drain inspections schedule for illicit �onneXion;

[?’his will only be acceptable if the definition of#licit connections is modif~,d to excl~ m~
drains and other related type connections. See modified clef’tuitions at end of
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f. Standardized record keeping to document illicit connections; ~d

g. Enforcement procedus~s to terminate illicit �onn~

2. Each Permin~.~, .~,~,:3 ~.~. "~,; ,,-,~: ~:.~.;:..~., ..hall ~ develop,
based on the model program, a program to identify and elimiz~ate illicit
connections to the maximum extent practicable. ~

Each Permittee shall submit an implementation scbedll¢ with/~
ninety (90) days of the approval of the model program by t~
£zecutive Offigt~,

B. Illicit ~’4~pee~Dtsehatw~ "

The primary t~sponsibiliw for cleanup and s~moval of illicit discharges of
pollutants to the MS4 shall be with the owr.er/operator oftbe dischazging facility
or site. Nothing in this Order shall be interpreted to limit or in anyway ~
action by ¯ Pctmittee ~gainst the p~rty responsible for th~ illicit diachmgg~

I. The Principal Permittee in �onsultation with the EAC shall develop ¯model illicit discha~e~ elimination program by ,[~. The

Standardized enforcement procedures, including adminiatrlfiv= ~
.judicial, to eliminate illicit di~chargeg

and cleanup for spills, which include ¯ procedure to ensure that
sewage tw.ated with disinfection agents will not be discharged into
the ~torm dram system to the cxtenl p~;

c. P~orhization of problem azea.~ of illicit disposal where inspectioa,
clean up, and enforcement are ~ to ~t the di.w.harge of

Standardi~-d procedures to educate inspectors, nutbstenanee
~x)~ers, m~l other field staff to notice illicit dischazge~ during the
�oupe of their da~ly activities, and report inch ~

f. S~lardi~d record keeping system to document i[i~t dischag~
mad

g. Standardized e~ot~-ment proceduzes to elimimtc illicit
~~

~l’kere is a need for the development of a c~wpliance schedule for tke elim~atiott of illk~
disckarges. Permi~ees, ~l~on iden~fying an illicil discharge, will need to wor~ witk faci~
owners in developing reasonal~le time lines for eliminating suck disckarges. ~ki~ is ~
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t"~ d. Rising ground water~
e~ Uncontaminated ground~mer infiltration; ~
f. Discharges or flo~ from emergency fir~ fighting activitie~ end
g, Discharges which have been autbol’~ted by I perlltlf~ er

granted " ¯m wam~ er or vmr~nce from the Rc~ional Board or State

The Ex~utiv~ O~ficer, upon the presentation ofcvidence in accordance w~tb
Provision ll.(~.4. (PTo~dm~s/or Excmp~on), may incJudc ~ catc~s of
non-storm water discha~es under th~s sub-section.

2. Conditionally Exempted

The following non.storm water discharges need not be prohibited. Ho~,ver, if
they m’e identified by either a Permitte~ or the Executive Officer as I~ing
of polluLants to receiving waters, then appropriate BMPs to minimize tl~ adv~t~
imp~:ts of such soumcs shall be developed and implemented under the C’SWMP
or the WMAPs in accordance with Provision ii.C.4. (Prog~lures fo~’ ~)~

Water lin~ tlusMn~

d. ,Air conditioning ~
.~_~ �. Irrigation ~~ f. ~Wat~ from crawl sp.~ pum~
t°~ g. gctaining w~ll dr~tg

It. individu~! residential car
i. Residential roof �lr~ns:

Residential swimming pool diacharieg
Hydraulic graffiti abatement; and
Flushing of inductive traffi� loops(to be diacusaed)~

The Executive Officer, upon the presentation of evid~age in accordance with
Provision !i.C.4. (Procedures for Exemption). rn~y include other categories of
non-storm water discharg=~ under this ~ul>-~ectio~

The following non-storm water discharges have been determined by the Executive
Officer to be a significant .source of pollutants to r=ceiving water~. Each
ha~ one year from the effective date of this Order or in the ~ of a new
designation, one year from the Executive Officer’s date ofdet=~ to
eliminate the discharge, or develop appropriate B]VIPs to minimize the
impacts to the maximum extent practicable and an L~OCiated BMP
implementation schedule in accordanc~ with Provision II.C.4. (Procedm~a for"
Exemption).

.̄    Street washing
b. Sidewalk wasl~tg

R0030505



The Executive Officer, upon the presentation of evidence, may include other
categories of non-storm v,~ater discharges under this sub-section.

4.    Procedu~s for Exemp6on

The I~ncipal Permittee in consultation with the EAC’ may identi~, eugl describe
additional categories of non-storm water discharges to be exempted from
A.Discharge Prohibitions.l. in the Annual Report to the Executive Officer. The
criteria for exemption may include one or more of the followt,.|:

s. Documentation that the discharges are not sources of pollutants to
receiving waters or do not cause impairment of beneficial uses
of receiving walen; or

b. Special circumstances in which the discharges have been found
to be ne~ sources of pollutants to or eHse impairment of
beneficial uses of receiving waters; er

�. Prescription of specific BMPs, where determined tett|bl~ to
reduce pollutants to the "w.~ximum extent practicable" and
minimiTg adverse impacts of such aourct~ with an
implementation SChedU~;

d. Esm. bli .shed proc.edures to ensure BMP implementation ingludi~
an implementation tchedule, pedform~ng, standard.% monito~

!. ~ Principal ~en~. ittee in consultation with the EAC shall develop ..b,tuly !$, 1996(.), a standard program to promote, publicize, and facilntate
public reporting of illicit discharges and illicit disposal practi~

Each Permitte, shall, submit a scbeduk within ninety (90) days oft ha
adoption of the standard public reporting program to implement at th~
earliest practicable date the standard program

2. The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC shall develop a
standard program by July 15. 1096, for reporting incidents of a
quantity of hazardous substances entering the storm drain system. Each
Permittee shall require all spill reporting to the OES. The reports shaJI
be made to the State of CaJifornia Office of Emergency Services (OES) at
(800) 852-7550 and the FederaJ Hazanious Response Number at ($00)
424-8802.

"̄""~h Perminee shah, within ninety (90) days of the adoption of theIstandard hazardous substances reporting proem, submit 8 scheduleJto im ement the rogram .....~, ....~ ........ j

DATE: F~ & I~J~
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V
~

I!1. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL SOURCgS
O

Each Permittee is required to develop and implement an industrial/comme~ial Wogram
that focuses on identification and control of storm water pollutant and non storm water

Ldischa,-ges from industrial/commercial sources within iu.jurisdiction.

Identification of ~ource~

!. The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC shall develop ¯
database format for listing industrial/commercial facilities by four digit
SIC Industry Numbers by October 15. 1q96. ~is data~ will ~erv= as ¯
reference resource for the public, business, industry, local government, tl~
Regional Board. and other public agencies on storm water program
participation. The initial accuracy of the database will be dependant
the accuracy of electronic and information sources used to establish the
database, but the accuracy is expected to improve after Permittees begin
implement the industrial/commercial oversight program. No legal impo~t
is to be attributed to the database developed by the Permitt~a, The
database format .~dl inclml¢ at ¯ minimum:

�.    NPDES =orm water permit ~ovemg= statu~ if q~plicabl~

2. Each Perminee shall collect information, based on tl~ format dav~loped
bythe Principal Permi,ee, to identify industrial/commercial faciliti~
within it~ jurisdiction by J.~. The li~t of facilitka ~d~ll

a.    All industrial groups regulated under Phase I ofthe Federal
water program (40 CFR 122.26; Pha~ I Facilitiea).

b. Other industrial/commercial groups selected by the Principal
Permittee in consultation with the EAC and/or the Regional Board
from the USEPA Phase II storm water program ,~’reening li~
as nurseries, wood product wholcsale~ golfcoursea, ~
ranches, amusement parks, and municipal vehk:k
service/maintenance facilities (Storm Water Disckm’ges Potentlal~
Addressed by Phme II of the National Pollutant
Elimi~tioa System Progr,,~, Report to Coegre~, Oj~ce of Water.
USEPA Washmgtor~ D.C. Documeat ~o. EP,4 833-K-94-OO2) and
other similar documents. The criteria for selection by th= Resional
Board and/or the Principal Pern~ttee in consultation with th~ EAC
may include.,
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V
i. Extent ofexposure ofthe indust~al/�omn~ activily

ii. Type~ and quality of non ~torm ~ter di~harge~
iii. Similarity of industrial/commercial activity to indust~al r

activity regulated under Phase I;
iv.    Types of chemical contaminants and wastes generat=d that

can become exposed to storm water,
v, F_xisten~e of duplicate regulatory proMan~ ofotber

agencie~ that emphasize waste management and minimiz=
exposure of the industrial/commercial acfi~-ity to ~torm
water,

3

seclor ~te management pr~ticea;
viii. Experience of iota] agency indu.~ild in.~ection

ix. Any other information that indicatea ¯ aigtt~fgant pot~ttial
for contamination of ~tonn water,

The database ofindusu~tl/�ommen:ial facilitie~ for each
,jurisdiction, ~a]! be mmntain=d and updated annually.

rermlnee into ¯ ~atal~.se o/tn(~ustnal/�ommercial faciliti~ I~aed on ~
standagd format by ~. Th~s database will, in ~lditioo to

& ~.=~.h four digit SI~ Industry Number, primly acdvitka that           "
mlgl)t impact runoffdt~char~ (from national or �:~ul~il]

b. For each four digit SIC Industry Number, primary ttmteril~ that
might impact runoff di~harg~ (f~)m national or
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measures conducted during site visits ~n under its indus~a~/comm~ial
facilities ~ education program.

2. Each Permitlv¢ shall within !:20 days of the effective date of this Order
require through its legal authority or provide,-b’$--~(~~ a ~¢bedule
for obtaining the legal authority to:

[Tke followisg ¢l~asges must be made to the language of tke Oedee. ~k¢
to preserve the istest of the section, but to make the ~Yquiremests feaMble and implemz,~taM~.
if thce ckange~ arc not made the item~ ae¢ unrealistic and virtually

Prohibit or control to the maximum extent practicable Ne
discharges -~ ................ -.~;~,. Io the MS4 whorl 8as statioos,
auto repair garages, or similar u~ facilities m �l~an~l;

5. Prohibit or conlrol Io lSe maximum exlenl proctlenSle No
discharges ~;" ~;;~:-:z.~ ~:~, Io lhe MS4 from mobil~ auto
washing, steam cleaning, mobile carp¢t cleaning, and other
mobile commercial and indus~al opc’ralion.~d~-iil~.h~,,

�. Control to the maximum extent practicable Ne discharges
the MS4 from areas where repair of machinery and.equipment in
.... ~.-~..,.~ :- ::-.~... -~-::~’., including motor v=hiclvs, which
visibly leaking oil, fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;

~
d. Control to the maximum extent practicable discharges to file

MS4 from storag~ a~as ;~;:.~.
~ of materials containing greas¢, oil, or other hazardous
substances (e.g., motor vehicle pa~ts), and uns~cd receptacles
containing hazardous mats’isis;

e. Require Placement of machinery or equipment that is to be
repaired or maintained in arras susceptible to or exposed to storm
water, in a manner where leaks, spills and other maintenance
related pollutants a~ not discharged to the MS4;

f. Require ~:./,;;’.----- .~Swecping or other equally effective me~ure~
as needed to remove debris from commercial/industrial motor
vehicle parking lots with more than twenty-five parking spa~
that at= located in areas susceptible to or exposed to storm

g. Require Removal and proper disposal of all fu=! and chemical
residue, animal waste, garbage, batteries, or other types of
potentially harmful materials which ar~ located in areas susccpfble
to or exposed to storm watt,

h Require Disposal of hazardous wa~e at an appropriat~ disposal
site, and not in trash containers used for municipal trash disposal;

R0030510



R0030511





Discharge pollutant characterization data;
Other quantified measures of pollulant reduction; or
Results of special studies / pilot projects

k ~m~Im~.S I i_jmm~ 12 i &Ir/i~llz t $o.~ 35
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4. The Principal Perminee in consultation with the EAC shall develop a
framework and general guidelines for an inspection program for
industrial/commercial facilities by October 15, 1997. The inspection
pcogram guidelines shall b¢ for ~,uidnnce on~ and nr~ not intended to
supersede local jurisdictions’ enfort~men! procedures, processes, er

................ ~ .............
~aidelines shall include, I~t i,J ar~ not limited to:

Proc~urt, s for enhent~ facility

Procedures t’or.enhanc~ outreach on pollution prevcnfio~ waste
minimization, and storm ~atcr qmdit¥ man~emenl;

complying facilitics;

d. Proc~urcs to follow-up on violations of municipal standards;

: e. Procedut~ for ~nfon:em~t action against

t fgiliti~; and.

f. Tmiain~ fo~ Wogmm ~
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IV. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING I
CONSTRUCTION

Development meeeases has the potential to increase the amount of pollutants in an aw.a
and h~s-~" generally reduces pervious surfaces. Storm water generally transports
sediment, from ~.:=~::,,,z::,~.= ~:.:~ :.-,,:’ improperly managed construction sites mete~iah
re, to .st.r~.ams ~ rivers destro~’!ng l!sh, ~,’ildlife, and natural habita~ Many pollutant~
atso t~tn~ to se~lment. In addmon, increase in impervious surface~ increases the velocity
and volume of storm water, which can erode stream banks, raise turbidity pollution and
stream temperature, and cause flooding. Proper development planning and
imp!ementat!on of BMPs can reduce the impacts associated with �onstruction activity
wh~le providing aesthetic and economic benefits {Economic Benefits of Runoff Controls,
USb:PA, Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds. F.PA Docment No. 841.¢~-95-002,

IDoesn ~t thi~ O’pe o[ a statement belong in tke ~ndings section, talker than kere~ It skoadd bt
deleted or movesLI

A. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

JAil of the requirements in this section will involve the following as a minlmttm: tkt
development of design standards, modification to ordinances and codes, additional
and training, and length), public re~iew periods. Implementation dates are all too ~
Order should ask for a proposed program description by a certain date attd then require that
the program be in effect by a muck later date, due to Me leugtk of the developmmt
implementation iwoce~

Many requirements i~ this section are dupllcotl~ Program requirements sk~t~ld bt
consolidated as muck as possible.]

!. Prioritiration of Development Prolec~,t
For unitized development, the common plan of development or sum of all

development. Routine maintenance, interior remodeling, miner
atructural additions, re-roofing, and maintenance of parking Iot~
other minor modification activitie~ are intended to b~ exempt.

Requirements for development pmject~ ~all be ~’tabli~d according
the following categoric:

[The criteria should be based on information that is e~sily available. WDlsc.retion~
Approval" is used in the language revisions of this chapter to exclude pure~ "ministerial
actions (see Public Resources Code Sections 15357 and 15369). It should really be left
the individual jurisdictions to utilize their own criteria for defming’rade~elopma~t. ~

~. e foliowing ~ections use five criteria to distinguish the relative prioritie~ of Owojects overall
site acreage, amount of impervious area, location in sensitive biological habitue area; sloi~
and ratio of existing to improvement value). The City’s building permit system does not
currently incorporate any of the five criteria. The cost and effort to incorporate the criteria
unknown, but is likely to be significant ~s any change would involve the mod~fg~tion of
existing forms and electronic data bases, at a minim~n.]

a. H!~h l~,’.ori~ 1~o. iects ~ development and redsv, elopment projects
w~m a atsmrtx’~ area ot rive acres or more; or developmem

DATE: Febnt~/$. 19~J~,
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w~jects creating an impervious area ! 00,0~0 square fee~ or more;
or development projects (other than residential accessory building
or addition of less than 25 percent of the existing floor a.,,~) in
areas designated by the Permit¯e¯ as having £enlegh~l
Significance, designated as Biological Habitats {BIOL) in the
Water Quality (.’ontrol Plan. Los Angeles Region, which includes,
but is not limited to. Significant Ecological Areas designat~l by
Los Angeles County and Areas of Special Biological $ignificin~
{ASBS) designated by the Regional B(Nu’d; or ¯ hillside area
the natural slope exceeds 25 percent; or rede~Iopmem
~ me~ting the abov~ criteri;-.;,’-,,;,,.--~,~.;- ---’---....,. ~.~ ;~,.-

" "" ¯

l~iority Pro_iecls ~re development and ~’~Jevel~t peojects with
a disturt~-d area of two or more acr~ I~! less than five ~ or
projects creating lUl imperviou~ lu’~¯ of40,O00 ~ fee~ or mo~e
but le~s than 100.000 square f~t; or an), residemial accessory
.building or addilion of :):5 percent or less of the existing floor ~
tn areas designated by the Permtttee as hsvtag ggologigll
Significance, designated as Biological I’lahitats (BIOL) in the
Water Quality Control Plan, los Angeles Region. which includes,
but is not limited to. Significant Ecological Areas (SEA)
designated by Los Angeles County and Areas ofSp~ial Biologic~
Significance (ASBS) designated by the Regional Board; or hillsJdo

�. Limi:ed Prior~ Proiect, ate development and
projects with a disturbed area less than two acres, and In
impervious area less than 40,000 square feet,

~ or an)" projecl requiring a discreliOnlry Ipprovll
pem~ or which the Public Work~ Director (nr eq~Ivtleml

Public Works (or equivalent municipal authority) shall develop ¯
documented system, such as a ch~Idist, for ~
"potentially sigmficantly effect."

A Permittee may petition the Executive Officer to m~l)s1~t~te
development project prioritization criteria with an alters¯tire criteria
that will achieve greater or substantially similar rednet~om i~
pollutants released into stormweter.

2. (::ountv~qde GuidellnL-q

L The PrincipaJ Petrol¯tee in consultation with the EAC shall develop
by October 15, 1996, ~ --;-: -"-..~..; ....... .;~ - .--
to encourage ..~tershed protection conside~afions during the

DATE: Fdmm~ ~, I~

R0030516

I



Vpl~nning ~d pertaining of all development projects which r~lUire I
a discretionary’ ~pproval(s) ~ ............. Watershed I
Protection Guidelines sha]! be develol~l to: I

IClenrly all programs will be included in eke CSWMP or the IJ’MAP as the~ are develope~]                 T

i.     Preserve or restore to the extent feasible, ltr~s that provide
water quality benefits, such as riparian �orTidors and
wetlands, and promote the design of development to protect
the biological integrity of drainage systems and water

ii. When possible, avoid development of areas particul~yI ¯
susceptible to erosion or sediment loss and/or establish
development guidance that identifies these areas amJ
protects them from erosion and sediment loss. Such areas
include steep slopes, highly erodible soils, intense rainfaJI
zones, and m’eas of poor re-vegetative capability;

iii. Promote the integration of storm water best management
practices qu~ into the design ofdevglopment|
projects, including the preservation of native vegetation, the
maximization of pervious areas, and the incorporation of
cost efl~tive treatment control measures to the ma~lnmnl
extent practicable; and

iv. Maintain peak runoff rates at pre-development leveLs for

redevelopment projects, whe~ver pmctic~.

b. The Principal Permittee in consultation with the gAC7 ~
develop by December i$, 1996, ¯ standard Storm Water

elements of the minimum recommended requirements
developed pursuant to Section IV.A.2.e. and the
Guidelines developed pursuant to Section IV.B.I.

[The Permlttees will need time to study and report on the feasibility of implementit~g potettti~

imposing them as development requirements, a description of barriers and/or app~
circumstances for their use, and suggest further actions, including steps attd time reqttired ~
impleme~i                                    l

I
�4~. The PrineipaJ Permittee in consultation with the F~C shall develo~I

minimum recommended requirements consistent with the I
W=tershed Protection Gu~delim~ for:. I

i. Site planning practices;
ii. Post-construction best management practices; and
iii. Redevelopment and infill.

The requirements should account for the type of developmentI ~r~
when determining the applicability of BMPs and should be I !
consistent with the Watershed Protection Guidelines, ~     I

!
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efTeeti~eness and e~se of mainlenance shall be ke~
considerations when determining requirements for low income
residential d~elopmen~s and for singl~family residences.

a.
In order to integrate storm ~r managen~nt con~id~ations into
development pmj~cls az [h~ tin~ [hat II~), ax~ first propos~! to
juri~ictions, and to support odor provisions of’this Order,

/A blanke~ requi~ment/or the CiO’ to incorporate a set of guidelines, which don 7 e.xis! at
point in time. into our internal procedures raises logistical and legal issue~. ~lore thal~
different Cio’ departments, including Council-controlled and independent agencies,
CI:’QA documentation, and a larger number review and comment on {’EQA documen£s.
There are ¢iO~wide CEQA guidelines which govern the preparation o/ CEQA documelt~
there are no ¢io,.wide procedures regarding the review of such documentx. The C~ I~
currently revising its guidelines and preparing a ciO~wide CEQA thresholds mat~uol,
includes guidance on anal)~ing impacts.

The permit language was changed to require Permittees to compare thele btteraal CEQA
procedures against the guidelines prepared by tke Principal Permittee and provide a report t~
the R JJ’Q~B that discusses any differences, recommends modifications. ~necessary~reaslblt~
and provides a time frame for implementing those modification]

The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC ah~ll develop
y October IS, 1996, _ ~ ................. ., Buzdelm~ for

consideration by each Permitte~ to use in I~paging,/review~
ElKs, ~nd in linking EIR mitigation conditions to
diacretionary-pem~i~ approv~ ~- ..........

[’ike existing recommended CEQA checklist, as presented in the state CEQA
addresses both surface and groundwater quality (items lJ/.� and iJ/.h). Other ~tte~ked
considerotions, such as absorption rates, drainage patterns, and surface a~d grounslwattr
levels/flow patterns are also addressed. Although non-point source pollution is sot
specifically mentioned, the primary impact a~sociated ~ith it, aiteratio~ of recei~ing water
quality, is specifically address~

The state CEQA checklist has legal standing. It ~ouid be inappropriate to re~e it o~ ¯
by.city, or even a county-wide I~si~ The R WQ~B. through the SWRCB, should work
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to pursue arty modificatimts it detms
necessary/appropriat~ We have deleted this pra~isio~.]

[There is a body of state law which governs the preparation of General Pla~. The
through the SWRCB, should work with the State Attorney General and other appropriate state

DATE: ~&.



agencies to pursue any medificatiom it considers necessor~./approprtat~]

eb. Each Permittee shall incorporate watershed and stocm water
management considerations whenever a Permittee engages in a
significant n:write of the Permittee’s General Plan elements for:.

i. Conservation; o¢
ii. Open space; or
iii. Land.use; or
iv. Public utilities; or
v. Infrastructure.

4. Plannin? Control Measun~

]This will in,aloe the development and implementation of design staadords, procedure~
checklists. This process will ta~e at least 2 ),¢ars, If of design and If of lnq~lemenlatie~
Therefore, the implementation date skoald be no sooner tkau April

Each Permittee by December I~’/.

Evaluate the Countywide minimum recommended
requirements for site planning practlees~
post-construction best mann|omen! pructtce~ and
redevelopment end InfiU;

JL Assess the feasibility of imposing development
requirements within its jurisdiction; and

the use of the requirements, and submit en
implementation plan and schedule for development
requirements.

~ April 1998, to inform developers sceking dbcretionnry
approval(s) about:

i. Storm water management;
ii. Pcrmin~’s legal authoritieg

/BMPs must be studied before tke~ are adopted; adoption of any me~ures l~volpes legal
iiabiligy. Currenti); the code requires a site design which promotes rapid droinage, awa~ fcottt
structures. Preventing flood damages to structures is only one consideration. If soils art
saturated, structural damages can result- When ~et, certain soils ha~e reduced
capacity, others may e.gpand. These conditions can lead to settling or raising of fo~utdatio4~
respectively. In a slab on grade situation, moisture can enter a structure and datnage walls or
floor coverings. When slopes are present, their integrity is reduced when weL If
damages result from requirements imposed by the City, the City may be held liable for
dmnages.

Design and selection of structural BMPs should be done at the highest regulatory ~ (e.g.
EPA) to insure fairness and equitableness regionally. Local agencies should not be required
to test and identify effective technoiogie~ The imposition of structural BMPs should ~ be
done ~ a last resort, ~nd only after cost effectipe practices ka~e been identifie~L]

DATE: F~N~’~ 6, I~ (ityo(Los AaOt~sIt:’v:m~nd~\wi~ I ~uml~lnlA 121Sdttt~J~ I l~3bdln¢ 41
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iii. Maximization of pervious areas and improvement of storm
~’ater infiltration (~here geology and topography permit);

There is a misrule here some~,here. The word infiltration is missing from iii, but thett i~
becomes redundant. Either delete "and storm a~ter (where geolog~ and topogr¯pk2 peemit)
or add the word "infiltration" and delete i~.

iv.    Cost effective storm water treatment and �ontrol n~.Jsurea.

The program shall provide specific guidance on selecting BMPs to reduc�
pollutants in storm water discharges from urbanized areas, and
appropriate BMPs, educational materials and reference the Construction
Best Alanage~fent Practices ilandbook. (’alifornia ,�~torm |J~ater
Task Force. Sacramento, CA. 1992. its revisions, and similar man, alL

Each Perm|tte¢ shall submit by January I$, 1997, ¯ description of its
de~elopor education program.

IOnce ~ltain, "specific guidance" means that design standards m~s! be de~elopcg ~hi~
quite a iong process and will require ¯ minimum

be. Each Permittee shall submit by January !~ 1995, ¯
and implementation schedule for its Limited Priority pro|eet
program, including appropriate post.�onstruction BMPs,

~ana~ement l~actice$ Handbook, California Sto~ Wate~
Task Force, Sacramento, CA, 1992, its revisions, and similar
manuals for specific guidance on selecting post-c.onstngtion BMPs
for reducing pollutants in storm water discharges.

ed. Priority Project: For projects that meet the criteria in Provision
IV.A.l.b for a Priority Project, each Permittee shall require by
;~ April 1999,

[This will require, not only the development and implementation of design standards, bat most
likely changes to the Municipal Code. This is quite ¯ Iong process which will take ¯
of 3 years. Therefore, the implementation date can be no sooner than April 1999.]

in addition to the requirements ::g:~ :.L;-~¢ for u Limited Priority
ProjecL a Storm Water Mitigation Plan consistent with the
~ountywide standard to ~ submitted and approved prior to the
tssuance of any grading or building permit. The Storm Wares
Mitigation Plan shall in accordance with each Permitte~
approved development requirements:

k:~n=l~q~S I ~--,_~ I 21H~I~ I 1_3k.d~ 42
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Vi. Maximize, to the extent practicable, the percentage of
permeable surfaces to allow more percolation of storm

Owater into the ground;

ii. Minimize. to the extent practicable, the amount of stona

Lwater directed to impermeable areas and to the MS4;

iii. Minimize. to the extent practicable, parking lot pollution
through the use of appropriate BMP$ such as rttentio~
infiltration and treatment; and

iv, Establish rcasonable limits on the clearin8 of v~getation
3from the project site including, but not limited to,

regulation of the length of time during which soil my be
exposed and, in certain sensitive cases, the prohibition of
bar= soil.

Each Permittee shall submit by January IS, 1998, n de~rtptiom
implementation schedule for its Priority Project program-

~
~e. High Priority Project: For projects that meet the criteria in

¯ Provision IV,A. i.a for a ttigh Priority Proje~:L each Pennittee shall
’ require by ~ April 1999, in addition to the

requirements listed above for a Priority Project, that the Storat
Water Mitigation Plan also provide for permanent gontmh to
reduce storm water discharge volumes and pollutant load peoduged
by the development site. Controls will be in ageordnnt~ with
each Permittec, approved development requirements mad may
include, but are not limited to:

i, i. Detention pond& sediment ponds or infiltration pitt;

,, ii. Dike~ ~vale~ filter ben~ or dilgheg
¯ iii. Roof drainage oriented towards permeable areas on site to~ the extent

’ iv. Lot drainage oriented towards permeable areas to the egtent
’ practicable; and

v. Storm water from parking lots directed to penneabk areas
~ to the extent practicable.

¯ Each Permittec shall submit by June 15, 1997, a descriptio~
and implementation schedule for its High Priority Project
program.

[Tke Priority Project and High Priority Project requirements are duplicati~
collapsed into a single requirement. The City would like to worA with the Regiomai Board
gre  sec n

B. DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION
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vii. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, management of
excavated soil on site to minimize the amount of sediment that
escapes to suects, drainage facilities, or adjoining properties;

viii. Require the use ofdrainage controls, ~s nec~sary, including but
not limited to:

a. Detention ponds, sediment lands, or infiltration pits:

b. Dikes, filter berms o~ ditches;

�. Downdrain~ chutes or tlumeg

d. Silt fences.

~ ix. Require, to the mazimum ezteut practicable, cGontaJnn~,-n! of I
non-slorm water from equipmen! and vehicle washing at
�onstr~ction sites, unless treated to remove sc~limcnts and
pollul~nts.

:~.~, Best Mana_~emen! Praetlees (BMPs~

b. Priority Projects and High Priority

Preparation of a Storm Water Mitigation Plan �onsbtent with the ICountywide standard which incorporates in detail: l

i. Erosion conu’ol during and after construction including BMPs to r-prevent sediment and ot~er construction-related pollulants
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being transported off-site by s~orm water, and

The Principal Per¯thee in consultation with the "------------------EAC shall develop by
October 13, 1996, a model construction activity iempeetion education
pro~rn_m, ~hich includes checklists, ........... ’ �"̄; ............. v. EachPcrrnittcc shall ,within ninety (90) days of approval ot’ the model
construction activity education program, including site vistU, by the
le:xecutive OITieer, submit a schedule to implement ¯
Per¯trite specific program based on the model ~- ~.
The mspeeue~ education program shall include, but not he limited ~o:

i. Procedures for construction site impel.de¯ vblb;

~ it. Frequency of construction si~e imp¯erie¯ whilst

iii. Prncedurcs I’or construction and building and¯say outre~:h
on pollution prevention, waste minimization, and m)nn
water quality man¯sane¯t;

........... - ........ identify and report
.!~.~_.~ problem sites, including the availability

stt~ of greater than S meres in size, to the Regioiml
Board and other agencies, as deemed ¯eee~ar~ aid
appropriate by the Per¯¯tree;

Procedures to t’ollow up witlt problem f’a¢ilities ¯f less
tha¯ 5 acre in size, as deemed ¯mary lid
appropriate by the Permittee....~’ ....... : ......
eedes;

q,i~.vL Appropriate training £or ~ s~aff.
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V. PUBLIC AGENCY REQUIREMENTS

The Principal Perminee in consultation with Ihe EAC shall evaluate existing public
agency activities and develop by J=nu*ry I$, 199’7, a model program

I ¯ *~,,~ ~

IClivilie~ ~hich =r~ d{lermin~d Io be of ¢oncer~ Io slonllWll{r quslil7, ~�II
Permill~ sh~ll use lhe model program Io d~’¢lop nnd implcmenl or medil~ lbelr
own

In developing the model program, Ihe following ilems (A Ihr~ngh I) sbnU be
nddressed:

A. 5ews_ae System,

follow-up 1~ ~ investigate ~mpl~n~ ~ I

U~ ~w~ systems to ~e M~. using I~hniqu~ sueh m ~ Iseining, sampling, smok~dye Inlini,

dist~ ~ of five ac~ or mo~ (P~ I, 40 CFR 1~6)
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a. A process for notifying the Regional Board of public construction
activity owned or operated by the Permittee;

b. A checklist of construction activity BMPs using BAT/BCT criteria
for public construction activity;

�. A procedure to verify implementation of construction activity
BMPs;

d.    A rt’quir~ment to prepare and ~:tain site specific SWPPPs;

e. A procedure for each Perminee to r~port annually on the
effectiveness of SWPPPs at public construction activity, and
certify compliance with this Order,

........... ¯ . ......... _...~:._~.: t ,_....... ~..’ ........ -~;.,-..,- g;; .... ¯

~ Executive 0fllc5. r may exclude any public construction activity
identified by a Permtttee from coverage under this Provision, itil
determ!ned .that the public construction activity is more appropriately
�ovema unaer ¯ separate individual or general NPDES permit.

Vehicle Maintenance/Material Stora~_e Facilities ]Vlanm,emem~

I.    Model pollution prevention plan for p~blic vehicle malntmlmge.~mz~al
storage facilities which have the potential to discharge or dischzqge
pollutants into storm water. A public vehicle maintenance/material
storage facility is any Permittee-owned or operatud facility or
thereof that:

¯ .    Conducts industrial activity, OlX-rates equipment, handle~
materials, and provides services similar to Federal Phase !
facilitica;

b. Performs fleet vehicle maintenance on ten or more vehiclca
iggluding t~-pair, washing, and fueling;

c. Performs maintenance and/or gepair of heavy industrial
machinery/equipment; aad

d. Stores chemicals, raw materials or waste materials in quantities
that rt’quire a hazardous materials business plan o~ a
prevention, control and counter measures plan; amt

2. BMPs to improve site specific pollutant control including, but not limited
to:

a. Good Housekeeping practiceg
b. Material storage control;

DATE: ~ 6, I~
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c. Vehicle leaks and spill control: ~
d. Illicit discharge control;
e. Training for employees and contractors on proper outdoor

loading/unloading of materials:
f."" ........ ....... ’ ::~:,:~..,~,:             -- .... -’.,~,:o- - ~’~ C’ontroi, to the maximum ezleat

practicable, discharges to the ,MS4 from areas where vehicle
and equipment bashing is undertaken,...... ....................... .-.... -..

g. Regular maintenance of t~atment structm~s such as sumps.
oil/w~tter separators, and equivaJet~t; ~

h. Proper waste handling disposal.

...... ,". ........ Parks and Reereation/Facilities ~lana~gi~.m

/"Parl~ ~d Itecre~tlo~" should I~

I. Proccdures for q~plication of pesticides, herbicides, L~I fertiliz~ tit will
include:

i. List of approved pestkkks ~d wgfem:d uag

iii, Application equipment use and maintenaneg, and

2. Procedmes to minimize storm water pollution by pesticides and fertiline~
used for landscape maintentm:;

3. Procedures to prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the MS,I;

4. Procedures to encourage retention and planting of native vegetation to
reduce water, fertilizer, and pesticide needs;

5. BMPs to reduce exposme of fertilizers and pesticides to storm wat~
during storage, to include one or more of the foilowtag,

i. Storage indoors or under cover on paved surfaces;

iii. Reduction in storage and handling of hazardous materinis;

iv. Regular inspection of storage weas;

v. Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques;

vi. Treatment of wash wate~ that would cause adverse impact, prior
to discharge to the MS4.

~ 6. Guidelines to schedule irrigation and fertilization to rnlnlmi~.

k~ ti~ l~il._h 49
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i. Chemical application during ~,~t season and terminate chemical
application during storm events; ~

ii.    Over watering and nutrients/pesticides entr~,unent.

7. Procedures to ensure discharge of commercial/municipal swimming pool
v.~tter into the MS4 only under sepaa’ate NPDES permit ; and

g. BMPs to minimize trash, debris, and other pollutants from ente~in~
Permittee owned recreational water bodies, to include:

i. Routine trash collection along, on, and/or in. water bodies, where
~ feasible; and

. ii, Public outreach to educate the public ~)out imp~:ts of illicit~ dispose.

.gtorm Drain Omeration ~nd ~anaoeme~

I.    BMPs for Inlet Maintenance to be implemented including but not limited

,, L Inspection and ,as mece~ary, cleaning of catch b~ins becwee~
0~ May I and Septeml~r 30 of each year, to the ezteat prattkablg

, b. Maintenm~ce as is necessary ofcttch basins between October I

, �. Record keeping of catch I~sip.= cleaned; real

,,, d. Recording of the quantity ofcatch basin waste collected.

2. BMPs for Storm Drain Maintenance to be implemented including but not

Proper disposal of material removed;

~ b. Removal of trash and debris from open channel storm drains at
;. least annually between May I and September 30 ofeach year;, amd

~ �. Surveillance for debris buildup in open channels during the rainy

Waste Management program to include:

a. Procedures to identify and rank problem areas of illicit di.w, lmrg=
for regulm" inspection; and

b. Procedures to prevent the discharge ofcontaminsnts during MS4
clean up to maintain chan~el optLmum capacity.

4. Program to investigate the feasibility ofdry weather flow diversion fi’om
. ~ the MS4 to municipal waste water tream~ent plants where appmlx’ia~
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L Procedures to assess th~ impact(s) of new flood
projects on the quality of receiving water;

b. Pilot projects/studies to determine the applicability ofaltertd
structural flood conu’ol system elements to provide pollutant
removal in storm watt’; aad

�. Construction BMPs to reduce pollutants; md

Rood C~onCrol Maintenance pr~r~m to include:.

.d~-----Review of cun~nt maintenance activities s~h ~s
desihin~sediment rtmoval, vesetation manascmcnt, and
management to assu~ thaizcd.appmpriate storm wa~r manascmeN
rncasums ~rc bcin8 util

l̄’~--’---Parkin8 Facilities Manas~nen! ~o i~Jude:

¯ ~----Periodic hardscape and catch basin �leaninB on of Pc~miltee owned
parking lots with twenty-five or more parking spaces which
exposed or. sus~. eptible to storm water, to reduce oil and grease.,
suspendea particulates, metals, and petmlem

Public Industrial Aetivili~

facilities in Provision III.A.2.L (Phase I facilities) which are own~l or
operated by 8 Permiuee ifth¢ Principal Permitte¢ in �onsultation with the
EAC develops:

a. A process for notifying the Regional Board of public industrial
facilities owned or operated by the Pcrmitte¢;

b. A checklist of BMPs using BAT/BCT criteria for public industrial
facilities;

�. A procedure to verify implementation of industrial facility BMPs;
d. A r~iuirtment to prtpart and rttain site specific SWPPPs; and

e. A procedure for each Permittee to report annually on
effectiveness of SWPPPs at public industrial facilities, and �~’tify
�ompliance with this Order.

Delete. Titis is the same statement ~s

The Executive Officer may exclude any public industrial activity
identified by a Perminee from coverage under this Provisio~ if it is
determined that the public industrial activity is mort appropriately coveged
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under a separate individual or general NPDES pennit.

Each Permittee shall develop and submit within one year of the adoption of the model Public
Al~en~" Program by the Executive Officer, a schedule to implement a ~ Program
based on t~� model pmgrttm, as appropriat~ .......... b~-     " "
:-,:,,~---~’,:-~:~ -;-~’,,~. :.~,,: ’~:?,C ~;" ;,~]; : ~. ~ ~..~./. The program shall addresS: (i)
Se~atze S~ ~¢ms Ol~ration (:~,,l~e~: (ii) Public Construction: (iii) Vehicles Maintenance/
Mat~’iaJ ~torage: (iv) Parks and Recreation/Facilities Manasement; (v) Storm Drain Operatioa
and Mar~%z~nent: (vi) Streets and Roads Maintenance: (vii) F’iood Control Maintenance; (viii)
Parking Facilities Management; and (ix) Public Industrial Activities (optional).

[As stated above, Ikis b a monumental effort wkick int~es a great deal of coordinatla~t
e~ery agency will kava its own ~). of doing things. De~eloping a model progmm
trying to ~plement Me program requirements i:tto existing practices will be ver~ d~fflcltt,
Tke time Jrame is way too skort.]

b~ce~d~uNJ51 ’----"..mu~ 1211ddlSdec i |_3b.doc 53 C~ ef I.~ ~
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V~,I. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR PUBLIC~ INFOR~MATION AND
PARTICIPATION

To reach as many Los Pmgeles County residents as possible, a �oml~bensive
educational ou~ach approach shall I~ under~en under ~ the �onditions of
this Order. in recognition of the importance of public education to efl~:tivc storm water
management solutions, thisorder calls Ibr immediate permince public outreach �fforts
a spcci!"~d minimum level as well as a longer term eflbrt to develop an integrated,
comprehensive outrcach program..As pan of~he immediale etTo~ each Permiltec is
expected to choose an appropriate combination of outreach tools and activities to
public a~m~ness of storm water issues and impro~,~ ~,~ater qu~iW in Iheir own individual
jurisdictions. ~ith efforts at a prescribed minimum level as described below. ,As part of
¯ e longer term �tTon, each permme¢ is ¢Xl~’Cted to �onu’ibme a "fair" share and Io work
~ �ollaboratively Io develop a ~nsiv¢ oul~ach/educ,~lion pcogr~
countywide and within Iheir

Theft are lwo main objectives ofthe public educmion program over bo~h the aho~ and
longer term. The first objective is to measurably increase Ihe knowledge of~e ~
audiences rega~ling: a) the MS4. ~ :,~.; ...... :-
wmc~-ds, eb) the impacts of storm water pollution on receivinB water~, and de)
solmions by ~he ~’ge! audience to Ihe problems �~used. The second objecliv~ ia to
measurably change the behavior of Ire’get audiences in implementing appcopci~
solutions and in the ionizer term, increase knowledge of the iocatiom a~d
significance of Los Angeles County watersheds,

]Including ate additioteal ReOgrapklc boundary as part of all oettreack materials ~ ote~p add
to tke �ottfmiott $~rrouttding the more lmportatet isst~s. D’aterskeds skoldd be focltssed

~ I. ByOctober 15, 1996 each Permittecshall.ataminimunk hay�available
for distribution or reference as approp~atc th~ following:

,’, ¯ Written Mat~ial
~ i. Written materials (minimum of three pieces in addition to
~ those listed below for specific audiences) to convey
’ pertinent information to meet program objectives

Examples of wrinen materials include flyers, Im’ghu~s.

ii. Documentation that a reasonablc effort was made to list
perUnent City phone numbers under the government pages
of phone directories. This should be updated as necessary
and should include telephone numbers for reporting
clogged catch basin inJets and/or ~
................ :- illicit disdmrgts,

[To remaitt consistent with tke rest of tile Order.I
and a general number for storm water management pcogmm

county-wide.);inf°rmati°n" These phone numbers may be city.sl~-ifi



Viii. Training materials for educating Permittee employees
~bose activities have ¯ potential impact on stormw¯terI
pollution regarding the storm water permit; I

iv. .’~.~ ~.~,~:~. ;~-:~.;.:~. A listing ofcontractor and I T
developer storm water management training programs
available in the area The li~t should be updated ms a~ atI
needed basis. I

I"Accu~te and up-to-date needed to be qualified. It is unfair to expect tke list w be perfegt
This wording is similar to Mot used to qualify tke de~elopmettt of databases itl Ckapters Iil
attd IV.]

3v.    An up-to-date checklist and ¯ brochm~ explaining
contractor and developer needs as it relates to Provision IV
(Development Planning ! Construction) of this Ord~ foe
use at a Pcrmittee’s plannins/permitting �ount~, and

vi. Education materials (a minimum of three piece) foe
targeted business sector ,,udienc~s for use in site visits
per Provision !11 (Industrial / Commercial Sour~s) of this

Audio

i. Documentation that ¯ tea.son¯hie effort was made by each
permittec or on behalf of ¯ group of Pgrmitt~ to

information regarding storm water management Examples

d ]l’ i

of audio materials include radio advertisements, and public I "
service announccmen~ ;~ ::.."~..---.---:’..~;-.2

~’laformatioual recordiag~" is aot¯ term tkat exists la tke ~orid of r~di~ it sko~d &t
deleted fram the list of examples,]

©.    Vi~al Ma~ial

i. A catch basin ~ labeling program, including label
installation and maintenance schedules, to educate the
public on the ultimate destination ofstoem drain flows; and

ii. At le.ast one storm water management informational video
(either produced or acquired) and documentation that ¢ith~
it has been distributed or shown to appropriate community
groups or that it has been shown on televised public
stations and cable access progr¯n~ on ¯ regular basis.

2. Each permittee shall demonsuate by ,~ that they

a. Dis~ibuting the above out~.ach materials to the general public,
targeted audiences such as schools, community groups, coatracton
and developers at the appropriate public counters and public
events (e.g., fairs, festivals, public meetings, libraries, community

i -

events, school assemblies, and workshops), and,
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Vb. Training the appropriate Permitt~ employees (those whose jobs or
activili~ may contribute to storm water pollution, or those who
r~spond to questions from the public) r~garding the r~lui~acnts
of th¢ storm water permit, in particular, wher~ applicable for
and erosion prevention training, mowing shall b~ encouraged as
opposed to dishing.

3. By ~1111~. each Permittees shall complete an analysis of theIresidents and the businesses .................-’,-................. , ....~ to assist in identif3dn8
public education and outreach goals and target audiences for thei¢

+.,~ watershed.wide and ~ount’,jwicle
and education.

3

mobile, there i~ no information Ihal will I~ ~seerlained within one �iO, boundary that is ~
ex¢iusi~ to onO, those ~,sidents tkat it ~uldjustif), the exlwnse. A lal?ge sam, o/e, such ~s
surv¢)~ done by the ~ouno’ and the ~iO’ of l~ are much mo~ v~lid #icces

’ B. 5 Year Storm Water Public -Education Stra~g~

All reasonable =fforts to coordinate public outr~a:h efforts shall b¢ undcflakca.
This may include coordinating with environmental groups and public
(e.g.. California Coastal Commission. l~partment of Beaches and
Resource Agencies, the Metropolitan Water DisU’ict of Soutb,m California).

/ I. The Principal Pcrmitt~ shall develop by ~ with
~-- guidance and r~view ofa Ixrmiu¢~ public education �ommittee and

~4’ EAC. a 5-year countywide storm water education strateD’ which
addrt.sses education/outreach issues by watershed as well as �ountywide.
This strategy shall include a schedule for implementation. "rh¢ intent of
the strategy shall b~ as described in the inu, oduction to this section oa

At a minimum, the 5.Ye.ar Storm Water Education Strategy shall include a f~ll
range of outreach tools, from sophisticated media to simple Ixochures.
strategy will also identify each permittee’s responsibilities for implementation and
the �orrelation of each permitte~’s analysis of target audience with the
strategy. The strategy shall also include specific qs~m66~4~ objcctive~ for
changing knowledge and behavior in each of the targeted audie.ncca.

[The gm! of a Public Education program is to change subtle human beh~ioes ~r ~
"Quantifiable objectives" is a term used for more empiricai programs; it should not be used
here.i

At a minimum, the S-Year Storm Water Education Su’ateD’ shall include actiom
for:

a. The identification of land uses and activities that have a higher potential
for storm water pollution will include and/or accomplish the following:

i. Pollutants: The reduction of targeted pollutants ofcoec~a
in a particular wa~rshods; ~’ -"

ii.    Activity-specific: Activity-specific outreach programs shall
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V
be developed and implemented using written. ~udio, or

~ visual out~ach tools.
OThe strategy shall include activity.specific outreach programs that inform

residents about the problem of illicit discharges and dumping and thai "r
promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of these activities, The
program shall also include continuing operation, maintenance, lad
promotion of the county-wide reporting hotline.

b. Emphasize the imporlance of pollution prevention for ¯ ~ of
audiences, including local residents, school-aged children, bttsines~es and
public em.ployees whose job functions and daily lives may impact stot~ Q
water quality and will include and/or accomplish the followi~.

i. For Reaideat,

Educate residents on recycling olxiom ~d
household hazardous wastes. The program
provide inl~)rmation on collection ~
including locations and schedule, provide
materials on source vedm:tion and proper
storage, and, disposal methods for

residents to recycle (e.g., oil, ~mtifree~ ~
plastics.

b. Encourage w~’~shed t~idenu to pw~ils~e
specific storm water outreach pn)gramz.
shall be informed ofand provided with ~
opportunity to share ideas and �onunen~ ~bout the
programs. Each Permitt=� shall demonsl~le thal ¯
good faith cflbn ha~ been made to ouln=ach to
different communities within the ~
regle-,.

�. Educate Do*it-yourselfm regarding pollution
prevention strategies. Each Pennittee shill
demonstrate that a good faith effort has bee~ made
to outreach to different communities within the
watershed or region.

d. Promote public participation through cooperative
programs to foster awareness and identification of
storm water pollution issues among residents ia the
a watershed. Catch basin ~ labeling and
other established sign pmgrm~s ~-e est~qleat
examples of this type of cooperative effort.
Another example ."~,. ,,,~,r-, ....... -’:- i~....... ~--:’:V .........
"Adopt-A- "program. Residents can
highways, storm drains, catch basins, or s~=mm,
monitor, restore and prolect th=m.

tin this area, catch basin labeling cannot be termed an "excellent~ example of coopetutk~ It
has been our e.rperience that it is difficult to get neighborhood t~lsmteers it~ tkit

DAT~: ~ ~.
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ii. For ~ School Chikln~

/Tkere is no treed to speci~, the age group for school childre~ ~ome Permittees may choose
concentrate on the )~unger children since they feel that these programs are more effecti~
to Me fact that )~unger children are more ¢rL~ily influenced.]                 T

School l~Ogran~ .~alI include infon~mion on MS4~,
diff~renc~ I~n s.~nit,~y s~we~ ~nd ~orm ~
importance of W~v~nting storm w~t~ pollution, md
address, illicit discharges/disposal and rep~
procedures, sourc= minimization, and gencml pollutio~
preven~m.

3

An education and ouu’~ach program shall Is=
developed for business operations identified

oto~edins.pection programs as having greateriscnarging pollutants into the MS4. The

~)g ~.r~m .shall encourage employee t~nin~ on,
euecuvene~ olstorm water pollution

prevention practices. In ~dition to written,
and visual materials, other possible mem~ of
focused outn~ach may include: conduct~
~ ma~ mailings, ~ubmittinI
informational articles to tmdeJindumy ~
Each Perminee shall provide outreach
through businc~ license renewal �ountera lad/or
make effom to ouugach through prof~on~! ~1

b,    Consmgtim

An education program shall be developed for
contractors, o~)et~, builders, and [:)o-it-you~elfera on
proper BMP implementation and m~ntenma~
pollution prevemi~t.

iv. Apprepriate Permit~ Empioyeea

Permittee employee~ who~e aetivifiea have ¯ potential impact
stormwuter pollution shall be t~ned on storm wat~ management
and pollution preYention practices ;~

¯ ~-~,~4. Training progr~Its shall include, b~ 8~ 004
limited to, articles in city ne~ietlers, training classes, checklists
for fi©id p~rsonnci, m~l interdepartmental forums or �ommit~s.
~atcrials developed for other audicnc~ may also be used in
Permittee employee Izaming wograms. Appropriate public
employees shall be tg’~ned in-

b. Environment~ly sensitive alternative pgoduc~
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Vii. REQUIREMEN’i’S FOR MONITORING PROGRAM

The overall goal of the monitoring program is to develop and support effective watershed
monitoring. The objectives include to,: i. Track ~mer quality status, pollutant trenda,
pollutant loads, and pollutams of concern: it. Monitor and asse~ pollutant loads from

q y proolems r~zaze~ to storm water dtscharges wzthm the ~,~zer~hed; iv. id~nify
sources of pollutants in storm water runoff to the maximum extent possible
atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediments, other nonpoint or point sources);
Identify and eliminate il!icit di.schatges; .~.’.i. Ev .aluat.e the effectivene~ ofexisfing
management programs, znc]udzng sczentztzc estzmatzon of pollutant z~luctionz
by structural and nonstructural BMPs; and vii. Assess the impacts ofstown water runoff
on receiving waters. (This may be a coordinated effort among point zom’ce discharger~
SCCWRP, State Storm Water Quality "]’ask ~ Force, and other Regional entities),

A. PLAN

The ~ Principal Permi~lc~ shall pmpa~ ~ r~ain ¯ Monitoring Phm which will Iinclude, ~t a minimum, descripUon of:

i. f~ome~ f.o.r .the collection, .a~.,l.ysi,~ ~ inteq~--tation ofexisting dam
m momtonng programs w,m,n t.os Angeles County. These lind ~

data from local, regional or national sources should be utili,~d to
�lutracterize dift~rent storm water sources: to determine pollutmt
generation, transport and fate; to develop a relationship bet~.en land use..
development size. storm size and th~ event mean ~mcentgafion of
pollutants; to determine spatial and temporal variances in storm water
quality.and ~r~.~o_ hal and other bias in the collected dalg and to identify              .L.- ...~
any un,que teatures of the watershed management areas in the County of
Los ,Angeles. Tbe Permittees are encouraged to use data from similar                 ~m~
studio, if available.                                                     ~,j

2.    Rationale for selection of monitoring locations, pmmnete~ nmnber and

3. A des~ption ofthe monitoring program shall include at a minimum:

a. Tbe number and location of monitoring stations; q

b. Tm’geted monitoring indicators (e. g., ecosystem, biological
diversity, in stream toxicity, habitat, chemical, sedin~nt, stream                ~
heaJth) chosen for monitoring;

c. Parameters selected for field screening and for laboratory work and
their detection limits;

d.    Sample collection, handling, storage, and mmlyses methods in
accordance with 40 CFR 136;                                            ~

e.    Total number of samples for statistical significance to be collected
from each station, receiving water and major outfall monitorinS,
fi’equency of sampling during dry weather and short or long                  [P---
duration storm events, type of samples (grab, 24-hour composite),
and the type of sampling equipment;

g-~smsry ~, I~
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V£ Uniform guidelines for quality control, quality assumnc~ ~
~ collection and data analyses; and

Og. Data storage and transfer format, accessibility.

4. Methods for interpreting the results including an evaluation ofthe
Leffectiveness of the management practices, and need for any refinement of

the management practices.

5. A description of the responsibilities ofall the participants in this Wogram
including �ost sharing.

6. A description of computer software and medetfi~g mmieling pmgrm~I 3that will be utilized to assess data, inteq~ret informatkm

7. A description of how data will be utilized for feedback into the storm
: water management program.

B. MONITORING PROGRAM

I. La~ U~e Statien Moaitori~

Evaluation of Land U~,~

The Principal Permittee will evaluate the location of the land use monitmin~
stations using a methodology which is described in Attachment B. The
methodology is intended to produce a marginal cost-hencfit analysis
identifying the most important land uses for monitoring in the bm ~
county. The Principal Permittee will monitor (subject to the ~tation eveltt
limitations set forth in Section Ii(BX3) below) stations reflecting land use~ that
are i.dcntified through the marginal cost-benefit analysis as appropriate for
momtoring. The Principal Permittee will include for monitoring al least five land
uses before determining whether there is a point beyond which monitoring would
not meet the marginal cost-benefit analysis. Existing land use stations which need
to be relocated, based on the methodology, will be relocated. The Principal
Permittee will decommission land use monitoring stations which are, as a result of
~e .cost:benefit analysis, not required to be monitored or which refle~

Land Use Monitorin~ Methodol _o~,~

Sampler Type
The Principal Permittee will monitor the land uses selected by the analysis
described in Section I(A) above using the same automatic samplers used under the
current pemfit.

Constituents
The Principal Perminee will analyze samples taken in the automatic sample~3 fro’
the constituents that were analyzed for automatic samplers under the existing
permit, lfa constituent is not found, at the method detection limit, in more than
25% of the samples after the first ten sampling rounds (and if it is found in the
first ten rounds, thereafter on a rolling basis), it will no longer regularly be
anaJyzed for (unless the few observed occurrences show unusually high

DATE: F-~ & I~
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concentrations and ate cause for concern.), Also, once sufficient storms have
been sampled to allow the establishment of an event mean concentration (’EMC")
at an error rate of 25% for a constituent at a given location, that constituent will
no longer be analyzed for at that location, in addition, the Principal Permitlee will
conduct annual confirmation sampling for the non-detected constituents for us
long as the land use monitoring station remains open (i.e., until all �on.qituent of
concern EMCs are calculat~l or the station is otherwise closed). The land use
station shall be operated until the permit term is concluded or until EMC$
derived, at the 25% error rate, for the following detected constituents of concern:
PAlts (total): chlordane: Cadmium: Copper: Nickel: Lead: Chromium; Silva,
Zinc; Total Suspended Solids: Total Nitrogen; Total Phosphorus

At the time of the �losu~ of a station, EMCs will be calculated for all constituents
which have been detected du~ng the operation of the station, although EMCs for
non-constituents ofconcem need not be calculated at the 25% error rate. The list
~ .c~.nstituen.~ o.fcon,cern maY be ate. ended by. the Regional Board thmu~altton or aeleuon o/�onsutuents: however, ira constituent of conct,~t I.q added
following the end ofthe first year of monitoring at the land use stations, the
Principal Permittee will [LANGUAGE TO COME]

Frequeat’y of Moa|tortnll
The Principal Permittee will monitor at the land use stations at the frequency ofit
total of i 00 station events (defined as the number of stations times the number of
storm events monitored) in ~e first full rainy season after the conunencement of
the permit, 200 station events in the second full rainy seuson and 200 station
events in the third full rainy sea.urn. These station events ~t both minimum
and maximum numbers, such that the County commits to monitoring al that rule,

Monitoring after .the first three rainy seasons will continue (subject to ¯ maximum
200 station event cap) until EMCs ~ established for constituents
which have been found in the samples or until the permit term ends. (Data from
land use monitoring stations under the Order 90-079 that continue to be used as
monitoring stations under this Order will be used for establishment oflhe EMC~s;
however, use of the data will not reduce the frequency of station events in the fu~t

2. Mass Emission Station Monitot’i~

Station.q to be Monitol~l

The Principal Permittee will monitor four ma~s.emission stations, lhose peesently
existing on Baliona Creek and Malibu Creek. the Los Angeles Rivet at Wardiow
Road and the San Gabriel River. These stations represent the four major dmina~
points for the watersheds which discharge into the ocean from Los Angeles
County. All other existing mass emission stations will be deco~gfissiz~

Monitorinp Methc~lol _oq~

Sampler Type
¯ The autommi¢ sample~ currendy ins~aJled at the four mass en~ss~on sta~ous will

con~nue to be usecL

DATE: ~ �~
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Constituents
In addition to the constituents being monitored by the automatic samplers, grab
samples will be taken at the mass emission stations to obtain samples for the
anal.vsis of constituents being ~lyzed for grab samples taken under the Order
90O79.

Frequency of N|onitorinlg
The Ballona Creek and Malibu Creek stations ~ill be monitored during the
current rainy season ( i 995.96) and the 1996.97 rainy season at the rate of up to
ten events per station per )’ear, for a total of twenty ~tation events per year. Thh
monitoring will include dry weather samples. ]’he Los Angeles River and San
Gabriel River stations will be monitored during the following two full rainy
seasons (i 997.98 and 1998.1999) at the rate of up to ten event~ per ~tation per
year. for a total of twenty station events per year.

Carryover Monitoring
In order to use data from mass emission stations on Ballona Creek and Malib~
Creek to assist the carrying out of a receiving wate~ study in the cun~nt rainy
season, the Principal Petmittee will focus its effot’,,~ on tho~e ~tations and will
discontinue monitoring at other ~ emi~on ~tatiom.

Wide ~’hannel Study
~ Pr!.’ncipa.I P.ermitt .ee al.so will ~ the accuracy of single ~ample po~ in
wine cnanncts t~y �onauctmg a stt~ly at one wide channel comparing the
automatic ~tmpler results with samples from grab sampling, lftbe wide
study reveals that there are differences in constituent �oncentration~ depending
the location of the sampling point, it will develop adjustment factor to d~ with

~
|,~’~ this variability.

,:
3. Stonm to be Monitored

The Principal Permittee will set the automatic samplers to monitor stomu of

study, set one land use sampler to record storms of down to 0.1 inch in size.
.B. as~J~ u..I,..n..an as,ses~me.nt of: I) the operational effectiveness oftbe sampler;, ii)
me leaslOtllty an~3 ettecttveness of samples retrieval and transport; and iii.) the
ability to reprograrn and maintain this sening at other samplers, a decision will be
made as to whether to set some or all of the remaining samplers to sample stonm
of down to 0.1 inch in size.

4.    Pollutant Loads Stody

The monitoring of mass emission and land use stations is intended to provide
input into a loads assessment model to estimate Ioadings of various pollutants.
The pollutant loading information ~11 be used by the Perrnittees and the Regiotml
Board to better develop the stormwater management program under the ui:g:oming
permit and future permits and to support a receiving waters study. The model to
be used for the loads assessment will be the EPA Simplified Method. The
increased frequency of sampling set forth in this monitoring program is intended
to provide EMCs for the constituents found in the watershed nmoffto be ttsed in ¯
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loads assessment model that will be run at the end of the third year ofthe permit.’

~ 5. Critical Somce/BMP Monitoring

The critical sources monitoring program shall evaluate: i. pollutants ofconcefa
and sources, and, ii. specific structural storm water control measur~
oil/water separators, infiltration, detention, biofihers, and other �onm)l
The structural control measures must be evaluated as to: effectiveness in reducing
toxic pollutants and pollutants of concern; case of maintenance; current frequency
of use; feasibility and cost-efl~ctivenes~; and possible methoda to
implementation if necessary.

i & The Principal Permittee shall conduct critical sources/BMP monitoring to
evaluate for industrial/commercial categories, construction activity,
other landuse activity, for five critical source types over lix rainy
Alter the third rainy season, the Principal Permitlee will evaluate prngretl
by other municipal entities in California in evaluating critical aource$,
aad monitor three additional critical som’ce$ if ne!:eaamy.

ICrltical Source monitoring to be completed by the Permittees was n~r diseussefL ~ke U.,~.
F.PA and the Regional Board should be primarily responsible determining Pha~e i attd H
commereiab~ndoJtriai fac#ity impacts and the effecti~enexs of BMPs for suck facilitieg.

Selection of Critieal Source~ to be Studii,a

The first phase of the program will be the selection of wiority critical Iourcel to
be studied. The selection will be made u~ing the foliowin8 ~’pl:

Step !: The Principal Permittee first will develop an initial li~ ofcandidate
critical sources, including industrial and commercial source~ that are regulated
under the state’s GeneraJ Industrial Activities Permit (’General Permit’) and tho~
which are not.

Step 2: The Principal Permittee next will develop a list of criteria for priodtizing
the ca~idate critical sources developed pursuant to Step I, including lhe
following: number and/or total area associated with each critical sorer, e; runoff
pollutants associated with each source; the impact ofnonstormwater

In addition to ~tmple~ tak~m under the new permit, ~mpka taken at the fore" ma~ emi~on ~tafiom and land
~tation~ under the exi.~ng pe~’mit which will continue to be monitored under the new permit atu) wiU be uteri Io de-
velop the ioa(h a.~,e~,ment model.
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VPrincipal Permitte~ determines that there a~ additional significant criticalIsources ~’hich require monitonng (because the)’ have not been monitored and
there ar~ no commitments by other municipal stormwater programs to conduct
such monitoring) or if it determines that monitoring of¯ signilican! critical source
did riot include evaluation of BMPs associated with such monitoring, it will ’r
commit to monitor up to thr~ additional critical sources commcncin8 in tbe
fourth rainy season and concluding by the end of the eighth complete rainy season
following the effective date of the Ix’rmit. If the Principal Permittee’s revi¢w
determines that a significant critical source had been monitored, but that th¢r¢ was
not (and is not planned to be) an evaluation of associated BMPs, the Principal
Permittee will undertake a liMP evaluation only for that critical sou¯co and will
not conduct the first year characterization study.

6. Ro:~ivin$

The Principal Permittee will fund the largest part of¯ receiving waters study that will be ¯
joint effort of the University of Southern California, the University of California at Santa
Barbara and the Southern Calilbrnia Coastal Water Research Project ("SCCWRP"). in
.additi .on, the study will be done in cooperation with an ongoing toxicity study by
investigators at UCLA. Co-funding, either direct or in terms of vessel suppoR, also will
be provided by the federal government through the Sea Grant program by the CiP/ofLm
Angeles and through SCCWRP. The scope of that study may be affected by
availability of non-County funding sources, as is discussed below.

The receiving waters study includes a plume study to determine the dispersion of
stormwater run¯if¯rid associated sediment, a study of the benthic environment
principal storm drains‘ Malibu and Hall¯ha Creeks and an assessm¢nt of the toxicity of
storm drain waters and all~.’cted sediments near Malibu and Bail¯ha Cre~ks. The plume
study will be carried out by the USC Sea Grant program, and the benthic and toxicity
studies will be canied out by SCCWRP.

The plume study will be carried out over two storm seasons, with the third year used for
analysis of the data obtained in the previous years. The Principal Permittee will Slx’nd up
to a maximum of $145,000 to support the plume study. Additional funds will be
supplied by the federal Sea Grant program, with research vessel time to be provided by
the City of Los Angeles. The benthic study will also be carried out over at least two
storm seasons. The Principal Permittee will spend up to a maximum of $205,000 for the
benthic study, plus up to an additional $80,000 for a third year of study, if it is the
consensus of the project scientists that a third year of research is appropriate. Finally the
C-etm~ Principal Pennittee v-ill commit up to a maximum of $118,500 for a study of
the toxicity of storm water and affected sediments, with an additional up to $80,500 for ¯
third year ofthe study if it is the consensus of the project scientists that a third year of
research is appropriate. Each element of these studies is outlined below.

Plume Investieatic~rl

The plume study will examine the following issues, among others: i. Mapping the spatial
and temporal structure of the runoff plumes from Baliona and Malibu Creeks as they flow
into Santa Monica Bay following strong v,~nter storms; ii. Examining the
between the runoff plume and ocean processes as they affect the advection, dispersion,

DATE Fetmll~ (k
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and mixing of the plume; iii. Evaluating the impact of storm runoff plumes on beneficial
uses of the coastal ocean; iv. Characterizing the optical properties of the suslx-nded
particulate material (’SPM’) and dissolved organic material (’DOM’) associated with
runoff sources; v. Examining the effects of DOM and SPM on the water �ohmm opti~
and the distribution of nutrient concentrations, as the same may affect phytoplankton
productivity; msd, vi. ltelping to establish appropriate locations for benthic study stations.

Benthic Investigation

The benthic study will measure the following parameters: i. Water quality (dissolved
oxygen, salinity, density, temperature, light transmissivity and pH); it. Sedimea! grain
size, sediment organic concentrations and sediment contaminant concentrations; and iii.
Structure of the benthic invertebrate community. The benthic study will employ the same
methods used in studies ofdry weather impacts in river discharge a:~as carried out by
SCCWRP in 1994 and 1995 in the Southern California Bighl.

The toxicity study will involve the following proposed annual elements: Waler Columa
Toxicity: i. 30 sea urchin fertilization tests taken during two storm and one dry weath~
event offeach of Ballona and Malibu Creeks {including reference sites); it. 3 Phase I TIE
tests on up to 3 samples showing toxicity in the sea urchin fertilization tests; SedimealToxicity: i.. Amph.ipod survival !ests of sediment samples from I0 stations (incl .u~l"

reference sites) will be taken 2 times { I storm and I d~, weather IX"riod) in Year i; it.
Amphipod survival tests of sediment samples from I0 stations {including tefeten~

._ will be taken 2 limes ( I storm and I dry t~ather period) in Year 2; iii. Sea urchin growth
tests will be conducted for chronic toxicity in sediment samples from 6 stations, plu~ I

! ") reference site, with the Iocalions to be determined by project scientists based on exi~tia~
"- data and best scientific judgment. Biological effects only {survival, growlh, sediment

avoidance) will be measured for all sites in Year 2; iv. Chemical analysis of sea ta~hin
gro~’th test tissue samples (gonad) will be conducted for organics and metals. Duplicate
samples from 4 stations (including one reference) will be analyzed in Yem’ 2; v. Phtte i
TIE tests using sea urchin fertilization of interstitial water from up to 4 stations identified
to be toxic in amphipod survival tests (4 samples total) will be conducted in Year
vi. Additional interstitial water testing coordinated with the

The exacl parameters of Year 2 (and Year 3, if nect, ssary) testing will be determined by ¯
review of the project scientists of the results of Year I and Year 2 testing. Thus,
of the steps outlined above may be modified following the review~

Coordination with UCLA Toxicity

Researchers from UCLA are involved in an ongoing Santa Monica Bay Restoratioa
Project study of the toxicity of storm water runoff in Ballona and Malibu C~ks. The
Principal PermiRee’s receiving waters study will be coordinated, to the extent po~ble,
with the UCLA study to maximize the utility of the information obtained by both studie~.

Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rive~

The Principal Permirtee will lake a total of three (two storm weather and one dry weather)
tater samples taken at each of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River mass emission

¯ stations during each of the two yem’s that those stations will be monitored. The sample~
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will be analyzed using the sea urchin fertilization
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VIII. PROGRAM EVALUATION AND REPORTING

0
The Principal permittee in consultation v,~th the EAC shall develop a program to
standardize evaluation and reporting by each Permittee by October 15. I~)6. The "r
Principal Permittee in consultation ~ith the EAC shall develop performa.qce indicators,
criteria, or standards; pertL)rm evaluation of compliance and elZ~ctiveness ~ on the
performance criteria; establish schedules and mechanism for internal record keeping and
reporting: and submit Annual Repor~ to the Regional Board using a standardized
format. "l~:h Permitte¢ is encouraged to work cooperatively with MS4 programs fi’om
other areas of the state or counLw in order to be more effective, efficient, and consistent.

Each Permittee shall collect data needed for program evaluation, conduct ~elfo
evaluations, and report the results of the evaluations through the Principal Permittee to
the Regional Board in Annual Reports, The results reported to the Regional Board shall
include both the collected data and analysis of the data. Annual Reports shall include
explanations on how the evaluations were conducted; how and why provisions of the
permits are/are not being met. how the effectiveness of BMP$ i$ determined of ia not,
and should a problem arise, bow it will be corrected.

A.....,...~., .......................r......,. EVALUATION OF COMPLIANCE I

....... e~. ......... ’.: -,.- --

~,~..,;. l’.aen rerlnlltt,~ |nail
provide an evaluation as Io Ihe effectiveness of lhe required BMPII
and other actions as prt~cribed under this permit, u well a BMi~ ~°"
and actions included in the C’SWMP and WMAP~, in the reduction of
pollutants from stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable nwith the ROWD required in Provbion IX.~.

U
2.    The Perminee~ within the WMCs are responsible for demon.~rating the

effectiveness of watershed specific BMPs by conducting and reporting the
results of pilot/demonstration projects for evaluaUng the effectivene~ of
BMP$ in the watershed.

3. The degree and the effectiveness of BMP implementation shall be n
evaluated and reported by each Permittee using environmental and/of

Uadministrative indicators whenever possible. When environi~.mtal
indicators are not readily and/or easily available, administrative indicator~
shall be used. These shall include indicators prescribed under relevant
provisions of this permit, and/or other indicators deemed appropriate by
the WMCs, the EAC, and/or ultimately the Regional Board. (Example~ of
quantitative indicators include the number of inspections conducted.
number of staff, number of audience reached through public education,
waste recycled, water conserved, hazardous waste collected, oil recycled,
and catch basin waste removed.) Quantitative indicators ofenvironme~lal
conditions shall also be reported if they can be linked to the effectivenes~
of BMP implementation.

4. in order to yield comparable results for year to year evaluation on the J~ --
success, the progress, and/or the failure in BMP implementation, and
comparable results from area to area, a tmiform data collection

DATE: ~, 19~
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methodology shall be established for each of the required BMPs. The
uniform data collection methodology shall be developed by the Principal
Permittee in consultation with EAC. Subsequently, each report on BMP
implementation shall provide comparison with the implementation
during the previous reporting period and the scheduled implementation
timeline for the current and lhture reporting periods, based on data
collected using the uniform collection methodology.

B. INTERNAL REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPlNO

I. In order to facilitate the preparation of the Annual Report, the Principal
Pcrmittee in consultation with the EAC shall develop standard forms for
internal reporting to be used by all Permittees within the watershed. The
torms shall be used to collect all the information essential to the
preparation of the annual reports and to the needs ofother managemeat
act,ons by the ~ EAC. WMCs and/or the Perminees. Reported
information shall be quantifiable and specific for each program area and/or
BMP. The dates for submitting the internal reports shall allow
time for compilation and analysis by the WMCs and/or the Principal
Permittee/EAC for the preparation of the Annual Report d~ to the
Regional Board.

2. All records shall be retained by each Pennittee for ¯ period of 5
unless directed otherwise by the Regional Board or the USF_,PA.

C. PROGRAM REPORTING

The Principal Pennitlec shall collect, compile, and analyze information from each
Permittee within the watershed prior to preparation of the Annual Report. The Annual
Report shall include a summary table illustrating the levels of implementation for each
tk-rmittees Permittee by watershed. Tables shall be developed for each program element
listing all the participating Permittees and describe the status of implementation for each
Petmittee.

The Principal Permittee shall include in the Annual Report submitled to the Regiotml
Beard:

!.    Program Management
a.    Compiled budget summary of resources dedicated for storm water"

program implementation submiued by Pennittee~

b. A statement :-.-.~,~: ~.:.:,’.:-.,- ~.f/~.~,-~, by each PermiRee’s
representative legal counsel that the Permittee has obtained all
necessary legal authority to comply with this Order, and/or ¯
schedule for obtaining adequate legal authority (1996 Annual
Report only); and

c. Progress on obtaining any residual legal authority, if full legal
authority was not certified in Provision VIII. C. l.b., above.

2.    Illicit Connection.s/Discharge~
a.    Summary of illicit connections eliminatecL The summary shall

include by category:
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Operation and Management; (vi) Streets and Roads Maintenance;
(vii) Flood Control Mainleaance; (viii) Parking Facilities
Management; and (ix) Public Industrial Activities (optional).

6.    Public Education / Public Participation
a.    Summary of the Public education / Public participation program.

The summary shall include:

i. Activities undertaken throughout the year;,
ii. Samples of educational materials distributed or

made public throughout the year;,
iii. Results of the comparison between/.~.~’,.~.,;_-__-~.~ ~.~

overall program objettives and the Permittces’ Public
Information and Participation programs; and.

iv. A workplan for any changes to the 5 year strategy.

h. Results of a public education survey undertaken within a
representative area of the County of Los Angeles during fiscal
1997.1998 (1999 Annual Report only).

D.    PROGRAM EVALUATION

The Principal Perminee in consultation with the £AC shall, in the Annual Rzlxaq
submitted to.the R..e..gio .hal Board. evaluate progre&s in the storm water program, pmpo~
~_y__p_~_.po__s~ m~,,cat,ons to.be made to the storm water Im~ram (�.g., ~lays,
~;amzgc~h aria analyze any promem$ encountered during the implementation and pmpo~
solutions. The Program Evaluation shall include

proposed changes to storm waterprogram �omponcnLs for the re,owing year, based on the analysis.

The Px~,ram Evaluation shall utilize the information provided by each Pennittez, and
assess wogram effectiveness ia the areas of:

!. Progam Mannganent

Illicit Connections/Discharge

by review of:

b. On-site inspections;
c. C-heek4Lists ofstorm water BMPs developed by Primeipml

Permittee-i~e4eme~ed; and,
d.    Results from the critical sotwces monitoring program-~

/Ckccklist~ will I~ mcd as educational material, ~ot to evmlamte site compliamct.]

4. Development Planning and Construction ~
by review of:

b. Results from the critical source monitoring program.

5. Public Agency Activity
by review of:
a.    Sewage Systems Operation (ifappmpriate);

k:’~tWmgk\wle5 i ~mm_Jw~t~ 121 ~d~lzg I I_~t4og          7~
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evaluation of wognun effectiveness, and ¯ stmunary of gecomttt~ndations
for pem~ provision modificatiotxt.

The Principal Pe~nittee in coordination with the EAC .d~l ud~mit
an Annual Report to the Regional Board no later than b4&ggh~ of
each year. The first Annual Report shall be due Anril I ~. 1997;

b, The Principal Permit~ee shall submit a separate MonilotJng Annual
Report due no later than August 15 ofeach year. The
Monitoring Annua~ Report shall be due ~igli,~U~..~; and

�. The Principal Pennittee in consultation with the EAC ,ball identify
in the Annual Report, Performance Standanh which will be
developed for the upcoming fi~:al year.

~ Principal Pefmittee in consultation with th~ F_.AC may

~~tion in ~ ~ R~

R~~ mvisi~ to ~ CSWMP ~ WMAPs ~11 ~
by ~e Ex~utive O~cer if it is d~ns~t~ ~t: (I) ~ �~g* ~il
m improvement of ~ eff~tive~ of ~is ~; (ii) ~ �~
~t in ~sitive im~ to ~fici~ ~; ~ (iii) ~ ~1
~ve ~n implement~ to ~e ~llumu to ~ "~im~
p~ti~ble’. ~y ~~ mvi~om ~i ~ ~e eff~
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IX. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

storm ~,’ater management program, as delineated in the CSWMP or!. initial
WMAPs may need to be modified, revised, or amended from time-to-time to
respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more effective approaches to "r
pollutant controls. Minor changes, ~ith concurrence from the Permittees, may I Lbe made at the direction oftbe Executive �.)fl]cer. Minor changes requested by the
¯ ~-:.~:-.-~,:~ Principal Permittee or Permittee shall become effective upon
~itten approval oftbe Executive Officer. If proposed minor changes are Iobjected to by the Permittees or changes imply a major revision in the overallIscope ofeffort oftbe program, such changes must be approved by the Regional

2. This Order may be modified, revoked, or reissued. Wior to the expiration date as
follows:

To address changed conditions identified in the required technical report~
or other sources deemed significant by the Regional Board;

b. T,o ineo.rpomt.e, applic.a.ble requir,:ments or statewide water qualip/pmns a~opt~ t~y the State Board or amendments to the, Basra Ping

�. To comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, or regulatie~
issued or approved under Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. if the
requirement, guideline, or regulation so issued or approved contaim
dill~rent conditions or additional requirements not provided for in this
Order. The O,rder as modified or reissued under this paragraph ~hall
contain any omer requirements of the (::WA then applicable; or

d. Any other Federal or Slate Laws or Regulations become effet’tiv=
necessitate changex

3. The issuance ofthis permit is not intended to, and does not, absolve any Pennittee
of liability for conduct which may have constituted a violation of the i~-vioua
Board Order 90-079 (CA(X)61654, Ci 6948) adopted by this Regional Board om
June I$, 1990.

"i certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed
to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system,
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the
information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true,
and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting
information, including the possibility oft’me and imprisonment for knowing
violations."

executive officer;, or a ranking elected official.
~’

b. A cer~fication may be accepted by this Regional Board if signed by n duly
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authorized representative only if:

authorization is made in writing by a person described in 4.a (}i.
above;

ii. The authorization slrecifies either an individual or ¯ position
having responsibility for ~e overall operation of the Permi~,e~’s
storm water management program, position ofequivalenl
responsibility, or an individual or position having overall
responsibility for environmental matters for the Permine~, (A duly
authorized representative may thus be either ¯ named individual or
any individual occupying ¯ named position.) and,

iii. The wrinen authorization is submitted to ~e Executive Officer of
the Regional

5. This Order expires on ~five vear~ from the date ofrei,~,,,~qce.) Th~ Prineil~l
Permirtee and Permmees most submit complete Reports of Waste Discharg~
(ROWD) in accordance with Title 23, Calil~rnia Code of Regulations, not ~
than 180 days in advance of such date as application for reissuanc~ ofwas~
discharge requirements. The ROWD shall �onsis~ of wa~-rshed specific WMAPs.

I. Robert P. Ghirelli, Executive Officer. do hereby certify that IEe foregoing is ¯ full, ~ and
correct copy of an order adopted by tbe California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, on ~date of rei~uan~).
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On behalf of the City of Malibu, I would like to thank the Board and all participants for
the many hours spent developing the new draft five-year NPDES permit. The Malil~
City Council has made water quahty a very h~gh priority. Malibu’s Public Works
Department has been designated the responsibility of protecting, and where possible,
improving the water quality in our creeks and coastal waters. I believe thi= permit if
implemented by all co-permittees, will go a long way toward achieving thi= goal.

As a beach city located at the receiving end of the watershed, we live with the results of
poor stormwater management in our front and backyards. I am committed to securing
the necessary funds, developing a strong stormwater ordinance, and implementing the
necessary programs to clean up our City’s contribution to the contamination of the Bey.
I hope that other junsdictions upstream will do the same.

I understand the fiscal challenges that this permit represents and the concerns if the
required programs are not fully implemented, I also understand that without the tough
requirements included in this permit very little substantive improvements will be
achieved. If you have any quesbons, please feel free to call me at (310) 456-2489, ext.
247.

Rick Morgan,
Deputy City Engineer                                                      J
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CITY HALL    1400 HIGHLAND AVENOE ’

~
TELEPHONE (3t0) ~15-5~1 FAX (310) S45-~g~4

LOS A’,:3;.LL ~

DATE: January 26, 1996

TO: California Regional Water Quality Control Bored
Los Angeles Region. Surface Water Program=

CC: Robert Waclden, City Attorney

FROM: Nell Miller. Director of Public Work=

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Waste Di~har~e Requiremen~ for
Water ~ Los An~ele~

P~it ~ui~n~ ~uld ~ ~stly to impl~ent, ~ �~~ to
enfo~ment pmg~ pl~es t~ b~en of implementing, m~gin8
~mpli~ce m~ning on I~ gove~enL A I~ �~me pmg~ ~ld pm~y
hig~ level of ~ici~tion ~ ~pi~.

STAFF CO~~
Permit require~s ~e defied ~lng ~s~c~c ter~ ~~

WiIi the ~s Angeles Coun~ or ot~r reglo~! age~ ~o~lde i~ctiom
requirements of this section? Othe~ise each ci~ will ~ to employ staff
~shw pro~

* Page 62, Vi (middle of ~ge "...~n~te a f~r s~ ~ to work ~ll~mtively
a ~mp~he~ive ou~c~u~fion p~ cow,de...’)
A coun~ide "Public ~weach Committee" is cu~ently in place.
this committee ~ dls~nd a~ replaced with s~ or ~e~n i~e~e~ ~ers~d
committees? ;~’~ duplicate the ~rk when o~ committee c~remly ~ quite

Page ~, Item A!: &iv "...~n~ctor ~ develo~r ~o~ ~t~ ~n~g p~.."
W~t co~titmes a Storm Water Training pro~am? ~ will dewlop
~o~?

Page 67, It~ B!: ~
Wh~w~ will dete~i~ t~et

~CE DEP~TMENT ADDRE~: 4~ ~ STREW. ~N~ ~CH,
~BUC ~RVICES ~P~T~NT ADDRE~ ~ ~ A~NUE. ~HA~ ~CH.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
3~0 w~st newn~k ~ ¯ rnon~y pa~ ca 9~ 754-28~b

~ORM WATER PE~

4. ~ A~ini~tive Review ~tion (J) ~ to ~ ~

a ~ific focal ~ ~iu~s ~y have a fo~at ~velo~.

av~lable to avoid ~sfly ~~ of~

7. There is confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be ~ken if a
phase I facility or a 5+ acR construction site with an NO! has a violation. Should
the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the Board. Th=
agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made clear in the permit to
avoid confusion.
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DR. ROBERT GHIRELLI. EXECUTIVE OFFICER "r
February 6. 1996
P~¢: 2

$. it is not clear if municipalities, or ~h¢ principle Ix’nnit~�~, has tl~ aulhoHP/
in.six’ct facilities that ar~ oix’rating in compliance without ¯ search wan-ant o~ju~

9. Hospitals. school districts, State and Fcd~’ral lands which m~ liss~’d as cx~mp~
should no~ b= ~xempt~l, o0x, rwis¢ I~rmitt~’=s may b¢ in violation from si~-s
which th~ have no jurisdiction or �on~ol.

Should you Imv~ an), questions, pl~ks~ contact ~h¢ undersilp~! at (~15) 307-1330.

Your~ Iml~
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Gary Hildebrand                                                 ,’~
Sulm~vising Civil Engineer III
Waste lVlanagement ~
9(X) S. Fremont Averm, Annex 2rid Floor
AJhambr~, CA 91803-1331

Subject: Tranmittal of City Comments on Final Draft. NPDE$ Permit

Ow Mr. Htldelxend:

We have reviewed the dr~t of the Wof)osed new NPDES permit end our main m of

1. The 8equenc~ of event~ Ulroughout the permit do not allow for maximum ~

section of the peanut is of most importance. The results of ~ program ~

upon for public information ~

Se~on VI-A.1 states that reference material shall be available for di~ ~
that ~ January 15, 1997, perrnittees shall demonstrate ~ Itm disUtbution of
material has been macle to targeted audiences.

2. Review of other sections of the permit suggest the following d~=nge= in timing:

Section II A - Illiolt Connections - Each permittee I:~sed in I~e model
(deveiop~ W ~ Cot~y ~ the FAG) shall implement a program to identify
eliminate illicit connections by June 15, 1997, not January 15, 1997, when the
moclel program is to I~ completed).

164~ Colorado Avenue ¯ Paramount. California 90723-~050 ¯ (310) 2~-~0~
City Hall (310) 630.6731. Public Services Facili~ (310) 630-2713, She~itl" Substatioa (310} 22~-~00~
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Section II C-1 - Other Prohibited Activities. The date should be November 15,
1996, instead of July 15, 1996, since under Section I, permittees have 120 dlyl
¯fter the Order to just indicate their scheclule for establishing legal authority if it

Section II E-1 - Pul~ic Relxxling of’Illicit Discharges and Illicit Oispos~l" by July 15,
1997, not July 15, 1996. since ~ ~ be developed with the Public InfomlltiOll
T’,~e Line of July 15, 1997.

e. Implenwletion of the program m:~:l be October 15, 1997, not Octobm’ 15,
19g6.

Section II E-2 - The itandlrd IXOgrlm M~ould be developed by July 15, 1997, riot
July 15, 1996.

e. The reporting wogrmll should be ~ 15, 1997, not OctobM 15, 19~.

$ectJon III B. "Pdcxttization of 8ouml~                          ...

e- The re,king should be completed by J~nuwy 15, 1998, not Janumy
1997, sine ~ standard format database will not be available until July 15, U
1997, u statecl in A-3.

e. Date hem for facilibes grouped by 111.B.1 should be April 15, 1995, not

Section III C - "Source ~ ~

e. Group pricritized in Provi~:m 111.B.1 by July 15, 1997, not July 15, 1996,

¯ ¯- Legal authority by July 15, 1997, not July 15, 1996.

Section III D - Source Inspection

Schedule of inspection of facilities prioritizecl in Provision 111 B.2 by
Octol~r 15, 1997, not C)cto1:~ 15, 1996.

¯- Enhanced inspection program should be detetedl
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January 8, 199~
VP~ge3

0
aOcl~onal comments on the contents of this permrt. The suggeste~ changes in timing ~m
l:)ased on ~’~e pen’ni~ l:)eino a~ inApril lC~S. Shou~tt~e pen~ no~ be sppmved unffi

later (~ate than additional time must be aOded to the changes.

CITY OF PARAMOU~NT~
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Ms. Catherine Tywell
California Regional Water Quality Control Board               .
101 Centre Plaza Odve
Monterey Pad~, CA 91754-2156

Dear Ms. Tyrr~:

The City of Paramount has reviewed the draft NPDES Permit and considers the pemdt to -"~
be too lengthy, complex, and will require extensNe modifications. However, we feel that
should your staff address concerns raised by all the affected cities, this permit can be n
finalized to meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

The following is a bdef listing of major areas of �oncern.

Findings (1) Should be limited to those that are relevant to stormwater quality.

(2) Other ege~ who have land w~thin the watersheds should be
included in the permit, i.e. UnNersities, the State, Federal hospitals,
School Oisbicts, and State and Federal lands.

(3) The sequence of events throughout the permit do not allow for
maximum program benefit to be dehved, nor allows programs to be
performed economically.

Section V1 - Program Requirements for Public Information and
Participation - This section of the permit is of most iml:)o~rK:e. The
results of this program should make all other programs much more
effective. Therefore, the timing for completion of the majority of events
in other sections should follow the completion dates agreed upon for
public information and partmipation.
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Section VI-A-1 states that reference material shall be available for
d~tnbution and that by January 15. 1997. perm~ees shall demonstrate
that the distribution of the material has been made to targeted
audiences.

Review of other ~ecttona of the permit auggeat the folk~,’ing changee in timing:

Section II A - Illic~ Connections - Each permittee based in the model program (developed
by the County and the EAC) shall implement a program to identify and eliminate illicit
connections by June 15. 1997. not January 15. 1997. when the model program is to be
computed).

Section II C-1 - Other Prohibited Activities - The date should be November 15. 19~.
instead of July 15. 1996. sk~ce under Section I. perm~ees have 120 days after the
to just indicate their schedule fo( establishing legal authon~ if it is not in effect.

Section II E-1 - Public RefxxlJ~ of "Illicit Oischarges and Ilicit Dispesar’ by July 15. 1997.
not July 15. 1996. ~ ~ should be developed with the Public informaUon Time Line of
July 15, 1997.

¯ Implementation of the program should be October 15. 1997, not October 15, 1996.

Sectk)n II E-2 - The standard program should be developed by July 15. 1997. not July 15.
1996.

¯ The repo~ng program should be October 15. 1997. not October 15. 1996.

Section III B - "Priodtization of Soun:~l"

¯ The ranking should be completed by January 15. 1998. not January 15. 1997. since
the standard format database will not be available until July 15. 1997. as stated in
A-3.

¯ Date here for fadlities grouped by 111.B, 1 should be Apdl 15. 1998. not Apdl 15.
1997.

Sectk)n III C - "Source ConVol Measures"

¯ Group I:,iodtized in Provision 111. B. 1 by July 15. 1997. not July 15, 199~. Ir’~ ~

¯ Legal authority by July 15, 1997, not July 15, 1996.
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L
Section III D - Source Inspecbon

¯ Schedule of inspection of facilities priohtized in Provision 111 B.2 by October 15,
1997, not October 15. 1996.

¯ Enhanced ins~ program should be detetedl

Upon review of comments by the County and the EAC, the City reserves the right for
additional comments on the contents of this permit. The suggested changes in timing Me
based on the permit being approved in April 1996. Should the permit not be approved until
a later date than additional time must be added to the changes. Probably, the easiest way
to accomplish this would not to state actual dates, but instead allow for timing to be ¯
certain number of months after the order of the permit.
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Mr. Tim lYZmura
City o! Palos Yerdes Estates
340 Palos Yerdes Dr. W.
Palos Verdes Eslates, CA 90274

RE: Draft NPDES Permit

I have reviewed the draft NPDES permit h’om the C~lifomia Resional Ouality
Control Board (RWQC’B). This letter outlines my comments on the draft NPDES
Permit.

¯ Standards . The permit does not identify specific standards to comply with.
The permit should address specific pollution levels (preferabl), b,/ watershed)
to measur~ proi;re~

* Compliance Dates - The permit should be modified to reflect new compliance
dates that concur with the new permit adoption schedule of A, priI 1996. The
City may not be able to meet the program requirements with the old time
t~ble.

¯ Maximum Extent Pracbcable - The definition does not establish specifk:
requirements and is greatly, open to interpretation, in my opinion, this
definition leaves the City liable even if in process of complying with the
permit. Th~s relates to the standaxds section.
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¯ Process for Substituting programs . (page 26, 41) - For substituting programs,

3
the �o-permittee must prove that another program would substantially
would work better than those outlined in the Permit. However, L.,~. C:ounty
data does not exist for many of the programs established in the permil.
Therefore, the C:ity would need to provide a database, including e~tensive
monitorin&, to prove Ihat a program doesn’t work. Meanwhile, i( a program
isn’t working, the City is still liable Ior reclucin    II "          ..
demonstratm "techrdca     . ...     ..    g ~ !.uhon. In addition,
"-Ilu’: ..... .8_ ..... ~ .leas,b.d,ly or ,mplemenlation outwei hs t~ t.un ~.’ofllrol oenetlLS IS I SUOia~’tive .4....;.: .... J .... g     he

,~.,~=~n an~ opelt Io inlerpretatiolt.
¯ Executlv~ Advisory Commiltee (EAC) and Watershed Management

Committee (WMC) (pp. 19-.20) . These �ommitlees have power over �o-
permittees. Their control includes,

but is not limited to, evaluatingcompliance and guiding conflict resolution. There will be industry
representatives and public representatives on each committee. Although
industry and public representatives will be non-voting committee membe~
they still advise these committees on major decisions. This establishes a
precedent where the �o-permittees turther lose control over which programs           ~j
they implement to special interests and politics rather than address, n
pollution control. " 8 real

¯
lden.ti~yin8 .,Source. of Industrial/c:ommercial Pollution (pp. 36-37) - The City
musl compile a database on any possible dischar8e h~m each SIC: code
cste~ory, it should be the RWC;)~3"s responsibility to provide this
information to the �o-permittees ~rom the separate permits already applied
for by certain industries, l~ this in/ormation already exists (as it appears that it
does in Sac’don ill A., 3a. and 3b.), this information should be provided to the

9

co-permittees. As written, this requirement will lead to inconsistencies
between co- ermittees’P databases. One standard should be developed so that
all co-permJttees know what the accepted phmary material dischar&es are.

¯
~l~)dh~Y’~a_~°~.o__~ ~ (.p; 3.7: B1. and B2.)- The ranking criteria should be ¯

~,~q.~uur~. iloi a SUD ec~ve    stem " " ,, ¯ ¯,,~.k::.L.~a :* .,. ....~ -- Sy ( may include ). Criteria should be..... ,,~-u u m~ ~a-permmee aoes not agree with the ranking system.
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* S~ur(e Inspection (p. 39). The (~ity will need I0 inspect restaurants, the 8as

3.station, and other commercial businesses even though the). ar~ not required
t~y .the RWQ(.’8 or the Federal Government to have ¯ permit. The City may
not have legal authority to inspect sites that do not have

permits. Inadditk)n, this will require additional staff trainin8    �orn iy with this
requirement,                                   to    p    ¯

¯ v nmg �o~es may nave to be chansed in order
to accommodate the permit, in addition, the inslx.~tk)ns and monitorln~ wilJ

~s.! ~ok, e.ly._!e_ad~!._o..add,bona, .sta.H requ!,ments and new personnel. Even
.~,,,, .,,..e~] ,o prov,ae mspeclions and super~isio, o~ this l~r~-~

Althoulh the inspection and ~n;:~ ,or aaal.ona, .ira _pe~_ion, Ind monitorin&
n8 requiremems ol the rmJl

or system.             .- I.,-’p~r~ to Impiemenl some sort of inspe~ion prosram

..Please put these conunents, and an), others ),ou ma), ]~ave, on City letterhead. Fax
~t~.e....�om..menls Io the RWQ(~ no later than Monda),, January 29, 1996

the permit comments.

Heather Lea Wurt~

oc RegJonaJ Water (~ua]ity ~.ontrol Board
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 iiy of Pieo Rive a
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6615 Pusons Boulevasd, Pico Rivera, CA ~i016
P.O. Box 1016, F~ (3 !0) ~7~

~bfi¢ Wo~

.
Please ~ added ~at ~e Ci~ of Pico ~ �o~
expressed by ~e Execufi~ Ad~ Co~

The Cily of Pico Rivera, in u~ion with all perminees, is fully committed ~o ~e ~luclio~ of        ~ ..~
pollution related to non-storm water runoff. The tentative provisions ofthe current draft of
the permit will se~ously hamper ow ~bility to effegtively ~.omplish
enforcement of these goals.

Our nmjor ~onc~rns with the languase of the dr~q pmnit ar~:

¯ The permit is extremely lengthy and complex.

¯ Compliance dates me ~ and do not make allowances f~ normal government
decision-making ~

¯ Budget requirements ate too

¯ The need for certification ofrepam.

In closing, we would sugges~ that the draft permit should be thoroughly analyzed so that it
can be drastically streamlined to result in a document that can be understood and supported
by aL! affected a~encies.

Enrique
Director of Public Works/City Engineor

EA:SC:Ig



V~LL[Y B(XR.EV~RO ¯ PO BOx 300
CALIFORNIA

’~LeCO~. O~OOr~’~O January 29, 1996

Mr. Robert P. GhirelN
Executive Director
Regional Water Quality Control Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Pad<, CA 91754-2156

Attention: Catherine Tyrell, Assistant Executive Director

Subject: Comments on Final Draft Permit

Dear Mr. Ghtrollt:

We wish to add our concerns to the �omments fon~arded to you by the Exeoutive Adviloqt
Committee regarding the Final Draft Permit. The comments made by them should be
deemed as a part of our off’mlal comments on the Final Draft Permit document. We are
unable to voice an opinion that is unNersal for all part~pating agencies und~ the pefmil;
however, we are qu~te certain that our concerns are shared by a lot of the
permittees as demonstrated by the similarity in comments re~Ned on Itm Final Draft
Permit of December 18, 1995.

~’~
The interests of the City of Rosemead are similar to all cities in the state of California and

Uthe countless other c~tms throughout the nation, with regards to the intent and purpose of
the Clean Water Act. We and our citizens want an environment devoid of pollution and
toxic waste in the water we consume to sustain life and the waters we use for work and
play. However, we do have concerns regarding the proposed permit and believe it must
be voiced in the hope that the final permit would meet the intent of the Clean Water" Act in
the most cost-effective manner possible.

Enclosed on the attached sheets are our comments of the Final Draft Permit. Should you
have any questions on our comments, please contact me at (818)288-6671.

Ve~ truly youm,

CITY OF ROSEMEAD ,..-~=’~ ~ ¯ ,,

95~X)6’~630~16
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COMMENTS ON FINAL DRAFT PERMIT

Unfunded Mandate whose effectiveness is highly problematic. The permit, if issued
as wntten, will require all permittees to fund a vast amount of regulatory
responsibilities to enforce provisions whose cost-effectiveness is based upon
unproven theohas.

1. Regulatory responsibilitlesare an accepted fact for all permittees. With the
multitude of regulations in effect at the present time. mur~cipalities must by
public demand determine the prioribes its citizens perceNe as the
important. Because of the many requirements of regulations, sources of
funding for programs are rapidly diminishing. Creabve Financing, i.e., Utility
Taxes, etc., which has, in the past, provided a source of funding for some
cities are now the target of the proposed Proposition #162, which if enaded
may require Cities to repay what it collected. Cities can only afford to use
the most cost-effective method in achieving certain goals, Will the Ixogram
as proposed by the permit be cost-effective? Vast amounts of funds may be
needlessly expended by permittees before a full determination could be
made. It is suggested that program requirements be limited to praclk:~
which are assured of some degree of success.

2. The Program Requirements for Industrial/Commercial sources will be the
most expensNe for the City to bear. Preliminary estimates based on the
numbers of industhal/comrnercial sources operating within the City will far
exceed the funds budgeted by the City, which were more than doubled
anticipation of the new permit. As if the enormous financial burden alone is
not enough for the City to assume, the most insidious of the requirements
under proposed new permit requires each permittee to report any
noncompliance of industrial facilities with a required Industrial Stormwater
Permit issued by the state. We were offered the mason for inclusion of this
requirement was done so in the spirit of cooperation between agencies;
however, the responsibilityof reporting such noncompliance remains with the
permittee; failure to do so may be held against the permittee for
noncompliance with their NPDES permit. If permittees are held responsible
for adequate staffing and enforcement procedures, the state should also be
held to the same standards as required of the permittees. This requirement
should be deleted from the permit.

Timing schedules for program development and implementation as suggested by
the final draft permit indicates a total lack of understanding of local government

R0030572
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The commentary used to explain the changes inserted into the final draft permit            "~"
repetitiously refers to the fact that within the 5-year period under the existing permit.
Los Angeles County and the cities w~thin the county has failed to adopt a watershed
management plan let alone implement it. Therefore. expaditlous compliance is
suggested as being of the utmost importance. The City was a participant as a co-
permittee in a permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board as a
phased program. Because of the phasing element of the program, not all cities
were in the program for the entire 5..year period before it expired. However the
development of Watershed Management Programs evolved during that 5-year
period along with the final promulgation of the Federal Regulations for the Clean
Water Act. It took time and thoughtless action by a large amount of individuals who
conthbuted to the pollution of our receNing waters and, no doubt, it will take time to
eliminate such pollution. Rather than expediency being of utmost i~,
effective means of eliminating sources of pollution should be paramount. T~me is
needed to educate and hone the awareness of the general public to what caulel
pollution and what it will cost to eliminate these causes. In order fo~ the progrltt to
be effective, the public must be willing to bear the cost of such programs. This
should be achieved prior to implementing any Watershed Management Progrlnt.
It is hoped that eventually with diligent effort, Watershed Management Programl
evolves into a cost-effectivemethod of obtaining the goals of the Clean Wlta~ Act

q
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Ce~LfornLe Regional Water                                                           3
Quality �ontro~ ~oard

Los A~gelee RogLon
101 Centre pIese DrLvo
Nonterey Perk~ CA 92754-31SI
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CITY OF SQp( M~,INO     TEL:818-300-O?O9          3a~ 29.96 16:41 No.O04 P.04

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES V

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
O

Dr, Robert Ghlrelli, Ebcec~tive Officer
CalL~o~Xa Regional Wa~er                              ..

~ali~y Control ~
~e ~gelee
101 Centre P~lll
Monterey Perk, ~ 91754-215~

staff for their l~g ~rm m~nt in developing the draft fL~.yea~
National Pollu~an~ DLsc~e Elimination System Pe~At and ~or
sol,cLUing our input into ~he procemm.

extensive ~LfLcaci~ prLor oad           cCees ~lieve re~ire
R        "                      ~    option ofegional Board A s~ o* -~ .........
review and ree~.

8~m~t~ea DF znaivtduaz aaenc - .    __ .. all co~n~m

All citiem within ~ ~elem Co~ty are env~n~ntallF
and are desirous o~ £~lemen~ng and enforcing ~he
the Clean Water Act. However, the curren~ ~aft o~ the Pe~t
not conducive to the efficien~ use of our li~ted resources to                    ,
acc~pl~sh our g~i8. To assist in resolving these ~Bsue8, the ~C

which is accepc~le ro all
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The enclosed summary has been provided ~o ell ~ha Coopermlt~ees
their use in formulating ~helr own �on~en~s on the draft
Please Anagrams ~hii le~er, and o~hers whAch w~Al ~
d~rec~ly by o~her Pedigrees, in~o uhe administrative re~ of

XE ~u have any ~em~ion#, please con~ac~ me a~ [818) 4S8-4014, O~
~ HAldebrand a~ (8~e) 4s8-5~48, Monday ~hrough Thursday,
7,00 a.m. ~o 5,30 p.m.

Charon, ~ecutLve ~v/mo~

,,

/.
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"ITY OF SqN M~F:INO TEL:818-~O0-0709 Jan 29.96 16:42 No.O04 P,06

V
0Ma~o~ item~ of concern regarding the Dece~r

identified by the Executive Advisory,

PindLnga should be limited to those relevant to
stormwater quality enhancement.

2. So~e information presented as factual is not correct.

3. No. 20 (page 5), "other entit~ee,o should be clearly

~

~
identified and included as Co-Permian¯e¯

I

I
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CITY OF $~N M~RINO     TEL:818-300-0709          Jan 29,96 16:42 No.O04 P.09

V

Co-Permittee Water Quality Monltortng                                  L

¯ An arbitrary number o~ critical sources ha~
selected for ~n~uoring by o~her ~n uhe Principal
Pedigree wi~hou~ da~a ~o sup~ ~he need
~hem.

2. There is no relationship ~en wa~er ~It~y ~t~o~ing
~d ~he Suo~a~er Manage~n~ Plans. ~ni~orkng resul~s
should ~ used Uo refine plane.

¯ Pilo~ ouudiem ca~o~ ~ undertaken for eve~ ~o~
manage~n~ practice in ~he

2. Re~ire~n~ (~ge 82) ~o de~nm~ra~o ~xt~m ~on~
Practical 8c~ard fo~ ~8~ ~nage~n~ prac~g £o no~

-~~

achAevable.

3. ~le~e ~rfo~ce ~anda~8 de~l~n~
(page e~).

k)

Ce~Afica~on re~re~en~s ~ PrAnci~l ~u~A~ OffAcer
(page ~0) for re~r~Ang are no~ prac~Acal

~.~

Needs ~o ~ e~~

’-
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CITY OF-SAN MARINO     TEL:818-300-0709          3an 29.96 16:45 No.O04 P.IO

C~q~ ~,,,,~ V

~ ATTACHMENT H 0

L
Ci~ Consultant Commen~

!
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I’, ~; S~N m~!NO     TEL:81$-$OO-OTOg 3an 29,96 16:50 No.O04 P.!7

program £s that LkRS/SWU ham not required i~ as condition of
the existing pe~n~Lt. LA~I~ has no~ even specified legal
au~hor£t¥ requirements under the ex£sting pormLt --
requir~en~s ~ha~ ere critical to any eto~we~er ~nag~en~
pr~r~. B~ond ~his, It has no~ been able ~o def£ne wha~
"inspection~ ~ans w~hin ~he �on~ex~ of ~t Add£~£onal
Bes~ ~nagemen~ P~ac~£ce ~ ~res £nspec~£one o~ gas
s~a~£ons, ree~auran~o~

b. Non-sto~wa~er discha~es
See bel~ ~n~

�.~blie

~ pro~s~, elt~es ~uld be red, red to l~l~t an
~ed~a~e ou~reaoh progr~ ~ha~ £nvolves ~he Per~o~noe
several public education ~asks~ £ncludlng bu~ no~ ll~td
developing and dls~r~bu~inR b~chures and door hangers~ and
Issuing newsletters containing s~o~ ~a~er
related public education lnfo~t~on. In add~tion,
~ould ~ red,red to �ontribute ~he~ "fair sha~e- ~o ¯ lon~
~e~ public eduoa~lon p~g=~ ~o ~ developed
of ~s ~geles ~hrouRh a $5,S00,000 consulting
~or a ~£vo Fear

~e dra~ po~ie is too ~n~ollin~ here.
au~hor£~ to �o~el             �ontribute a
(~£ch £e no~ de~£ned), ~o publi� education progr~a£~ to be developed in the future ~ ~he Principal Perigee.
¯ h£o ~uld de~ cities ~ho op~r~un£~y and right ~o
develop a P~Z£� educa~£on p~r~ of l~e ~, wh£~h
f~nal analFsL~ m£ght prove ~re e~f~cL~n~ and ~s~-effec~£ve

9. ~e ~af~ pete unilaterally denies sacral non-s~om
discharges ex~tions ~t are allied ~der NPD2S
of the Cle~ Wa~e~ Ac~.

Acco~nf ~o C~ 40, Z~2.36, ~e foll~lng
d~scharge8 are ~ed unless such d~s~arges Or fl~s
~den~f£ed ~ the muniG~pal~y assources of ~llu~an~s ~owa~ers of ~he ~ed 8~a~es, wa~er l~ne ~lush~ng waterl
landsoa~ ~rrlga~onf d~ver~ed s~ream ~1owo7 r~sing
waters; ~con~a~na~ed g~und wa~er ~nf~ltra~on ~o separate
8~o~ s~ers~ ~con~na~ed p~ ground wa~er~ dis¢~ es

and sCree~ wash ~.-~o~na~ea swx~n~ ~1 discharges;
where~gnting {only such discharge8 or ~lows are id~i~i~
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~ ;ta~’IN0      TEL:$18-3C,0-0709 ~an 29,96 16:50 No.004 ~.18

es st~nAficent sources of ~ollutants ~o waters ot the United
S~ates.

However, the draft perev~t only unconditionslly axen~s 6 of
these 18 non-storm water discharge categories. ~he¥ include

~l~s~ spr~ngs~ r~s~ng ground ~aters, uncon~neted
groundwater An~Ll~ra~ton; and d~scha~es o~ ~l~s

~en the d=a~ pe~t cond~onallF ~e~e ~he ~oll~ng nine
non-e~om ~a~er d~schergee (elrea~ ex~t~ ~    federal
re~le~ons)~    landscape ~rr~a~ion~ wa~er l~ne
fo~da~on ~ains~ air cond~txon~ng condensa~e~

(s~ as f~£ng drains)~ lnd~v£d~al car washing, end
residential sw~n~ pool d~scha~es. Conditionally ~o~
~eans tha~ ~ho non-8~om wa~o~ discharges In ~es~ton
not be proh~b£~ed,j p~v~d~ ~he~ (1) ~ho pem~tee
~ecut~ye O~¢or (o~ ~), doVe.nee ~h8~ ~he
are no~ ~llu~an~ eour~osf ~nd (~) ~p8 are devolved
¯minLmize adverse ~ac~s o~ such sources" (~ ever

B~ond th~s, ~he dra~t pe~ -- mu~rls~ngly 0- ox~m
ato~ wa~er d~sc~gem ~ha~                          ~ (~erelare not ev~ ~edregulations. They Include, ~draul~� gra~(~t~
~nduct(vo tra((~� loop (lumhing (d~seha~es no~
~ CF~ 40 ,122.26). ~.n ~h. dr.~ p.~i~ �ondl~on.llF ~ ~
~o~o residential ~o~ dra~n discharges, bu~ denies 8uoh
d~scharges ~r~ Indus~r~el roo~ drains, ~th o~ which

s~om w~er discharges. ~e pe~ also ~la~Iy donles

~=~e.~ey are ~d ~ ~e ~cesstve DAre,or o~ ~

~o ~’s ~ecu~ Dlrec~0r ~s no~ reaosurAng. ~ere
~aran~ee tha~ ~he ~e~tion wall ~ gr~t~ Af the
criteria are met because ~hey ~n~lve ~much subjec~vi~F.

z~ ~s appe~nt ~ha~ ~B/~ (1) has ~ceeded ~ts au~hor£tF
d~Ang pe~ees non-s~o~ wa~er discharge ex~lons
granted ~o :~AcApalt~es An CFR 40. E122.26; end (2) has
a~bA~raW An dare.hAng whAch non-s~o~ water
should be ~Ced. ~ ~n~toned, federal re~la~ions entitle
munAc~palA~Aee to ex~ ~he 18 categories of n~-s~o~ wa~ew
dAscharges, ~less ~h~ have been fdentAfA~ as
sources.     Until ~hese non-s~o~ ~ter d~sc~es
de~e~n~ as such ~ ~nAcApalA~es (e.g.. ~hrough
~ans). such discharges should be all~.
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O.T~e dr~ft permit, Incorrectly,    lun~m £11£~ �onnections

i11£¢it discharge. An ~11tc~ �essation Is
~ch an £11£cL~ d~soht~e (a ~lu~) ~e �onv~e~ to the XS4.
~ ~llegal d£sposal/d~Sng practice, hawser, £s
~hat causes ~he plac~,en~ of a solid .~erlal (e.g., refuse),
~n~o ~he HS4. ~ pu~ £~ another waF, el£~na~£~
connectIon £s ~ask �o~ec~ed ~o ~he ~sic re~i~n~
controlling £11£�~ d~scha~es. O~he~ ~asks assocIated
~his ~s~� r~r~en~ Include (a) encouraging publIc
re~r~ing of wa~er discuses ~hrough

¯ ecord£ng and res~ndlng ~o such repor~/I and (�)
en~orc~en~ (~h~ugh rouble inspectIon o~ dia~e~

connection. Rmeovtng an £11£�1t connection �ould be

.     a that. However, according tostatutory def~nition, tn Illicit connection could be
conveyance, including -e~u devi-- -~ ...........

caKznf-out the /ll/cSt �onnection cn-~ ~- ....... "’~
mmer/ope~ator
is located theof rondor£ng £t Incapable o~ operatlng as an 111£ol

connection. H flk,,~ .......... o~ ~rain~ for example, could be plu ed

.dle~harge.)             tom Delng a conveyance Of on

o~ber e~thoritet£va documents relating to storm wets
management, £ncludin ~-- - _ g he California 8~orm Hater ~endbook.wnxcn zs re~erenced zn the draft permit, trea~a
and land usa management ll tWO                  ’

they contribute fu~t    ~ ~ .... = ........ on~o. ne~ts I? that

l=.The draft peanut £e dia~ointed and contrad£ctoz~ in
placea,    ~or example, the pez~£t requires permLtteee to
p~ohlbtt non-s~orm water discharges          any

st    (i._a.,.is not en~treZ¥ comprised of un~er~r~w~t~r~ to .~e. munictpal
8~o~m water system (HS4). Yet,
~On, the draft pez~it . -~ one znauscrza~/c~erc~el

non-s~ormuzncnarge8 to the ~$4 from gas stat£ons are permJ.ss~ble as
long as they ere pretrea~@d. However, no where in that

R0030593



~I~, Or S~.; ~PlN0      TEL;818-$00-0?09           3an 29,96 16:50 No.004 P.20

o~ Code o~ Federal Regulations tha~ severs NPD~S s~on~ wa~er
provlsions ~re such discharges exen~ed; nor is there an NPDES
perr~ available ~o aer~tce s~ation$/au~o repair facllitLes
~or th~s Pu~ose. ~r~he~re. ~he ~e~ "pre~rea~men~" is
defined a~hero in ~ho pe~t.    xe no~ �orrectS, ~hi8
probl~ w~ll ~ead to con~usi~ and non-�o~l~anco.

13.~e draft po~ Is unnecesoar~IF lengthy {nl~st 90

because Pe~oe8 wan~ed ~ro de~ail -- a criticism of
@X~O~ng p@~. HOw@vet, ~uch o~ ~he do~all oon~alned In ~ho
draf~ Pe~t does no~ provide �lar~F. In ~ case, i~ only
increases con~uslon. Pe~lt~ees have al~a~s desired de~ned
~equir~en~s {~.@., "ends’} not Jus~ de~a~led explanations
how ~o achieve th~ {~.@., For exile, under1990-1995 pe~, perigees are required ~o establish
"re~sl~e legal author£~F- and �ondu¢~ ~nspec~ions of auto
¯ epair/par~e facilities, ~as s~a~ons, and restaurants.
neither the curren~ pe~t nor any o~her doc~en~s issued
~/~ contain a~ In~o~t~on tha~ ~den~es
required ~o                    au~hori~ , N
l̄ ¯ Y or does.it de~/ne_~ec~Lon _relative ~0 au~o re~Lr/pa=~s ~ac/l~Les, gas

housekeeping practises or o~her ~P8 ~hm~ opera~e ~o
seem wa~er discharges ~o ~he HS4?). Clear~ wLth~

ld.~o section on l~al authority, loca~ under p~r~
~8g~_con~alno requ~r~n~s ~ha~ are ~aken dlrec~l
~r-K 4V S122.26                                              Y ~

? ~ ~ase ;n ~xn~ Is �ontrolling "~hroughag~aemen~8 a~ng coappl~can~s the contribution o~ ~11utants
~one ~rt£on o~ the ~Lc~pal system ~o another ~r~L~ o~
~he ~un£c~pal eye,s.- Yhe problem 2s that nothing In the
drae~ p@~ translates ~h~s ~ederal re~lrement ~n~o a

lS.~h~ dra~ pe~ contains fan,age ~ha~ is d~L~l~
unoers~an~. For oxe~le, under Seo~on l

r 8~ ot all un/~s ah~11 be consLder~
Qece~n~ng Rhe pr£oriby raR£ng o~ ~h
~1, no definition     , . . ,    ¯ ~elopmen~. F~rat o~

¯ s also ~�le8~.

~o lan~age used
possible, o~he~se ~ the pe~ should be as s~lo as
on ~ng ~o ~n:erpre~ t~s :eantng.

~d since ~B/~ha8 no~ ~n ~he pes~ ~eon ~or~hc~ng ~n ros~ndtng to
ques~Lon8 fr~ Perigees ~gardtng some of ~he graF ar~s o~
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V
-~, recommendations will be addressed or included in pr~ram development or

O. ~ implementation activities, Please clarify the EAC’s r~sponsibi/itie~ msd th~
principal permittee’s obligation here,

5, ~~L~/I~L: Wh~t is the purpose of havi~ non.votinz members from t/~
LRWQCB, industry, and the public on the Watershed Manacement Committee

(WMC)? We hav~ the stone concerns her~ as we do with the RW~CB pl~cin~ such
members on the EAC (See No. 3 above.) The WMC shou/d consist only o~’ths
permittee holders; in our ca~. representatives of Los Anzeles County and the City
of Santa Clarita. The WMC should function to identi~y the tmiqu~ parameters o~’
the watershed, and to develop the sppropriat~ approach to implement r~qui~d
programs for permit complianc~. No other members should b~ included.

6, Pa_~ ~. It~_m O ~-: We understand t~ need to ident~y/~ndinz for proffram
implement~tio~ The City o/’Sant~ Chmta ires dedicated substant/al r~ourt~s for
water quality improvement and maintenance activities within the watershed fo~
urh~ snd stormwater runoffpnerated within the City’s incorporated arut The
Stormwster Utility Enterprise is the primary fundin~ source for NPDES perm/t
compl~mce activities within the City o(Santa Clnnta. Our cm~eem heru is with the
percept/on ot" the public ruprdin~ the ultimat~ expenditure o/’/’unds. Because o(
this, it is important to assure that fees collected through the Utility are used
pro~am expenditures within the incorporated area o/’ the City, and those whkh
implement components o1" the Countywide program directly benefitin~ the ~anta
Cl~rit~ portion o/’the warm.bed.

~ 7. P*~-. ~. ~ 14 ~. ¯ : l~vise to r~d a~ £ollows: "Require industrial users to
control the �ontribution o/" pollutants to the MS4 by stormwatm, di~             ~m~
usociat~d with industrisl activity and the quality o£ stonnwater discharged h~m

8. l~m~9~_ ~h,~ H I. e : Reviseto read u follows: "Respond to the dischart~ o/~spillsan~ the dumpin~ or dispo~l o/" materials other than stormwater...to the MS4."

9. Pn~,~ ~-7.~_ *.m J ~._ b: It is not clear why ther~ is a d~rerence b~tw~ ~,A
preparation, response, and review time £~nes for RWQCB and permittses. As
written, the RW~q~ i~s 120 days to review and comment. The pe~mittee has only

H. P~qu/rmuents ~or micit

10. ~: Please note that direct i!licit drainage system conn~.timss ~
include the physical trsnsfer to other n~tural and artiflcisl stormwatar
conveyances from a variety of other land uses (such as residential, institutional.
and recrea~ionab, to the followm~ drainage s~s~em inf~s~ucture: swal~
spreadm~ areas, ditches, st,~ets, ~,utters, catch basins, and storm drains.
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19. Pa~,e $2. Item B. 2. a: This appears to indicate that it is nece~ary for the
permittee to notify the Regional Board o/’ proposed public ¢on~trtwtion sorority.

3
The permit should allow self-momtoring by perutittees involved in publk
cen~truction activities. Plea~e clar~y the responsibilities of the permittee involved
in a public construction p~ect,

22. Ps_~e fSB_ Item D. ? : It is unclear why procedures for discharge of’ mun/cipel
swimmin~ pool water in the MS4 need to be under ¯ separ~to perm/t. Ple~e

23. Pa~ ~. lh.m B. !.: The proposed ~-year Countywide stormwater educat/on
strategy may not need review by a "permittee public education committee." The
existi~ EAC and/or WMC should suffice for this purpo~ We recommend that ¯
separate new cemmittee should not be formed.

Requ/remento ~or Mon/tori~ Prod-am

24. Pa_~e ?~. :~n, B. S. b.., ~ the principal permittee’s (county orLo~ An~,,eles)
monitoring responsibility versu~ the co-permittee’s (City of Santa Ciarlta) within
the Santa Clara River watershed management area. This section appoars to be

issue of the number of sites and number ofyears needs to be clarified and made
consistent.

25. Pa~e 78. Item B. R : Please clarify the extent the City of Santa Clarita will be

The two major receiving water bodies or" the Santa Clara watershed are the Santa
Clara River and the Pacific Ocea~ Please consider that the Santa Clara watershed
is the en/y watershed management area within Los Angeles County (under this
permit) that does not dram into Santa Monica Bay. The Santa Clara water~J~d

between the Cities o~ Ventur~ ~nd Oznard.
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V

Santl Clarlta Dr. Robert Ohirelli FAX (215) 2~-7600
l~zecuti~e Olt~er
Cali£ornis P~ional Water quality Control Bo~d

lOl Centre Plaza Drtw                                                           -~
Mea~y P~ko CA 91754-21~

The City of Santa Clar/ta appreciates the opportunity to r~vlew the May IS. 19~4.
draft o(tho R/~ised NPDF~ PormiL The California Ec~ional Water quality Control
Bom.d (RwqcB) celled a mea~U~ to dkstribute these later revt$1or~ to the Eaecutlve
Advisory Committee (~.AC) on May 16. 199~. with the intonUon of. ,nakinl~ the
document available for public review on May 20. 1996. Please be aware that the
ofSsnta ClLdto i,tend, to continue reviewing the latest revised draf~ of’U~
and will provide additional comments duhn| the et~�/~l publi~ review pos4ed.



California Regional Water Oualily Control Boa~l
3Los Angeles Region

10l Cent~ PIm ~
Monle~y Park. ~ 9175~21~

Attention: Cathe~ne Tyr~ll, ~istant ~ecut~e ~fi~r ~a~ Water P~ra~

Subject: NPD~ F~e-Year Pe~it Drah R~
~ar Ms. Ty~ll:

~ requested. ! am submittin~ for your info~ation a f~. general ~mmenu regaling
~cem~r 18. 1~ rele~ of the NPD~ Five-Year Pe~it. ~is letter is to d~ument the O~’I
~ncurren~ of the problem are~ brought to your attention ~. the ~ecutive Advi~ ~mmit~
and va~ous other agencies in the San Gab~el R~er Wate~d. I would al~ like to
op~uni~ to emph~ize a few of our b~ic con~ms ~th th~ ~it. ~er a quick ~ of ~         ~ ~~
~it it ap~an the~ a~ still numerous a~ of ~ho~ ~cem. Many of the~
~ibly ~ re~ed ~th ~ m~ifications in Innguage ~ ~qui~ment standa~.

~e m~t significant ~mment is ~garding the di~ntinui~ ~een ~em and ac~
the ~it. ~is ~ an i~ue that, due to litigation, m~t’~ add~d ~fo~ adoption of
~it. ~e ~it should not leave agencies o~n to ~ui~ while twing to
di~nfinui~ ~

~e Guidan~ Manual, if still new,w, should ~ ~le~d ~ reviewed p~or to the ne~ d~
It will ~e no pu~ if ~le~d aher a ~mprehe~ive ~it h~ ~en app~ed and ~ued.

~e foiling are listed mmmen~ regarding the ~it m ~

I. ~e Findings ~ions of the ~it should ~ ~ ~nci~, and g~e on~
info~ation directly related and nece~w to ~e foxing requi~men~.

2. Many of the dates s~cified in the ~it a~ enremeN ~realistic. B~d on the un~
of the adoption date of the ~i~ ~s of Ume ~ not s~cific dates should

3. Many of the s~fi~ listed in this ~it should ~ included on~ in the Wa~
M~agement Plan ~d not the ~it i~lf.
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. California Regional Water Ouality Control Board
Los Angeles Regio~

VJanuaW 30. I~9~
Page 2                                                                            0

4. The term to Be d:trhq’,ed gives the State the right to impose excessive requirements on the

L
Agencies in the future ~ith out defense or appropriate review and comment period.

5. The Pollutants o]’Co~cern should be adequately identified and associated with their specific
S~Ur~s.

6. Clarification of definition of Maximum Extent Pro�tic-hie. and who determines the extent

3must be indicated in the permit.

7. The Conditio~alh.. Exempted DL~charge.g should also include commercial roof drains and
hydrant flushing.

8. Individual agencies should be provided, by the State. with a list of those businesses in their
jurisdiction that are currently under a ~eparate state issued permit. This should sel~e u the
agency’s justification for non inclusion in such pl’ogritm~

9. The Administrative Review process is lengthy and far too intense. A less extensive proce~
would serve the same purpose at less cost to both the agency and the State. Also an agency
should not he found in vt¢duthm until the review process is complete.

]0. Prioritization of projects for Development Planning/~onstruction should be clarified and be
more specific.

"
1]. The monitoring and budget requirements, u written, are too cumbersome for the majority

Uof the Agencies impacted.

12. The Glossary of Terms included is not complete.

Please be aware that due to the short time period allowed for review of this draft, only our highest
priority concerns are listed here. Our staff is currently in the process of reviewing the permit in
a more detailed manner.

Thank you for your time and consideration, if you have any questions or comments, please feel free
to contact George O’Brien at (310) 868-0511, Extension 267.

Vew

D tor of Public Works

JRP/gho/t 

xc: Frank Kuo, Los Angeles County Department of Public Worka,
Waste Management Division
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SANTA MONICA o
CALIFORNIA                    g

¯ Although transportation related activities have been identified as the most important source
ofmetals pollution in stormwater the), have not been addressed by this penniL The permit
should therefore specify that this issue be addressed in the WMAPs.

¯ The Watershed Management Committees: The WMC reWescntative to the EAC should be
based on WMC consensus, defaulting to the city vdth the largest population if tzomsmy.
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¯ We are pleased to see street and sidewalk washing discharges move from "�onditio~lly
exempt" to "’designated" discha~es and strongly support this change.

¯ Water line flushing dischargcs related to pipeline construction can havc high chlorine levels.
Appropriate eflbrts to dechlorinate should be n.-quin:d ~hc.’n chlorine I~:vcls cxcc~l i.0 parts
per million.

Planning C’ontrol Measures
Permittees should be ttcquircd to list storm water Initigation measures in the stand~d
conditions of approval for all construction pro.jeers n:quiring discrctionm’y approval.

Public Agency Requirements
¯     We support the effort to sts, camline stormwat~:r permits fm facilities owned and opcrat~l by

the permittcc, we rccommc:nd also allowing P~:rmittc:gs to seek coverage under this pcmtit
for utility discharges into the storm dr~n system.

I apprcciate your �onsideration ofthesc �onunents and look forward to pat~ipatinil in tbe upcomin~
public h~rin8 on th~ p~’tmiL.

sinca~ly.

John J~lili. Cil),
Mark Gold,

CiW of Sama Monic~ Task Forc~ o~ I~ E~virom~!
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Cittj of Sierra 03adre

Ca ~.~ne Tyrell
Water Quality Control Board
I01 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park. California 91754-2156

Stormwater Permit

1. Ttte permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plans are completed.

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
IM~ip~ Permi~ ~t~luiremen~ m a s~ ~

2. There are too many programs that are "to be developed in the future".
~ i~ far ~ open-ended, with unknown ~t~luirement~ or c~n.~tu~:~.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industrial
operation~) without strong scientific back-up. Changes that may ~ult
more efficient program should also be based upon "probable likely benefit".

¯. "l~e plu’a~ "exe~lan~ ot ret~iving water limits" in
14, i~ dirmly ~ntradictory with the l~ards e×pre.~l desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could

perutit.result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance of the



~ The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no
equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater
purposes, any budget reports will be subject to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsuits. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G 1 & 2 (page 23-4) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(I) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three ~tegories.

Administrative
Engineering/Technlcal
Support

Hours spent and specific duties do not need to be li~.d.

7. The Legal authority requirements (section H-l-d) should be amended to
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspects of
storrnwater discharges, then the local municipalities need not adopt redundant
ordinances"

$. The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictional
agreements should be removed from required legal authority. Instead,
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed
committees.

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
penalty of perjury should be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section O) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
administrated review process in completed.

11. Sections I, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be developed
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed.
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This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some
flexibility must be available to avoid costly re-entering of data.

12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" groups is
not feasible on a large scale where many different groups and personnel are
involved, in addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as results of
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on pase
37 should be eliminated entirely.

13. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be
completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspecUons if desired.)

15. There is confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase 1 facility or a 5+ acre construction site with an NO! has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the Permit to avoid confusion.

16. It is not clear if municipalities, or the principle permittee, has the
authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance
without a search warrant or just cause.

17. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed as
exempt should not be exempted, otherwise Permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control over.

18. The selection of I00 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >I00,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
prosram.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively Performed on
a county wide basis.
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Page 1o "the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph.
The correct word is bas~

Both High Priority and Priority projects on page 43 contain the parameler of a
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the other.

Please call me if you have any questions.

i~rector of Public Works

cc:. Don Wolfe, Lo~ Angeles County Department of Public Wor~
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January 24,

Water Quality Control Board
I01 C~tre Plaza l~Ive
Monterey Park. California 91754-2156

Subject: Comments on the Draft December 18, 1995 NPI)ES
Stormwater Permit

1. The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plans are completed.

A sul~estion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
Principle Permittee requirements in a single section.

2. There are too many programs that are "to be developed in the future’.
This is tar too open-ended, with unknown requirements or consequen~s.

~. The EAC membership should be determined by the watershed.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements in thi~
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (o~ BMPs and industrial
operations) without strong scientific back-up. Changes that may result in
more efficient program should also be based upon "probable likely benefit".

~. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B-II on page
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention oL numerical limits could
result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance of the
permit.
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6. The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no
equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater
purposes, any budget reports will be subject to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsuits. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G I & 2 (page 23-4) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(l) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three categories.

Administrative
EngineeringlTechnkal
Support

Hours spent ~nd specific duties do not need to be lisled.

7. The Legal authority requirements (section H-l-d) should be amended to
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspects of
stormwater discharge~, then the local municipalities need not adopt redundant
ordinances"

8. The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictional
agreements should be removed from required legal authority. Instead,
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed
committees.

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
penalty of perjury should be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section (J) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
administrated review process in completed.

11. Sections 1, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 36 require that a database be developed
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed.



¯ V
This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some

Oflexibility must be available to avoid costly re-entering of data.

12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" groups is L
not feasible on a large scale where many different groups attd personnel are
involved. In addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as results of
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on page
37 should be eliminated entirely.

13. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be
completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.)

15. There is confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase I facility or a 5+ acre construction site with an NOI has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the permit to avoid confu=ion.

16. It is not clear if municipalities, or the principle Perrnittee, has the
authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance
without a search warrant or just cat~e.

17. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed ~=
exempt should not be exempted, otherwise permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control ove~.

18. The selection of 100 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >100,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
program.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively performed on
a county wide basis.

I,-’--
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Page 1, "the Findings - - -" The word ]~ is used twice in the first paragraph. O
The correct word is bas~

T
Both High Priority and Priority projects on page 43 contain the parameter of ¯
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the other.

Please call me if you have any questions.                                              ~

Environmental Prot~:tion Specialist

c~. Don Wolfe, Lo~ Angeles County Department o~ Public Worl~
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crry oF SOUTH EL MON’m V

1415 N. SANTA AHITA A~NU~ ~r }
SOUTH EL MONTE. CALIFORNIA 91~J3

(818) 519-6540 ¯ (213) 686-0460 ¯ FAX (818) $/9-2107 -r

January’ 24, 1996                                                                   ~

Catherine Tyrel]
Water Quality Control Board
10! Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, California 9175t-2156

Subject: Comments on the Draft December 18, 1~95 NPDES
Stormwater Permit

1. The permit is too long and too cumbersome. Foundational type work
should be impicmented at this time, detailed implementation should wait
until the watershed management area plans are completed.

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
Principle Permittee requirements in a single section.

2. There are too many programs that are "to be developed in the future".
This is far too open-ended, with unknown requirements or consequence~

3. The EAC membership should be determined by the watershed.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements in this
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industrial
operations) without strong scientific back-up. Changes that may result in a
more efficient program should also be based upon "probable likely benefit’.

S. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B.II on page
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could
result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance of the

6. The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no
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equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater
purposes, any budget reports will be subject to a wide interpretation fie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsuits. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G 1 & 2 (page 23-4) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(I) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three categories.

Administrative
Engineering/Technk~
Support

Hours spent and specific duties do not need to be listed.

7. The Legal authority requirements (section H-l-d) should be amended to
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspects of
storrnwater discharges, then the local municipalities need not adopt redundant
ordinances"

8, The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictional
agreements should be removed from required legal authority. Instead,
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed
committees.

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
penalty of Perjury should be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section 0) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
administrated review process in completed.

11. Sections I, 2 and 3 on pages 3~ and 36 require that a database be developed
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed,
This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some
flexibility must be available to avoid costly re-entering of data.
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12. The numerical ranking within the "high", "Medium" and "low" groups is
not feasible on a large scale where many different groups and personnel am
involved, in addition, ranking will be subject to yearly change as results of
monitoring detts:t fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on page
37 should be eliminated entirely.

13. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be
completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.)

15. There is confusion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase 1 facility or a 5÷ acre construction site with an NOi has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referred to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the permit to avoid confusion.

16. It is not clear if municipalities, or the principle permittee, has the
authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance
without a search warrant or just cause.

17. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed as
exempt should not be exempted, otherwise permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control over.

18. The selection of 100 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >100,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
program.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively performed on
a county wide basis.

¯ ~          Page 1, "the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph.

R0030618



The correct word Ls ~                                                         0

Both High Priority and Priority projects on page 43 contain the parameter of ¯             L
25% slope. This shou:d only apply to one or the other.

Please call me if you have an), questions.

Sincerely’,                                                                      3

Steve A. Henley
Assistant City Mar~gm’/
Director of Public Worl~
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Subject:. Comments on the Draft December 18, 1995 NPDES
Stormwater Permit

should be implemented at this time, detailed implementation should wait

A suggestion to help reduce confusion by individual permittees is to place all
Principle Permittee requirements in a single section.

2. There are too many programs that are "to be developed in the future".
Thisis far too open-ended, with unknown requirements or consequences.

3. The EAC membership should be determined by the watershed.

4. The requirement of pilot and scientific studies to support every requested
change in the program is unrealistic. Since much of the requirements in this
permit are based upon "probable likely impact" (of BMPs and industrial
operations) without strong scientific back-up. Changes that may result in ¯
more efficient program should also be based upon "probable likely benefit".

$. The phrase "exceedances of receiving water limits" in section B-If on pa~e
14, is directly contradictory with the Boards expressed desire of not having
numerical limitations. Any reliance on, or mention of, numerical limits could

~ ¯ result in the permittees being in violation immediately upon issuance of the
permit.
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(,. The budget reporting requirements are excessive. Since essentially no
equipment, staff or other facilities are exclusively used for stormwater T
purposes, any budget reports will be subject to a wide interpretation (ie: 88 cities
may use 88 different criteria making consistency impossible). Permittees that
use a criteria that results in "low end" reporting could be inviting lawsuits. A
simple reporting requirement should be used.

Suggested language for section G I & 2 (page 23-4) is:

The budget summary shall include at a minimum:

(I) Capital expenditures for and listing of equipment used ~ for
control of pollutants in stormwater runoff, (2) staff and consultant
expenditures ~ dedicated to the control of pollutants in stormwater
runoff, (3) an estimate of the number of personnel fully or Partially involved
in stormwater control listed by one of three categories,

Administrative
EngineeringlTedmlcal
Support

Hours spent and specific duties do not need to be flared. |

7. The Legal authority requirements (section H-l-d) should be amended to            ~J
include:

"if Federal, State or County ordinances already control specific aspects of
stormwater discharges, then the local municipalities need not adopt redundant
ordinances"

8. The requirement of having Joint Powers and interjurisdictional
agreements should be removed from required legal authority. Instead,
working relationships should be developed through the Watershed
committees.

9. The statement on page 26 requiring that the City Attorneys sign under
penalty of perjury should be eliminated.

10. The Administrative review section 0) needs to be restored to the previous
wording so that municipalities are considered in compliance until after an
administrated review process in completed.

11. .~"tions 1, 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 3~ require that a database be developed
using a specific format. Some permittees already have a format developed.
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~ This may not be compatible with an as of yet unknown format. Some Oflexibility must be available to avoid costly re-entering of data.

L12. The numerical ranking within the "high’, "Medium" and "low" groups is
not feasible on a large scale where many different groups and personnel are
involved, in addition, ranking will be subiect to yearly change as results of
monitoring detect fluctuations in the levels of pollutants. Section B-2 on page
37 should be eliminated entirely.

13. The development of a BMP check list for specific SIC groups can not be
completed by the July 1996 deadline.

14. The "enhanced" inspection section should be dropped entirely. This may
give the impression that the first series of inspections can be less than
optimum. Inspections should be real inspections. (This is not to prevent
courtesy or public outreach inspections if desired.)

1S. There is con~usion as to what type of enforcement action should be taken
if a phase ! facility or a 5+ acre construction site with an NOi has a violation.
Should the permittee take corrective action, or should it be referrecl to the
Board. The agency with the enforcement responsibility should be made
absolutely clear in the Permit to avoid confusion.

1~. it is not clear if municipalities, or the principle Permittee, has the
authority to inspect facilities that are operating (as far as known) in compliance

Uwithout a search warrant or just cause.

1~’. Hospitals, school districts, State and Federal lands which are listed ~s
exempt should not be exempted, otherwise permittees may be in violation
from sites that they have no jurisdiction or control over.

18. The selection of I00 monitoring stations (and additional monitoring for
cities with populations >I00,000) appears to be a number selected at random
and not as a part of an overall pollution monitoring strategy. The principle
Permittee (and noted cities) should be allowed the discretion to determine the
number and location and parameters to be tested as part of a comprehensive
prosram.

19. The "analysis of the residents and businesses" (pg 65 -3) is unclear as to the
scope, goals and methodology. This may be more cost effectively Performed on
a county wide basis.
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Page 1, "the Findings - - -" The word bases is used twice in the first paragraph. O
The correct word is ~

g
l~th High IMo~ity and P~ority pmi~ts on page 43 contain the payment of a
25% slope. This should only apply to one or the other.

Please call me if you have any questions,
3

Assistant City En~ir~.~

cc: Don Wolfe, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
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3031 Torrance Boulevard ¯ Torrance, California 90~o~2q’/0 ¯ TeleF~me 213/618-2820 * Facsimile 310/61&.~9")
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,~ Pg 30. B It is not very clear wh~ t~e chfferen~ is bet~.m ~n illicit
cbscharge and an dit~t connec~n.

Pg32, C., I .,E Why ~ corgrete truces being singled out here? It seems
many other eperarmm ~e ~s s~g:ufic~nt ¯ �ontributx to
ixdtut~nt loads.

Pg 33, 3.. b. Sidew~k washing does not seem to be a signiftc~ aou~ of
cont~au~nts W~t research w~s ttus ~ m?

~’uerml Commmt~

2. DependinB on the Board’s clefimuon of"implement ¯
J~nu~y 1997 oompl,mce ~ for mmy itema n~y

3.    We lave r~viewed. ~�~t superf~ly, �ommm= mkmitt~l

City st~ will �onbnue to review the draf~ permit ~nd will forward ~lditk~! �ommema m ~

If you h~ ~s, qu~-Uom regaling these cemm~ts md the City’s NPDES progrm~
�~t~t ]Vlgh~ gitchey oriels office at (310) 61B-2820.

Rgbard W. Bunt
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Robert P. Ghirelli, D.Env.
Executive Director
California Regional Water Quality Control Boor~
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Montermy Park, CA 91754-2186

RE: Comments Regarding the December 18. 1995 Draft of the New NPDES PMmtt

Please find enclosed our comments relating to the December 18, 1995 drift of the
new NPOES permit. My staff has made as complete a review as possible given the
short review period. We feel that the permit needs to be refined in a number of
areas before it can become a good working permit that individual jurisdictions ran
be reasonably expected to enforce. As is the case with most matters, one of the
biggest issues here is the bottom line. We encourage you to either reduce the
financial impact of this permit on the Permittees or provide some sort of revenue
source to offset these costs.

We look forward to the successful creation of a mutually acceptable NPDES
permit. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact myself or
Tom Kennedy at (213)583-8811.

Director of Community Services end Water
/tk
enciosums
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Comments on the December 18,1995 Draft NPDES Permit

The following is a provision by provision list of comments and objections that the
City of Vernon would like the Regional Board to consider when preparing the final
draft of the new NPDES permit.

PROVISION B - The acronym WMAP is used in Provision B but is not defined until
Provision C. The prolific use of acronyms in this document can be confusing. The
addition of a glossary of acronyms would be helpful. At a minimum, no acronym
should be included in the body of the text before it is properly defined.

PROVISION C.I - Provision C.I establishes January 1, 1997 as a deadline for
Permittees to complete ell of the Storm Water Management Program provisions of
the Order. Some of these provisions require each Permittee to develop ~
implement a Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP) based upon the
Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP). However, both of the~e
plans have the same deadline of January 1, 1997. If the CSWMP is not completed
in a timely manner, each Watershed Management Committee (WMC) will be unable
to meet the deadline, and will thereby be in non-compliance with the Order. There
should be a specific deadline for the development of the CSWMP and another
deadline for the WMAP. The deadline for the WMAP should be set at ~
reasonable length of time after the deadline for the CSWMP.

PROVISION C.I.D - The inclusion of Regional Board staff and members of the
public on the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) is an unnecessary Intrusion into
the affairs of the Permittees. Reaching consensus on these issues Is at best
difficult and the addition of outside influences may make it even more so. If the
Regional Board wishes the public and industry to join in the policy development
process, those groups should be invited to attend Watershed Management
Committee meetings or Regional Board meetings, not the meetings of the EAC.

PROVISION C.I.D - The assignment of WMC to the EAC should not be based on
population. ALL members of the EAC should be elected by their respective WMCI.

PROVISION C.I.J - The requirement for demonstration of storm water pollutant
reduction through scientific means in order to substitute e BMP is unreasonable.
How can the Regional Board expect a Permiztee to make such a demonstration
when the Regional Board itself cannot scientifically justify the existing BMPs? The
requirements for program substitution should be relaxed to allow a more reasonable
method of demonstrating the effectiveness of a substitution.

PROVISION C.II The deadline of July 15, 1996 for the development of Illicit
Connections/Discharges Programs seems a little optimistic given the delayed
adoption date of this Order. Also, There should be a requirement for the Principal
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Permittee to allow individual Permittees to comment on the contents of these
programs. The resources available to the Principal Permittee are vastly greater than
those available to some smaller cities. Any surveillance program should be scaled
in such a way that all jurisdictions can afford to implement the program within the
required time period. For this reason, it is important to give each Permittee the
opportunity to comment on the program during it’s development.

PROVISION C.II. When deadlines for implementation of the various sectionl of thil
Order are set, the Regional Board should keep in mind how each city’s budget
process works. In our case, and in many other cities, the fiscal year begins on
July 1 and ends the following June 30. If we need to budget funds to implement a
program beginning in January, we must have a firm idea of the associated costs
well in advance of the beginning of the fiscal year in which those costs are
incurred. This means that the Program has to be completely defined by some date
that allows a reasonable time period to evaluate the program and determine the
costs before the deadline to submit budget requests for the next year. This
deadline for budget requests occurs at least 90 days before the beginning of the
fiscal year. For instance, each Permittea is required to implement the provisions of
the Illicit Connections/Discharges Program on January 1, 1997. However, the
provisions of that program will not be set until July 15, 1996. Undoubtedly, there
will be elements of the Program that will require some sort of financial outlay for
the Permittee due to labor costs, monitoring equipment, etc.. Therefore, it i~
unreasonable to expect any Permittee to be able to implement any Program in
January 1997 unless that Program is defined before March 1996. Since this i~
clearly an improbable goal, the deadlines for implementation should be adjusted to
allow a reasonable time period for Permittees to budget the necessary funds.

PROVISION C.II - This section should address the sections of storm drain that are
owned and operated by the Principal Permittee but are located within the
jurisdiction of individual Permittees. Who will follow up on illicit connections1’ Will
the Principal Permittee be making facility inspections to locate illicit connections in
our jurisdictions? How will thi/work?

PROVISION C.II.C.I.g. This Provision refers to "Health and Safety Codes’. YVhich
specific codes require washing impervious areas into the MS4? We are familiar
with United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) requirements for the cleaning
of loading dock areas, but we are not familiar with any such requirements in the
Health and Safety Code. This exemption from the prohibition of washing down
impervious surfaces should be more thoroughly researched to narrow down the
specific codes which require such activity.

PROVISION C.II.D.1 - This list of exempted discharges MUST be amended to
include the discharge of water from the installation, maintenance, and periodic
testing of automatic fire sprinkler systems. The MS4 is the only viable location for
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this type of discharge of what is essentially a potable water system.

PROVISION C.11.C,2. The list of Conditionally Exempted Discharges located in
Provision C.11.C.2 needs clarification. For instance, does the exemption of water
line flushing apply to water utilities? Can a water utility flush it’s lines into the
MS4? What about other incidental discharges of potable water? If irrigation runoff
(Ix)table water in most cases and decidedly non-potable in others) is allowed, how
about other discharges from potable water sources? Also, why were commercial
roof drains removed from the list? Does this mean that the roof drains from
commercial buildings cannot discharge to the MS4 without ¯ separate NPDES
permit? Are industrial roof drains considered to be the same as commercial roof
drains in this case?

PROVISION C.III - The deadline for compliance with the program requirements of
the Industrial/Commercial Sources section of the Order do not allow each
Permittee sufficient time to complete their required activities. Since each Perrnlttee
must wait for the Principal Permittee to develop the formats for Identification,
Prioritization, end Inspection of Sources, additional time should be given in order
for each Permittee to review the formats in order to develop end implement I
program. The 90 day period given in the Order is insufficient.

PROVISION C.III.C.2.F- The requirement for parking lot sweeping in Provision
C.IIhC.2.f need clarification. What time interval is considered "regular’. Would in

¯ annual cleaning suffice, or ere more frequent �leanings required?

PROVISION C.III - The entire Industrial/Commercial program seems to be Just one
more unfunded mandate passed along by legislators at both the State end Federl~
level to underfunded end overworked municipalities. This entire program should be
eliminated from this Order and returned to State or Federal agencies to enforce. It
is clear that this program will effectively enlist municipal employees to act Is
agents for recalcitrant Federal and State agencies. The only portion of this
program that local governments should be involved in is the collection of data
concerning the location and nature of industrial/commercial activity within their
jurisdictions. All inspection and enforcement provisions should be deleted end
returned to the appropriate Federal or State agency unless sufficient funds are
made available to local agencies to perform these duties.

PROVISION C.III.D. The deadlines included in the Source Inspection Program as
described in Provision C.III.D.1 through C.III.D.4 are unacceptable. If this Provision
is not deleted entirely, it is clear that the breadth of this program will require an
extensive fiscal commitment on the part of each Permittee. These funds are not
available to most municipalities in the time frames allotted. If these programs ere
going to be effectively developed, sufficient time must be given for each Permittee
to determine how it will pay for these programs. In some cases, there may even
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be a need to raise revenue through utility taxes and the like This process can take
many months to complete. The deadlines for compliance with these provisions
must be extended.

C.IV - The deadlines included in the DevelopmentPROVISION
Planning/Construction section are unreasonably short. The implementation of
program of this magnitude will require a vigorous training effort to educate Ixdlding
department personnel. The implementation should be phased in with a training
period of several months followed by full implementation of the program.

PROVISION C.IV.A.3.a. Again, the deadlines for completion should not be fixed in
time if each permittee must wait for the principal permittae to establish the
groundwork. The deadline for each Permittee should be set as some period of time
after the program is developed by the Principal Permittee and approved by the
Regional Board. This should pertain to all of the program elements in this Order,
not just the Development Planning/Construction section,

PROVISION C.IV.A. 1 - It is clear that the method outlined here for detarminin~
what type of development project is ¯ high priority leaves much to be doMred. It
mma that judging the priority based upon size alone will exclude some petantillly
significant sources of pollution from the requirement to implement BMP’I while
mandating that some large, yet benign projects jump through hoops for no
This method of prioritization should be more tree specific.

PROVISION C.IV.A.4. The post construction BMPI outlined in the Construct/ll~
Best Management Practices Handbook are not applicable to most development~.
Settling ponds and retention basins for sites of 1-5 acres in size will become
breeding grounds for insects and other vermin. Such puddles and standing water

insecticides which will violate other sections of the Order. The other optiort~
also problematic. Asking a developer, whose only motivation is to maximize
profits, to minimize impervious areas will not work unless specific limits ere
established that are clearly enforceable. In addition, since no clear evidence can be
presented that supports the effectiveness of these BMPs, these requirement/that
effectively reduce the buildable area of a parcel (and thereby it’s actual value) will
more than likely result in a lawsuit.

PROVISION C.V.A Many cities have sewer systems within their city limits that
they do not own or operate. In our city, a large percentage of the sewers are
operated and maintained by the County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County
(LACSD). Since the LACSD is not a Permittee in this permit, how will this Order
effect their operation of their lines within our city limits? This Order should specify
that each Permittee is only responsible for those sewers that it owns and operetas.
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PROVISION C.V.D - Again, many of the storm drains that are within the
jurisdictional boundaries of each permittee are operated and maintained by other
agencies, including the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The
provisions of this Order should clarify that each permittee is only responsible for
the sections of storm drain that it owns and operates.

PROVISION C.V.D - Both "Storm Orain Operation and Maintenance" end "Parks
and Recreation Facilities Management" are called Provision C.V.O. The section
numbers in this section should be reviewed and corrected.

PROVISION C.V.G. 1 .a - How is this parking lot maintenance requirement to be
enforced? Will each permittee be required to inspect each parking lot? Whet
parameters ere to be used to determine an acceptable level of cleanliness? It
seems that the twenty five parking space threshold ia way too low.

PROVISION C.VI - The requirements of the Public Information and Participation
program should be arranged in such a manner that each Perrntttee tl not
responsible for the development of their own multimedia publicity campaign. The
development of radio and TV ads, videos, billboards, and other large scala projects
should be given to the Principal Permittee. Most Permittees are far too small t~
economically undertake such activities. In addition, these types of large ecela
informational campaigns will be much more effective if they are evenly and
consistently applied throughout the county as opposed to sporadic efforts oil the

JJJ) part of each individual Permittee. At a maximum, individual Permlttee$ with ¯
population under 100,000 should only be responsible for the distribution of written
materials within their jurisdiction.

GENERAL COMMENT- Since the individual Perrnitteeshave limited resources, we
are relying on this Order to provide the guidelines for compliance with the Clean
Water Act (CWA). This Order should contain language that equates compliance
with this Order with compliance with the CWA. As a small municipality, we
cannot be expected to interpret and implement the CWA directly. The exclusion of
a statement equating the Order and the CWA leaves municipalities vulnerable to
legal action from the environmental community even though we have complied
with the terms of this Order
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February B, 199~
Page 2

Since you are located in Sacramento, California, you may
unfamiliar with a similar regulatory situation which develol~d
with regard to the South Coast Air Quality Management District.
A few years ago, SCAQND adopted an air quality managmmant plan
(AQMP) which was approved by the State Board. Tha AQMP
anticipated ~ha~ th~ cl~l~s within ~he SCAQND wou~d voluntarily
adop~ 17 ordinances In o~der ~o implemen~ ~h~ pr~rmm. Th~
S~MD*m at~emp~ ~o pressure cities ~o adopt ~h~m~ o~lnanc~m ham
not ~en uniformly successful, and ~he pr~ram itself ham
resulted in �onflicting local regulations. This has caused
State ~qimla~uro i~8elf ~o ln~erveno~ for example,

Safe~F C~e Section 40717).

It would ~ preferable ~f ~he Regional Boar~ or the C~nty
of ~ Angeles ~ould adop~ a regulatory scheae ~
unlfo~ly bF all the a~enc~ea v~h variations for
¯ anaqeeen~ in specifi� areas. ~cal a~enclea should have
option of either enforcing ~hese provisions or ot adop~£n~
substitute set of regulations sub~ect to the approval
principal pedigree or Regional Board. Of �ourse~
S~a~e la~, ~he cl~les already have the option of
any �ounty or Regional Board

Ny office v111 �ontinue to participate In an~ aee~ln~s
aaF ~ scheduled with regard to the legal Issues. If you have
any ~es~ons~ please ~lve ~e a call.

Very ~rulF

David B. Brearley
City Attorney

~clomure

cc: Lts~
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SUMMARY OF RULES IN THE PROPOSe__

"WASTE DISCHARGE REOUIREME~I’S FOR MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICTS"

LA.    The first rule l~poaed by Section A, "Discharge Prohibitions and

Receiving Water Liaitationa" (p. 13), etatee~

Discharae Prohibition

¯ach peraittee shall, within ~ts Jurisdiction, affective~¥

prohibit non-stor~ water discharges into the auniclpal

separate stora sewer syatea (NS4) and water �ourses...~

This is sub~ect to an exception for discharges allowed by an NPD~S or

o~her peralt. The scope of the Order therefore requires each

Peraittee (County and cities) to adopt ordinances to enforce the

rules. ~ven courts of lay cannot require county supervisors or olty

council aeabers to vote for an ordinan~e.

Paragraph II confine a preferable forest since it states in a

~re direct fashion, "baaed upon ~he above-mentioned water q~allty

ob~ectives, au~horized discharges under this Order shall

followed by a 11st of seven restrictions.

B.    Faragraph B. (p. 14) refers to "Coapllance vitJ1 Discharge

Prohibitions and Receiving Water Llaltations." The latter orders

each Peralttee to coapl¥ witch ~he contents of paragraph A. In

contrast, ~he scope of ~he California statutes :erel¥ requires local

agencies to repor~ on coapllance.

C.    Paragraph C, "Stor~ water Nanage~ent Pro~raa Require~ents,m (p.

15) ~hen states: ~Each Peraittee shall l:ple:ent within

~urisdiction the following:...- followed by a reference to the Store

Water Nanage:ent Pro~caa, to the Countywide Stor: Water Nanageaent

Plan (CSk~P), and to the applicable ~atershed Nanage:ent Area Plan
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V(WHAP). ~he rule ~andates participation in the development ot the

D. Roman Numeral ~. The next part of the Order changes format (p.             ~

17) to Roman numeral paragraphs, "I. Requirements for Pr~r~

Xanagemant.~ Thesa impose upon the County o£ los ~ngelel deta~l~

organizational responsibilities, including a series of water

management coaaitteel in which the cltiel will paz~cicipete. Then

paragraph B ~andates a leriSl of obllgationl on all Pezlittees te

participate in the Water Nanagesent Committee, including:

"2. F~ch Perlaittee shall coordinate llOng each

internal depart~sntl and agenctel (e.g., public werke~

plen.Lng, utilities, water supply)!

pollution preventLon activities; end

b. lnteragency end inter-departmental agreements

to ensure �ompliance with l~e CSKNP and the

=3. ~ach pezllttee~l City Administrator/Public Workl

Director lhall appoint a representative(l) to the HHC, who

has the delegated authority to make decisions on ltor~

water par~it issues on behalf o£ the Jurisdiction."

The City Council of the City of Vernon reserves such

Jurisdiction to ltself, and whether It chooses to delegate such

authority is a matter within its sole discretion which cannot be

landated by the Regional Board.

The rules go on at length and include preparation of a budget

summarizing resources dedicated for stor~ water prc<Jral
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implementation, a demonstration of legal authority to control stor~

rater discharges vhich sust be certified by legal counsel, delegation

of legal authority to an executive officer to allow a Peraittee to

use Its ~ sto~ ~ater pr~ra~ and a ~andato~ public review

proqrem,

E.    Roman Numeral XX, "Requirements for Illicit Connections/

Discharges- (p.29), imposes similar requirements for ldentityir~

illicit connections to the storm drains much as paragraph C, Othe~

Prohibited Activities, "Each Peralttee shall prohibit by legal

authority by 3ulF 1S, 1996, any person from=..." followed bF ¯ list

of eight prohibitions which must be enacted and enforced.

activities. This section also requires the adoption of a model

checklist which explicitly addresses watershed, water quality~ and
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non-point source pollution impacts by October 15, 1996. The Regional

Board does not have t.he authority to ¯mend CEQA. Public Resources

Code Section 21083 assigns to the Office of Planning and Research ~he

responsibility for developing guidelines. A local agency is required

to adopt procedures consistent therewith (Publ. Re¯. Code $21082).

H.    Roman Numeral V, "Public Agency Requirements" (p. S1), gets into

sewage system operations, public construction activities

vehicle maintenance-material storage facllitie¯ management, parka aM

recreation/facilities management, storm drain operation and

management, streets and roads maintenance, flood control maintenance,

parking facilities management, and public industrial activities.

These are ell to be included In a program developed by ~he County

Los ~nqeles. It ~hen requires each Pernittee to develop and

Implement ¯ public agency program baaed on this model program by3uly

Z. Roman Numeral V~ (p. 82) pertains to "Program Requirements

Public Information and Participation.- The number and types ot

vrltten material are specified, followed by provisions on audio

material and visual ~atertal. Implementation requires ¯ training

program of t.he appropriate Permittee employees and an analysis of the

residents and businesses by January 15, 1997. There is a five-year

storm rater public education strategy vhich covers several

J.    Roman Numeral VIZ contains the "Requirements for monitoring

Programs (p. 71). The monitoring program Is to be developed by the

County of Los Angeles. It does not yet appear to laposm any

requirements upon the

K.    Roman Numeral VZI~, "Program Evaluation and Reporting- (p. 82),

is based upon the foregoin~ obligations. It requires a deaonstratIon
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of compliance, internal reporting and record keeping, program

reporting, program evaluation, performance standards, end an annual

report.

L.    Roman Numeral IX, "Additional Provisions" (p. 89), is general.

One provision provides that sll reports of submittals shall be ~ade

to the Regional Board "under penalty of law" with s rather extensive

certification as to the reliability of the Information �ontsine~.

To the extent thst the si~ve procedures sre restrict~l to

intornatlon getherinq and reporting, they mey be in �ompliance

State statutes. But the attempt to shift regulation making

enforcement to Los Angeles County and its cities is improper.

it seeks to deleqete the Regional Board’s statutory responsibilities

to Los Angeles County and the cities. Second, it Infringes on the

powers of the County and �Ities which derive their authority end

prerogative from ~~rS~w~t~51~E PROPOS~n

"WASTE DISCHARGE REOUIR~ENTS FOR MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICTSm

A. The first rule imposed by Section A, "Discharge Prohibitions and

Receiving Water Limitations" (p. 13), stetee~

Each permittee shall, within its Jurisdiction, selectively

prohibit non-stern water discharges into the municipal

separate storm sewer system (MS4) and water courses...

This is subject to an exception for discharges allowed by an NPDES or

other permit. The scope of the Order therefore requires the City of

Vernon (as well as the County and other cities} to adopt ordinances

to enforce the rules. The following approach would be better: "Non-

storm water discharges into the municipal separate water storm sewer

5 of 5
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DIb~I’RI BUTZON

Ceil Rudez~san Feyer NHDC 6310 San Vlcente Blvd.
L~a Angeles,

R~er A. Colvln Alvarez~lasaan 200 E. Beverly Bl~. 2d PI
Sou~ ~te ~ Colvin Hon~e~11o~ ~ 90640

Ha~ N~aa~er Oliver, Vose~ 201S.
Bell, Cala~sas, Sand~:er, e~�. ~s ~eles,
Covlna, S. Pasadena

Her~rto Dlss Z~indale P.O. ~x 1059
ares, ~ 92622-2059

John Ha~is                  R/chards, ~a~son 333 8. Ho~
~ Gershon         ~s ~geles, ~ 90071

Mark ~. 8~eres Brovn, Winfield 300 8. Gr~nd Ave. ~1500
i Can:onerL ~s Angeles~

~arles ~s~ Honterey Park 320 W. Newark A~.
Non~erey Park, ~ 917S4

~vid ~tt ~L~ie: 390 N.

Lies Poesy Nalns~ ~ng ~a~ 333 ~ean

~/us C. Yo~ Burke, WLIIL~ms ~12 W. Gra~ /2500
i SoFenson ~s Angeles, ~ 90027

~vLd B~he~ S/dley S AusCLn SSS W.
~ Co~y ~s ~geles,

Sac:aaento, ~ 95814

GLna Marie A~lrre E1 Monte 11333 Valley
[1Honte, ~ 91731

Monte:ey Park,

Carlos Umqa ~W~B-~ 101 Centre Plaza
Hon~e:ey Pa~M, ~ 91754

XavAo: ~a~u ~W~B-~ 101 Centre Plaza
Hon~erey ParM~ ~ 91754

~LstLna ~nsone Glendale 613 E. Br~dvay #220
Glendale,
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V

Ci]Y O F \VI".ST COV INA

January 29, 1996

Dr. Rob~rl Ghir~lli. Ex~ive Oft’K~’ ,_,...
California Regional Water Quality Control Bo~d ~’,- "-"

!01 ~-nl~ ~ I~tve ,~,
Momer~y Park CA 917:~4-21~4 ,~’.~. -. _

RE;: COMMENTS TO DECEMBER I$, I~ NPDES DRA~’T PERMIT ’~.

Some of the previous comments made by Ci~’ mff and coun~l have been ~ddrm~d
Regional Board stuff’, whil~ o~ers wer~ no~ incorporated in Ih~ Dralt ~
D~cember 18. 1~95. Our ¢omm~n~ on ~ cur~nt Draf~ l~.nit ~r~ descrit~l tim
general comments on the overall drah ~rmit, with specific comm~m following
each i~em. Also, while the Ciq~ agrees with the �ommenL~ of the EAC, ther~ a~ o(Iter~
which ~ to be ~ldr~ssod.                                                         ~j

our m~jor item~ of �oncern ~ ~ follow~:

2. Regional Board staff makes verbal commems that are conuary to what is wrimm
the permit. An example would be a; the SGR permittee meeting wbere Board gaff
contr’~ic~ed several items in the permi[ by sayin8 cha~ i~ was no~ mandatory whii~
in the permit it says that it must or shall be don~.

3. The permit is mo lengthy and complex.
4. Compliance dates are no~ realistic in regards ~o ~be adoption of tl~ permit.
5. The permit exceeds the Clean Wa~er Ac~ authori~j.
6. Outline headings and sequence should be
7. Early Sections of permit appear ~o require a significant amou~ of editori~

corrections as well as incorporation with the rest of the permit (specifically ~
1~-16).
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DISCHARGE PROHIBrrlONS AND RE~’*EIVING WATER LIMrrATIONS
SECTION

I. Receiving water limiu are unachievable.
2. Water quality objective~ should be goals and not compliance ~tantlarda.
3. Compliance of permit should not be r~lated to exceeding any water quality

objectives, but should only be evaluated based on implementation of progralna.
4. The Storm Water Management Plan has not been completed. What gequirementa

will be enforced upon the Permittee$ once it is developed’~ /

7. Major [,and areas tr~ exempted from the Permit which may have signifgant
discharge/runoff.
Universities, Slate. and Federal Ho~pitah

State and Federal facilitiea and lanth

time allowed for plan implementation.
4. The development of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River WM(~ according to the

permit would allow a larger city to have 2 of the 11 EAC votes. The intent ia
appropriate, but some other apportionment may be require.



5. Joint Powers/inter-jurisdictional agreements requirements are not achievable by
0

FOR ILLICIT CONNECTIONS/DISCHARGES SECTION L
REQUIREMF_.W~

I. The program requiremems such as G. !. S. are a costly expense which
Permittees simply can no~ afford.

2. The inspection requiremems of the illicit connections still ren~ins one of the most
costly requirements.

3
elimination of commercial roof drains could be counterproductive unk’,~
Board’s intention is Io divert [hese flows to the sewage ~reatmem sys~m.

4, Guidelines which are being d¢veloped by the Regional Board should I~ availabl=
for review prior to [be approval of tbe draft p=rmit,

PROGRAM REQUIREM£NT~ FOR INDUSTRIAI, JCOMM£RCLAL SOUR~’~
SECTION

1. is the database referred to in this section of the permit tbe same as the one refen~d
to in i.C.I? An effort should be made to make tbem �ompatibie or clarify why they
are different.

2, The priorities established that target certain industrial activities are tmckmr.
3. The permit should allow for the public outreach program to be implemented to

inform industries prior to beginning inspections.
4. The inspection schedule for industriallcommercial is extensive, when considering

there i~ not enough staff available to conduct these inspectiofll.

REQUIREMEN"I~ FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING/CONSTRU~’rlON
SECTION

1. The resPonsibility for large construction sites has not been retained by the Regional
Board. Are the Permittees to be responsible for these sites?

2. The Post-Development runoff requirement is not achievable.
3. Planning and Construction should not be classif~l together because they have

separate requirements.
4. Provide correlation between types of construction projects to "polluttnta of

REQUIREMENTS FOR PUBLIC INTORMATION AND PARTICIPATION
SECTION

1. Public education and the development of Stormwater Management Plans do not

1
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REQUIREMENTS FOR MONITORING PROGRAN| SECTION

I. In relation to Co-Permittee Water Quality Monitoring. an arbitrary number of
critical sources have been selected for monitoring without data to support th~ need
for them.

2. There is no relationship between Water Quality Monitoring and the Stormwater
Managemem Plans.

PROGRAM EVALUATION AND REPORTING SECTION

!. Pilot studies can not be undertaken for every BMP practice in tbe permit.
2. Requirement to demonstrate Maximum Extent Practicable standard for BMP’s ix
not ~chi~vable.
3. Delete performance standards development requirement.

These are preliminary comments, more extensive comments will be following
staff has conferred with counsel and reviewed the permit more thoroughly, if you hav~
¯ ny questions in th~ interim, plca.~ contact Tom Mayer or Beatrice Rmnirez at (818)
814-842~.

City EngineertPublic Wori~ Directm
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COMMENTS ON DECEMBER 18 DRAFT STORMWATER PERMIT

OCity staff has reviewed the proposed draft storm water permit and
concluded that it is in need of much correction. The following

L
is a "short list" of the draft permit’s deficiencies:

I. Receiving water limitations are unclear and confusing. The
draft permit actually contains two sets receiving water
limitations which appear to be in conflict.    One set is
derived from water quality objectives contained in the ocean
and basin plans developed by the State Water Resources Control

3
Board (in Sacramento),    and applicable to the Los Angeles
region. Another set is actually specified in the permit as
~ualitative objectives. They include items A.II.1 through 7.
Although they are not referred to as water ~uality objectives
or receiving water limitations per se, they appear to be such
(e.g., floating materials in concentrations of quantities that

do not cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses o~
receiving waters). The draft permit also appears to contain
two contradictory compliance standards. Under B.I, Compliance
with Discharge Prohibitions and Receiving Water Limitations,
the draft permit says a permittee may comply with receiving
water limitations by:

°... demonstrating timely implementation of BMPs and other
actions to reduce pollutants in the discharge from their
municipal separate storm sewer system to the maximum extent          ~-.
practicable, in accordance with Requirement C of this Order -
Storm WaterManagement Program Requirements.e
In other words, by complying with the permit, receiving water

Ulimitations (and presumably water ~ualit¥ standards) will also
be aatisfie~.

But under B.II, the draft permit suggests that a permittee
could exceed a receiving water limitation (either expressed as
a narrative or numerical standard), in which case such
permittee would be required to prove that "storm water

Udischarges from its municipal separate storm sewer system are
not in fact the cause of the exceedance.-    The question is
how could the permittee exceed a receiving water quality
standard if it has met all of the conditions of the permit?

The draft permit goes on to say that if the permittee cannot
prove that the exceedance was not caused by discharges within
its jurisdiction, it would be required to either (a)
accelerate its BMP schedule (a new feature), if the County-
wide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) or Watershed
Management Area Plan (WMAP) is adequate; or (b) if the CS~MP
or WMAP is deemed inadequate, the permittee will be required
to modify the plan with the corrected deficiencies for
resubmittal to the regional board.    The revised plan would
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contain new or revised BMPs aimed a preventing    future
exceedances of a receiving water limitation.

Clearly, this provision is in conflict and confusing, and is
in need of resolution. It should be revised to simply say
that conformance with receiving water limitations will be
achieved by meeting requirements of the permit. This is
other regional boards have dealt with this issue.

2. The draft permit does not clearly identify basic permit
requirements. Here are a few of many examples:

a. The section dealing with pollutant discharges fro~
construction sites does not clearly indicate what types of
construction are subject to control. The term "construction
activity,- as defined by federal NPDES regulations, refers
to the disturbance of soil by grading, clearing, end
excavating. As " is understood, a construction project
that results in ~e disturbance of five acres or more of
soil by grading, clearing, andlor excavating, is subject
NPDES construction permit requirements. But the permi~ is
not clear about other construction projects (i.e., those
that do not cause the disturbance of five acres or more
soil). The basic problem here j~_ that the permit does not
identify all construction proj=;ts that are subject
permit requirements.

b. See also comment 114 regarding legal authority requirement8.

c. The draft permit tends either to be vague about bottom line
requirements or doesnot mention                 them at a11, and then
provides a
¯P         _ list of tasks presumably associated with them.._~og~am. Retirements    for    Industrial/Commercia~    Sources"
~zustrates this point. It begins with the following

Each perm~ttee ~s required to develop and ~mplement an
~ndustrial/commercial     program     that     focuses     on
Identification and control of stormwater pollutant      and
non-storm water discharges form industrial/commercial
sources within its jurisdiction.-

A. Identification of Sources

l. The Principal Permittee in consultation with the EAC
shall develop a database format for listing
industrial/con,nercial facilities by four digit SIC
Industry Numbers by October 15, 1996

What is missing is the bottom line requirement, which in
this case is °con~rollingo pollutant and non-storm
discharges from industrial/con~ercial sources.    Once the
this basic requiremen~ is established, sub-requirements can
be de~ermined. Here’s an example of a basic requirement

P~ge 2
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relating to controlling pollutant discharges fro~
industrial/commercial sources:

A.           ControlZing     Pollutant     Discharges     from
IndustriallCoe~nercial Facilities

1. All industria! and con~ercial facilities shall be
prohibited from discharging non-storm water to the MS4
unless exempted by this Order; and (ii) required
implement appropriate best management practices that
operate to minimize the discharge of pollutants
associated with industrial or comercial operations to
the MS4, to the maximum extent practicable.

Once these basic requirements have been identified, criteria
or tasks for satisfying them can be more easily determined.

3. The draft permit, despite its glossary oE terms section, does
not define key terms. The term "industrial activity-
i.~ortant NPDES term° yet found in the{though ._.~.~s~or.~ ...... draftconstruction .~v~¥ ~s ae~neat. While the

., ,~ uues nou provlae s separate definition of each.
This is important because the term -industrial° has
significance within the context of NPDES provisions of the

very  important to understanding
¯n the draft that is not defined is °treatment.°

¯ ~- auop~1on. T~e permit (in theglossary, inappropriately),    defines the County-wide Storm
water Management Plan as follows:

comprehensxve plan for ~mplementation of the permit
requirement described in Sections C.4 through C.VIII of the

~E~o.r~._~wat~r .p~_rmlt that are applicable to all Permittees
_ ? a~± wauersnea_ Management Areas.    The Countywide Storm

~-c~p~z ~e..r~uttee, .w~tn assistance from the EAC and
~-u~a~on ~rom the perm~ttees0 according to the schedule

~u~ wauersneo specific s~ormwater management plans

A complete analysis of this provision cannot be provided
because the references to permit sections C.4 through C.VIII
of the draft permit do not exist. Nevertheless° in general,
this provision -- which is not found in the previous draft
version -- calls for the Principal Permittee to develop
another storm water management program by way of a County-wide
Storm Water Management Plan and a Watershed Management Plan.
Both plans are to be developed after the permit is adopted.

P~e3 ~I
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If, however, this provision remains, the County and LARBISWU
would have a blank check to impose other requirements, in
addition to those contained in the draft permit, without
approval from permittees.    While a need for a watershed
management programlplan is reasonable, an additional storm
water management program clearly is not. County-wide program
requirements should be dealt with only in this draft permit,
not in some future document.

5. The draft permit, unlike the previous version, does not
guarantee small city representation on the EAC, as the
following indicates:

"In the interest of minimizing the burden on smalZ cities of
Participating in the committee process,    each
representative to the EAC shall be a Permittee other than the
City of Los Angeles, with the largest population. In
with two representatives on the EAC, the WNC as a whole
select the second representative. Where the population of the
EAC representative municipality is less than 100,000, the
Principal Fermittee will provide some sources to the Permittee
in carrying out its role on the EAC.°

To allow only those permittees with the largest population to
participate on EAC is unfair. Eligibility for Participation
the EAC should not be exclusive. It should allow small cities
to participate and should be based on the permittee’s interest
in and knowledge of storm water management issues, not to
mention desire and willingness to participate, not    on
population. It is worth noting    that with the possible
exception of the City of Los Angeles, the combined population
of small cities (under 100,000) is greater than that of
other municipality in Los Angeles County.

6. The draft permit arbitrarily determines area-wide storm water
management requirements. No where in the permit is there any
explanation as to why     certain storm water management
requirements have been selected for area-wide implementation.
Take for example inspecting restaurants, which

are    asuspected to be source of non-storm water runoff pollution.
According to the LARB/SWU, restaurants tend to wash-out
garbage cans and trash bins, and hose down floor mats
outdoors, causing contaminated rtmoff (containing nutrients
and bacteria) to enter the municipal storm water system.
While this may be a problem in the Santa Monies watershed, as
asserted by Heal the Bay and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Project, it may not be a problem in the other watersheds.
Therefore, until this is proven to be a problem in other
watersheds,    managing    non-storm water    pollution    from
restaurants should be a watershed-specific requirement, not an
area-wide one.

This is not to say that cities should ignore restaurants as
potential sources of non-storm water discharge.     At a
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V
minimum, County-wide, all cities should provide restaurants

O
and other suspected sources of runoff pollution with public
education materials discouraging them from illicit discharge
practices. Then on watershed level, additional requirements
can be imposed, but based on compelling data.

Furthermore, there are receiving waters in Los Angeles County
that are equipped with structural controls that: (1) prevent
non-storm water discharges from entering ocean waters; and
trap sediment in large detention basins, thereby also
preventing such pollutants from entering ocean waters.
Therefore, cities that discharge upstream of these structural
controls should be allowed to discharge non-storm water
(including non-storm water discharges from restaurants) into
the MS4 and should not be required to implement costly

?. Several of the draft permit’s proposed requirements would
require city permittees to perform work that should be the
responsibility of LARB/SWU staff.     Inspecting industrial
facilities that require NPDES General Industrial
Storm Water permits (GIASWPs) is one example. This is a state-
issued permit required by state law.    While it is not
unreasonable to require cities to assist the regional board in
identifying those industrial facilities that are required to
have permits and/or Storm Water Pollution Prevention
and then report them to LARB/SWU staff, it should not be the
permittees responsibility to assist the state in enforcing its
requirements. For example, cities should not have to inspect
an industrial activity site for best management practices

nimplementation. This task would necessitate a review and
evaluation of the facility’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention

UPlan (SWPpp) which, therefore, requires a thorough knowledge
of GIASWP requirements -- complicated subject.

8. Man~ of the requirements proposed by LARB/SWU exceed federal
and state storm water management regulations..

The draft permit contains several provisions that clearly are
not called for either in federal or state NPDES requirements.
The following examples are provided below:

na. Inspections of Industrial Conmmrcial Facilities

UThe draft permit would require cities to identify,
prioritize, and inspect other industrial facilities that
require General Industrial Storm Water Activity NPDES
per=~its (GIASWPs) that are already subject to inspections by
LARB.    In addition, the draft permit would also require
cities to identify, prioritize, and inspect other industrial
facilities that do not require GIASWPs. These facilities
are identified in Storm Water Discharges Potentially
Addressed by Phase II of the National Pollutant Discharge ~---Elintination System Program, Report to Congress, Office of
Water° USEPA, Washington D.C.

Pages ~ 11
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Nothing, however, contained in NPDES storm water provisions
of the federal Clean Water Act specifically mandates
inspections of this other category of facilities (referred
to by LARB/SWU staff as Phase II facilities). It is
understood that the State Water Resources Control Board has
asserted its authority to mandate additional require4~ents.
Such requirements should not be arbitrary and should not be
performed at the county-wide level.

LARB/SWU must rely on scientific data to justify the nee~
for any additional requirement. This, ostensibly, is the
purpose of performing a characterization stu(~y and
perfor~ng storm water/non-storm water monitoring and
analysis. But the criteria proposed by LARB/SWU staff tO
identify and prioritize facilities for inspection are
ineffective. They include, for example, "types and quality
of non-storm water discharges; professional understanding
the industrial/ commercial sector waste management
practices; and experience of local agency industrlal
inspection programs.= However, all of these criteria are
subjective and involve a lot of administrative work, but
absolutely nothing to facilitate selection of industries
inspection. If anything, they only confuse the
process (e.g., how do you determine a
Professional understanding of the industrial/com~ercial
sector waste management practices?).

It is noted that LARB/SWU has, in response to man~
permittee complaints about the draft permit exceeding
federal and state authority, asserted the following:

°Regional Board staff has discussed this Order extensively
with Counsel. It is Counsel’s opinion that, given the fact
that no numerical criteria have been prescribed and
Permittees have had more than five years to develop an MS4
program to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum
practicable, and that progress in implementing the
countywide program has been slow, it is appropriate
in?lude specific program components based on the permit
re~ssuance application submitted by Permittees and the MS4
BMPs practiced by other California MS4 programs ...-

LARB/SWU is essentially saying that it has the prerogative
to require what it deems necessary. While LARB/SWUmaM have
the discretion to exceed federal and state requirements with
regard to this permit, it cannot do so arbitrarily. Extra-
requirements must be based on a de~Dnstrated problem, using
acceptable evidence (e.g., scientific data), as oppose~ to
unsubstantiated opinion. LARB/SWU staff’s contention that
peratittees have been slow in implementing countywide program
is an example of an unsubstantiated opinion. Furthermore,
it is an erroneous opinion. The reason permittees have bee~
slow in developing a countywide storm water management

Page 6 ~11
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V
program is that LARB/SWU has not required it as condition of

Othe existing permit. LARB/SWU has not even specified legal
authority requirements under the existing permi~ --requirements ~hat are critical to any storm water management            L
program. Beyond this, it has not been able to define what
°inspection° means within the context of that Additional
Best Management Practice that requires inspections of gas
s~a~ions, restaurants, etc.

b. Non-stormwater discharges
See below con~en~ #8.

3c. Public Education

As proposed, cities would be required to inclement an
immediate outreach program that involves the Performance of
several public education tasks, including bu~ no~ limited to
developing and distributing brochures and door hangers, and
issuing newsletters containing s~orm wa~er management-
rela~ed public education information. In addition° cities
would be required to contribute their "fair share, to a long
term public education program ~o be developed by the County
of Los Angeles ~hrough a $5,500,000 �onsu1~ing contractover a five year period.

The draft permit is too controlling here. LARB/SWU has no
authority ~o compel cities to contribute a "fair share"

~" ~(which is not defined), ~o a public education program that
is to be developed in the future by the Principal Permi~ee.

nThis would deny cities the opportunity    and righ~    ~o
develop a public education program of its o~n, which in the           U
final analysis might prove more efficient and cos~-effectiva
~han what ~he Principal Permit~ee’s consultan~ could

8
Produce.

%. The draft permit unilaterally denies several non-storm waterdischarges exemptions that are allowed under NPDES provisions             l

of the Clean Wa~er Ac~.

According to CFR 40, 122.26, the following non-s~ormdischarges are exempted unless such discharges or flows are           2

identified by the municipality as sources of pollutants ~o
waters of the United States: water line flushing wa~er;
landscape irrigation; diverted stream flows; rising ground
waters; uncontantina~ed ground water infiltration to separate
storm sewers; uncontaminated pumped ground water; discharges
from potable water sources;    foundation drains;    air
conditioning condensation; irrigation water springs; water
from crawl space pumps; footing drains; lawn watering;
individual residential car washing; flows from riparian
habitats and wetlands; dechlorinated swin~ning pool discharges;

j_and street wash water; and discharges resulting from fire ~fighting (only where such discharges or flows are identified

Page 7 olrll
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States.as significant sources of pollutants to waters of the United

However, the draft permit only unconditionally exempts 6 Of
these 18 non-storm water discharge categories. They include
flows from riparian habitats or wetlands; diverted stream
flows;    springs;    rising ground waters°    uncontaminated
groundwater infiltration; and discharges of flows from
emergency fire fighting activities.

Then the draft permit conditionally exempts the following nine
non-storm water discharges (already exempted by    federal
regulations):    landscape irrigation; water line flushing;
foundation drains; air conditioning condensate; irrigation
water; water from crawl space pumps; retaining wall drains
(same as footing drains); individual car washing, and
residential swimming pool discharges. Conditionally exempt
means that the non-storm water discharges in question "need
not be prohibited," provided that (I) the permittee or
Executive Officer (of LARB), determines that the discharges
are not pollutant sources; and (2) BMPs are developed
"minimize adverse impacts of such sources" (what ever that

Beyond this, the draft permit -- surprisingly -- exempts non-
storm water discharges that are not even exempted by federal
regulations. Theyinclude:hydraulicgraffitiabatement,
inductive traffic loop flushing (discharges not contemplated
by CFR 40 |122.26).    Then the draft permit conditiona1ly
exempts residential roof drain discharges, but denies such
discharges from industrial roof drains, both of which are
comprised of storm water and, therefore, are not even non-
storm water discharges. The permit also flatly denies street
washing (an exempted non-storm water) and sidewalk washing,

be~                            thecause ~hey are deemed by     Excessive Director of LARB
significant pollutant sources.

the allows for theThat     draft permit application of exemptions
LARB’s Director is notto Executive reassuring. There is no

exemption willguarantee that the be granted if the basic
criteria are met because they involve too much subjectivity.

It is apparent that LARB/SWU (1) has exceeded its authority by
denying permittees non-storm water discharge exemptions
granted to municipalities in CFR 40, §122.26; and (2) has been
arbitrary in determining which non-storm water discharges
should be exempted. As mentioned, federal regulations entitle
municipalities to exempt the 18 categories of non-storm water
discharges, unless they have been identified as pollutant
sources.      Until these non-storm water discharges are
determined as such by municipalities (e.g., through scientific
means), such discharges should be allowed.
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10.The draft permit, incorrectly,    lumps illicit connections
with illicit discharges and elintinates i11egal disposal
practices. Actually, illicit connections are a sub-Set O~aft
illicit discharge.    An illicit connection iS a device by
which an i11icit discharge {a fluid) is conveyed to the MS4.
An illegal disposal/dumping practice, however, is an activity
that causes the placement of a solid material [e.g., refuse],
into the MS4. To put it another way, eliminating an illicit
connection is task connected to the basic requirement of
controlling illicit discharges. Other tasks associated with
this basic requirement include (a) encouraging public
reporting of non-storm- water discharges through public
education/outreach; (b) devising an internal mechanism for
recording and responding to such reports; and {c) ordinance
enforcement (through routine inspection or discovery by code
enforcement).

(Note:     l~be’    reconsnended that "removing- an illicit
connection ~Sreplaced with "eliminating-     an illicit
connection. Removing an illicit connection could be
construed to mean the physical transfer of such connection
from its location to another.    However, according to its
statutory definition, an illicit connection could be
conveyance, including "any device through or by which non-
storm water is discharged into the municipal storm water
system, including but not limited to floor drains, pipes or
any    fabricated or natural conduits."

But removing ortaking-out the illicit connection could be costly.    Using
"eliminating- instead would give the owner/operator of the
facility where the illicit connection is located the option
of rendering it incapable of operating as illicitconnection. A floor drain, for example, could ~: plugged,
thereby preventing it from being a of andischarge.) conveyance illicit

11.The draft permit makes the mistake of combining construction
activity    program requirements with land us management
requirements into one chapter. However, CFR 4C~S122.26 andother authoritative documents relating to    torm water
management, including the California Storm Water Handbook,
which is referenced in the draft permit, treats construction
and land use management as two separate and distinct issues.
The problem with combining these program components is that
they contribute further to the confusion that already exists.

12.The draft permit is disjointed and contradictory in many
places.    For example, the permit requires permittees to
prohibit non-storm water discharges (i.e., any material that
is not entirely comprised of storm water) to the municipal
storm water system (MS4). Yet, under the industrial/commercial
section, the draft permit states that non-storm water
discharges to the MS4 from gas stations are permissible as
long as they are pretreated. However, no where in that part

P~geg ~11
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the existing permit (e.g., inspections and legal authority),
requirements and procedures must be easy to understand.

16.The findings section of the draft permit contains inappropriate
information.      For example, under finding 36, LARB/SWU
acknowledges . those cities that contributed money to the
guidance document. Clearly such reference should not made here
or any where else in the proposed permit. Furthermore, as
matter of accuracy, LARBISWU has named some cities that have
decided not to contribute. Another example is finding 32 (k)
which mentions the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRE~) law
suit against Caltrans for ~ailing to comply with existing NPDES
permit requirements, and 32(I), which references
settlement agreements with several cities for their all~
failure to comply with existing NPDES permit requirements. It
is unclear as to what purpose such infor.~tion would serve with
regard to the proposed permit.

P~ge 11 ofll
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May i?, 199~

BY TELECOPIER TO: (213) 266-7626

Assistant Exec:ufiv~ Ofllo~r
C~ifom~ Water ~i~ C~ ~
~ Ang~ ~
101 C~ Plm ~
Monte~y ~k, ~if~ 91~

S~t~ in ~s Angei~ C~nty (NPDV~ ~it (NPD~ No.

I w~ ~ ~f of ~� City of ~n~ C~, the City ~ ~
Downey, the City of ~ilflower and the City of A~b~ ~ing
Water NPD~ ~it d~ dis~bu~ on May l J, 1~. We u~~
~mm~ on ~is draft by �lo~ of businc~ on May 17, 1~. ~is
~mmen~ ~d ~ ~sion of ~� ~me for submi~ of ~m~U
un~l J~ ~, 1~.

(m~y of ~¢m ~l~m¢) in ~i$ la~st d~fi. ~i ~ of ~i$ lat~
implications ~d ~s~ will ~ ~ui~ by ~ve~ City ~~, i~luding ~bli¢ W~
Community ~elopment, Fin~ ~d ~ Ci~ Attorney, ~ ~1 ~ ~ Ci~
Mayor ~d m¢m~ of ~ Ci~ C~.

For ~ ~ns, ~ ~uld d~w ~ in~ ~t, by ~bmi~ng
~mmen~, which do ~t add~ ~ch ~d ~�~ p~isi~ in ~ May 15~ d~, ~t
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V
Ms. CaO~’in~ Tyrr~
May 17, 1996
Page3

L

Ci~ of
~1 K. N~, City
Julio F~ Ciff
City of Al~bm
Te~ L. J~,
~blic Wor~ Di~
~i~d
~d ~, City
City ~

~�~ ~y~, ~ ~ ~1~ W~
C~I J.
Mich~e R.
~ity of ~llfl~

J~ W. M~, ~ity
City of

q
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Interim Comments
Submitted on Behalf of the

Cities of Alhambra, Beilflo~,er, Downey, El Segundo and Santa Clarita

-Draft of Waste Discharge Requirements
for the Discharge of Storm,~ater in Los Angeles County

{NPDES Permit (NPDES No. CAS0051654) {Draft of May I$, 1996)

i. Finding 3 is vague and nonspecific, it uses vague, non-specific terms such as

"several heavy metals ....certain pesticides.., and other pollu~nts which

We recommend that this and other findings [of fact] specify just which heavy metals,
pesticides and other poilu~mts the Board finds to be "pollutants of co~em" in Los
Angeles County. Without this link of specific pollut,Ints to this Count:)’, the "flndinI"

t is irrelevant.

2. Finding 4 simply reports the existence of studies, it should not be used as ¯ basis for
requirements imposed on Permittecs unless the Board finds as facts. ~ on the stud, s,
that the studies are vaJid and reJevant. If the Boani were to conclude that th~ stud,s ~’0
va~id, it must specify just which studies are referred to in this finding.

Finding 7, in the last sentence of the fir,A paragraph, on page 3. should be revised io

"(~onsequendy. the Regioc~aJ Board recognizes that the Permittees are not
responsible for such facilities and/or discharges."

4. Finding I0, in the first senumce, states ~

"Cer~in pollutants present in storm water and/or urban runoff ma~ ~ contributed
by activities which the Permittees cannot conU~."

This equivocal language should be changed to "are contributed" to properly serve as ¯

5. Finding 12. ~ pointed out in previous c~mments, fails to make a vital conne~on, i.e.,
a finding that C.aJifomia is a coast~! s~a(e with an approved coastal zone management

6. In Finding !3, the "r" in the word "resource" ~hould be capilalized.
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V
Ms. Catherine Tyn’ea
May 17, 1996

7. In Finding 21, the second sentence is incomprehensible. "Plan contains "actiotts’?
¯ , . . actions that calls for’? and " . . . the Regional Board to then integrate into the
storm water permit .... " Integrate what?

8. In Finding 22, the word both is redundant and confusing; consider revhing "... for
both the two .... ¯ to read "... for the two .... "

,,
" 9. Finding 25 (and the order) should be revised to delete narrative receiving water
! limitations. It is a fact of nature that storm water discharges will oecur. ~A~meveg it
’ rains in ~ Angeles County, some discharge is going to occur. No pennittee gin Itop

rainwater from running downhill. Streets, curbs and gutten are designed to
water into storm drains. Finding 10 (the one on page three, not the one oft p~ge 4)
recognize, that

t
"certain pollutants presen! in stormwater are contributed by activitiet whkh the ~ ~’~.~

Examples are given. Finding 25 is obviously inconsistent with Finding 10. ~ tho~
rea.u)ns, inclusion of narrative receiving water limitations that requi~e that
discharges neither cause violations of water quality objectives, cattle �:onditiot~ of
nuisance nor cause water quality improvement in receiving water1 would hold the
Permittees to an impo~ible standard. The Clean Water Act does not, and should not be U
construed by the Board, to r~luire the impossible, or to require absurd resulta.
v..~M$ Developmenz Corp., 42 ERC 1449 (! lth Cir., April 1, 1996).

10. In Finding 28, the second paragraph, as drafted, would provide for the appointment of
only t~x) representative from the six Watershed Management Areas. If that is the ~
four of the six Watershed Management Areas would be unrepresented. If what it
intended is that there be two representatives from each of the six Watershed Management
Areas, the language should be revised to read "two representatives from each of the ~
Watershed Management Areas."

11. Finding 33 is vastly ove~mad when it states that

"Each Permittee owns/operat~ and/or conWacts with outside parties to carry out
activities that may impact storm water quality."
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That statement could be construed to r~luire apply to electnxtics repair conducted in
another state. If so construed. Permitters might be required to implement BMPs not only
out, de their own boundaries, but in another staw..

Moreover, Finding 13 is without factual basis. (No factual basis is cited. Factual bases
for $imiim" statement was the subject of the Public Record~ Act r=qu~t, but no records
have been made available to support the statement.) For example, footnote 12 recites
that the facilities which "Each Permittee owns/operates..." include waste transfer’
stations and swimming pool maintenance activities. No factual basis is presented for the
statement that each and every Permittee, as a matter of fact, owns and operates not only
one or more waste transfer stations, but �onducts swimming pool maintenance activiti~,
as well.

We suggest that Finding 33 be revi~l Io

"Each P=rmit~e which owns or operates facilit~ which ad~y iml~ ~
water quality or which enters into contracts with third parti~ for the conduot of
activities within the Permittee’s boundaries which ad~-rsely impact storm ~
quality shall implement BMPs to reduce storm water pollutant discharges."

12. in Finding 35. the first sentence and the second paragraph should be deleted. Contrary
to the staff’s response to inquiry on this point, inclusion of settled litigation is not
required, for several reasons. First. the staff guidelines referred to Is imposing this
requirement are not relevant: they apply, by their own terms, only to plattt
not storm water permits. Second. even if they are used, the guidelines, at item 7 under
findings, on page 13, do not require citation to settled �~es, only to "... Iny ~urrent
enforcement actions .... " Third, settled cases have no value Is precedent. Fourth, the
juxtaposition of the second sentence to the first implies, improperly, that the defendants
mentioned in the first sentence had been found to have not complied with Order 90079.
That implication is improper.

13. !1. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS. (Page 13) This provision should be deleted. I~m~ ’
It is a fact of nature that storm water discharges will occur. Whenever it gains in Los
Angeles County. some discharge is going to occur. No permittee can stop rainwater
from running downhill. Streets, curbs and gutters are designed to convey wateg into
storm dt’aJns. Finding 10 recognizes that "certain pollutants ~t in stormwater are
c~ntributed by activities which the Permittees cannot control" and gives examples. For
these reasons, inclusion of narrative receiving water limitations that require stormwlter
discharges neither cause violations of water quafity objectives, cause ~onditions of
nuisance nor cause water quality improvement in receiving waters would hold the
Permittees to an impossible standard. The Clean Water Act does not, and should not be
construed by the Board, to require the impossible, or to require absurd n;sults. Hughey
�. JMS De~eiopmem Corp., 42 ERC 1449 (1 lth Cir., April 1, 1996).

ROO3066’t



STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM .REQUIREMENTS

14. General Requirement. In this section, and elsewhere in the Draft Permit, time limits at=
imposed in terms of "[time period] after permit adoption," The permit will not will not
take effect until the end of 15 days after the date of adoption, provided that the Regional
Administrator has no objections. (or the exhaustion of appeaJs, if any). For this leason.
it is recommended that time limits (compliance dates) be stated in e~ch case in the permit
in terms of "[time period, e.g.. nine months] after the permit mk=s effect."

15. ].G.2.�. on page 21: Please revise the last sentence to

"A Permittee shah not be deemed to be in violation of this Order until
Administrative Review provided for in this Section I.G is completed and Regional
Board Executive Officer has determined that the time for cornplian~ with I~
terms and conditions of the SPCA has run."

n
U
n
U

~ i.~1 .I
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Comments or County of Los Aneeles on Latest Ur~ of Te~_*~l~
Waste Discharge Reouiremenl for the Dischar~e of Slm’mwmm’

D~r Cad.*no:

Attached to this letter are the comments of the County of Los Angeles on the
latest draft of the Tentative Waste Discharge Requirement for Municipal Stormwater and Urban
Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles. This letter is intended to briefly explain
some of those comments.

In addition to specific page-by-page comments, you will note that a number of
time frames have been lengthened. These comments are consistent with our comments filed in
January on the December 18, 1995 draft of the permit. The reason additional time is needed
is that the County needs to receive input from the Perminees on various items.

Page 2 - Our comments on this page are intended to clarify that the order only
unincorporated areas of the County within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles

Page 3 - The comment under Finding 10 relates to the fact that it is impossible for permit
to implement measures to "minimize entry" of pollutants in the stonnwater whege
the entry is beyond the Perminees’ control in the first place.



Page 8- The requested change in Finding 27 ~ecognizcs tha! there are ~ sources
within Permittec boundaries which cannol be �onlrolled.

Page I0- Finding 35 is necessary, in tha; it references a third-party lawsuit and
enforcen~m action by the Rc~k~I Bo~d.

Page 11 - in Finding 40. including performance standards is simply leo ambitious, give~
stringent number of reports and findings which already ~ required.

Page 14 - Typographical �orrectioe.

Page 16 - See clarifying chan~e in Seczk~ O~.

Page 17 - With respect to the entire Section E beginning on page 17, we note ~ many
specific best managemenl practices have been included i~ this section, which are
in addition to the legal authority described in the EPA stormwater ~,uladom.
The County is consulting with County Counsel and DPW administrative staff Io
de~ermine if the County has any further concerns on this section. We will
forward those comments, if any, to you promptly.

Page 18 - We have several comments on Section C. First, with respect to (~(iii) and (iv),
it is more appropriate in the context of this permit to prohibit disposal of
substances into the storm drain. Second, with respect to �(v), state law is already
very clear that hazardous waste can only be disposed of in appropria~ locations.
There is thus no need for the separate ordinance coverage.

Page 20 - In Section F2(i.~), the word "greatly" should be deleted.

Page 21 - At the end of Section G2(c), we have added language to make clear that so long
as the permittee is in compliance with the terms and conditions of the SI~,..A, it
is not in violation of the Order. This change is consistent with our ~i~
of the redrafted Administrative Review section.

Page 22 - In addition to the timing issues, which we noted above, the County believes that
storm drain inspection schedules ~hould be set by each Permitlee, given the
difference in Permil~e

page 23 - In addition to the clarifying language in Section Bl(c), we have deleted Bl(d) and

~.~.-)

Bl(g). With respect to (d), such a standardized program is not realistic given Ihe
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Page 27 - We have deleted reference to the County Wide Stormwater Management Plan;
this phrase is not referenced in any ocher chai~e~ and need not be refereaged
hem.

Page 28 - in tddition to the typographical �orrectkm. the tame cemrnent M above.

Page 29 - With respect to Section A4, the change is intended to clarify this tectioa of the

Page 30 - With respect to Section A5, the nmdel program for deveioper~ should be done in
~m~consultation with Permittee~. The other comment on Otis page deletet the

reference to the Coumywide plan, as dis~tssnd above.                                ~

page 31 - The quotation magks end in the wrong place. ~

page 32 - Typographi~i �~’re~tioa.
~

Page 33 With respect to Section A. the County will not agree to any formal evaluation of
existing public agency activities. The County may. at its diu:retion, �ondu~t an              R
informal evaluation as part of developing the model program. With respect tO
Section C1(¢), "follow-up te~ts" should be deleted.

Page 38 - There appears to be a typographical error at the top of this page in subsegtioa
C6(aXiv)(aa). Also. the change in section CT(a) is for clarity.

Page 41-42 - Seciton A3 should focus on the effectiveness of the five year education strategy.
We request that it be moved to the last section of the Section V of the permit.

,.,) Page 42 - Tuning ismea.
F~ ~
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SIDLE’," ~ AUSTIN
Los ANOELltS

Ms. Catherine Tyrrell
May 17, 1996
Page 5

Page C- 13 -- Typographical �om~ion.

Page C-15 The requested change in Paragraph D tracks the other section of the permit.

Page D-I -- No definition is required of "Annual Report" because the �~ntents of the Annual
Report are described in Section 7 of the permit.

Attach.mere D,
generally    The County is reviewing the Glossary of Terms and may have further cenaneat.

Such comments, if any, will be forwarded to you Its soon as possible.

Please call Gary Hildebrand if you have any questions about any of the comments
noted herein and in the attached document.
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’
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. 96-XXX¯ (NPDES NO. CAS614001)

The California Regional Water Quality Contro~ Board, Los Angeles Regkm (heretnaltet refusal
to as the Regional Board), lind=:

1. The County of Los Angeles and 85 Incorporated dtie~ within the County of Los
(see Attachment A). hereinafter referred to as PermMee~. dl~ of �ontdl~te
discharges of storm water and urban runoff from municipal separate SlOtnt eewet
(MS,Is). elso called atotm drain systems, and water �ourse~ within the County of LOS
Angeles into receiving waters oflhe Los Angeles Basin under �ountywide waste d~:harge
requirements contained in Order No. 90-07g adopted by this Regiorml Board o~t June 18,
1990. That Order also le~.as as I National Pollutant Oischerge EliminalJos System
(NPDE$) permit (CA00~I~R4),

2. On December 21.1994. the Permittees subm~ed e Repe~t of Waste Olsc:herge (ROWO)
n an application for re-issuance of waste discharge requimmer~ ~ ¯ NPOES pennlL

Nature (d Otscharpe= and Sour~,~ (d P~llu~sN-

�luantity of these discharges vary considerably and ate ofreded by the hydrolow, geoloW,
and land use charactehstics of the watersheds; seasonal weather patleml; and frequency
and duratio~ of storm events. Nationwide stud’ms in urban areas have shown Ihat ud~n
runoff typically contains significant quan~es of I:~Utan~ The Ix~utan~ of ¢emmn are
several heavy metals, seal=merit from erosion due to antNopogeni¢ activities, I:mtroleum
hydrocarbon/ from sources such as used motor" oa, mk:tobiaJ pathogens of
sewage origin from ~K:it dL~.,harges, certain pesticides associated with land al~lJon,
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4. St~ies conducted by the USEPA. the states, flcod �ontrol dJstrk~s,

(8MPs) ~re ~ ~ment~.
~    C~s~ s~es ~ eros~ a~ s~e~

¯ ¯ I~s~aU~s ~~ W ~ S~ta Moni~ Bay Rest~a~

~ ~s. m~ ~ systems. ~d~uate ~sle

; ~~Pe~eeue~ a ~la~ of a~ 11.4
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Eases of the Order and Waste f~scharpe Reauiremen~

Federal Sta~e~ a~ R~at~

10. S~ 402(p) ~ ~ f~eral C~an Water A~ (~).
A~ of 1987. r~u~es NPDES ~its f~ st~ water
~ U~ States. ~ 402(p)(3)(B) r~u~ ~t

Wohi~ ~lt~ wile dilates ~1o ~ st~ ~:
to ~ ~ dis~arge of ~ants Is ~ m~
~ ~s~ as ~ ~m~s~at~ ~ ~e S~te ~t~ms

11. ~ N~m~ 58. 5~, ~u~ to S~ ~2~)
E~ental Prot~ ~ge~ (USEP~) W~u~at~
(CFR) Pa~ 122.26 ~ esto~;~ requirements f~
NPDES ~rom. ~ r~ufa~s r~n~e ~t ~
d~~may~~~y~~

12. ,Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act ReauthodzaUon Amendment8 o/1990 (CZARA)
requires �~sstaJ states w~th Spl~oved coastal z~e management progrsm to oddro~m

i
(~ ~, II~~40CFR~ 1~.2~)(14~~h(=~,

14.

4
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¯ "
lower ~ fee ($250) than those located in jur~:lictiom ~ ¯ MS4 pencil ($500).
The intent ~ the dual fee structure was to aJlow Permmees to recov~ the annual fee
different;el ~ portk:)n thereof if necessary Io support the MS4 protein and also Wovide
some oversight ~ these fac~]itJee.

1 $. The State of Califorr~t is a delegated state under the NPOES program, and as such,
pursuant to Sect~n 510 of the CWA and 40 CFR Part 123.25, may impose mere stdegent
re~uirernents necessary to imrdement water quaJ~y ¢ontrel ptans foe’ the ProtedJon of

10. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste cr~herge
requirements issued by Regional Boards shall implement any relevant water quality �oNrol
J)/ans that have been adopted, and shall take into considereUon the beneflcta/uses to be
I~’Otected, the water quality ot~ectives reasonab/y req~ed for that purpose, other waste
discharges, the need to prevent nuisance, and the Prcr, dslen8 of Section 13241°.

,,~     S..tate and Regional Board Water Qua,t)~ Centred Plans and ~

17. The State Board adop(ed ¯ revised Water QualityControl Ptan for Ocean Wate(I of
California (Ocean Plan) off March 20, 1990. The Ocean Plan contains water qudly
oNectJve8 for the Coastal Water8 of Ca~fonde.

18. The Regional 8oard adopted an updated Water Quality ~ Plan (1388in Plan) for the

receiving wateJ e and contains both narrative and numedca/water quality ~ foe’ the

~ bener.:~ uses �~ water bedlea in U~e C4:~ty of Los Angeles include: munk:Jpal end
cJornestk: supIW, aT~uJturaJ 8uplW, industria~ service euplW, inc~t~.l process
ground water recharge, freshwater rej~enishment, narration, hycb’opower generation,
water contact recreatk)n, noncc~tact water recreation, ocean �ommerc~a/and ajxxlfishing,
warm freshwater hal~tat. �old freshwater he.at, jxeservatJon Of Areas of Special
Biok~icaJ Si~ificanc:~, saline water he.at, w~Jdlife habitat, wesarvatk:m of ram and
endangered species, marine hat~t, f~h migratk)n, ~ spawning, and

19. This Regional Board has imptemented a Watershed ProtectJof1.44)Wooch in addressing
water quality manegemerj( in the region. The ot)jectJve of the Watershed Protection
~oproach is to provide a comwehens~ve and Integrated strategy towards water resource
protec:~m, enhancement, and restoraben wh~ ba/anc~g e¢onomk: and en.,dronmerdal
impacts w~in a hydrok~ica0y defined drainage basin or watershed. Jt emphas~
cooperative relationship between reguJato~y egenc~s, tho regulated community,
environrnentaJ 9ro4Jps. and other stakehok~rs in the watershed to achlev~ the ~

¯
CWC Sec~n 13241 p~esc:J, tm~ b~e fac:to~ 0..a( 0~e Regional ix)4rd shal �onekjel. in es~aldshing
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20. To implement the Watershed Management AIx:mach. as w~l as facgitate �ompiance wllh
this Order. the County �~ Los .~:geles is divided into six Water~ed Management
(Wl~,U~) as fo~:w~

e. Malibu Creek and Ru~l Santa Monica Bay Water,~ed Management Ar~
b. Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay Waler~ed Manageme~ A~ee 1"~
r.. Los Angeles River Watershed Management A.’II
d. San Gal~el RNer Watershed Managemenl Area
.. Dominguez ChannelA.os Angeles Hadxx Water~hed Mar~gement Aree "D ~/~
f. santa clara River Watershed Managemen~

Ntachment A shows the I~ of cr~Jes under each Water~ed Manageme~ Area.
A

21, SMBRP developed a Bay Restoration F~any to serv~ as : blueprint for San(a ~ Bay~
recoven/. The Plan contains ~0ons that calis for the Regkmal Board I~ Ihefl inlegmte
into the storm water permit and provides guidance to the Regional Bcwd for Ihe ’|"
development of a strong, emConmanta~ sound st~/n wator Ix~gram..

described in F’,~ling 14. wh~h regulates discharges fruit ~ fecIM~
construction site,, .nd ~1 NPDES storm water ~ non-storm watel’ pemdts issued by
Regional Board. However. frl<Nently, industrial ~ �onstn~dJon ~tes ¢gscha~e dlredly"1"
into storm drains ~’~1/~ flood control fac~i’~es owned and opelited I~ Itte Pe~111~ee~
located in the jurisdiction o~ the Permitlees. These industrial and �onslmcti~ ~e~
also regulated under local ~ and regulaUon~. Therefore. ¯ �:oercEnated eff’c~t
the Permittees end the Regional 8oa~ is chtk:aJ to avoid dul:)EcatNe mgulat~l, ~~ U
and I~omot. IXag~m .frx:w~-y.

23. The Report of Weste Discharge (ROWO) aubmitted by Ihe ~ include:
m

I~.    Storm water management l~ans for the slx Watershed Mer~geme~ Ames. .j/

The Report of Waste ~ served as partial bases for the dev~ownenl ~ ~’le ~tm’m
Water Management Program (SVVMP) requirement~ of It~ Ordor.

24. Besides the above referenced state ~d federal laws and r~gulatkx’m, water quaily cor~lml
plans, poises, and �onsider~.~, the requ~’ements in
results of studies and repon~ on the
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26. This O~der designates the County o~ Los Angeles as the Principal Pem~ee. The
¯ Principal Permittee ~ �o(xdinate and facilitate actNities necessary to �omity ~ the "r~

requirements of t/~s Ofdel’. but is not resl:)<msJble fo~’ insuring �~nptiance ot any In¢ividuid

storm water Ixogram pursuant to the requ~ements o~ this Ord~. and not for the
iml~ementatJon of the Ixoviskms of ~ Orde~ apl~’~cal~e to the Principal Pem~ee or
.other -Perm~ees. E~:h Perm~ee need only �~nply with the requi~ements of this Older

Executive Advis~y C~mmi~lee (EAC). m~l ¯ Watershed Management C~nmillee (WMC)
fix each ~ l~e WaterM~d Mana~eme~ Areas. The EAC m~l the ~Ix WMC~

tw~ relxesentatJve~ fr~n lhe six Watershed Management Areas. ~ t~ lhe Pdndl~l
Permittee, the EA¢ ~re n~ responsible f~x In~aing ~npliance ~ w~y ~
w~. requtremen~ �~. Order.

T

Ihrough the EAC and the WMC’s on the 4evelofxnent and impleme~atJon d �ountywk~
Uand watershed-spec~� p~ans and Ixograms, and in the IxeparatJo~ of reports required

29. In Novembe~ 1992. me USEPA issued a guidance document f~ eut~n~al d part ii A 2
ippr~aGon fix MS,Is which I~’ovides me required �omp<ments ot rnun~pai s~ofln widor
Ixograms. The guk:~e~nes recommend Ixogram ac~vitJes in ~ following areas: ¯ Proorllt
Management. b. illicit Dis~ar0es. �, Industrial/Commercial Sources, d. New Developme~
and Redevelopment, t. Pul~� A~ency ~ f. Public Information and Pa~idpilk~.
g. Program Evalua~n, and h. Monitoring.

The Sto~n Water Management Program (SWAP) required In this On~r �~nslsts d Itm 1
�~mponents re¢~mmended in the USEPA gu~er~es ~ w~ de~elo/)ed wilh

The SWMP ir, dude~ requkements with �~ml~mr,:e dates to provide spedl~y
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certa~ of e~ It also irx:lude$ proviskms t~t I:m~e customized in~t~m,
both on ¯ �ountyw~ and watershed basis, in develol~g and implementing �ost-effed~e
measures to minimize discharge of i~llutams to ~he receiving water. The various Tcomp~men~ of me SWMP. ,-ken as ¯ whole tamer than i~%~jaiy, ire expec~d

¯ D
of d pubr,� ~erxdes ~ each Perm~ees’ orgirdziGo~, among Perm~ees.
~gulaled �omrmmly. To m~ni-e cosL U~e Penn~ees m encouraged to u~ze

31. TNs O~er. pws~rd b} 40 CFR Past 122.26{d)(2~). requb~ ~e Pemdaees
demonsVate ~mt ~ey possess ~e k~ad authority to &np~me~ mad enforce
water prOOllmS w~dn U~e~ respe¢~o ~dsd~5o~ TNs bgN ~ may be k~ U~e form

a~dho~y wo~d be UvouOh ~ance. ~e perm~ees are eacowaOed to devek~ b~ouOh T

poflutanta in stom~ wator. In 199,% t~o Regional Oo~d a~ 13 bosol~
f~Stote tl~ lmplom~nt~Uofl of �ountywid~ minimum ro~~. to

’’ �ountywide �©rmstency. and Wovlde. mir~num measum of pmgres~. These B/~La~ wemT F ..,,~s~e~ed frnm Pem~ses’ MS4 Ix’ogram~ Twelve of Ihese 13 OMPo ~

reporbno; � ConsS~tkm stom~ water or~w~ce; d. Pubr~ ed~.~.a~n and oub~oc~
¯ Catch basin �le~ul; f. Roadside tram receptac~: g. S~’eet sweeping; h. ~.r.4 U

hazardot~ wastes; and L Prope~ water use ~ �~m~v~tion. ~ 13’~BldP ~ ~,j

staSons, and restaurants) has i~en cfla~oed to site vi~ts f~. eciucaSo~al ixwpose~ T
2

to ~ o~t Ktivit~S Ulat may impact storm water quality,a As port of Ulo ,Stoma
Managemem ~ooram. each Permittee is requital to implement BMPs to roduce poauta~

~ OrcW Wo~-~ts non-storm watt’ cSsd~aroes from pub~ ~ unless II~ i
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V
d’~charges am exeml~ or covered under the terms of ~ Order, o~ ~re ~ by IM
Regional Board under ¯ separate individual at General NPOES pem~

34. This O~der ixovides Permittees ~ flex~ty to pett’J~ the Regio~l ~ Execut~
O~er to substitute ¯ BMP included under the requirements of this Order with ml
alternative BMP, if they can provide s�ientific info~matio~ ~ documentalj~n on the
effectiveness of the ¯item¯thee, equal to o~ greater tl~n ~he IX¯sen’bad BMP in meeting.U

35. Pur-~nt to CWA Sect~~NRDC’flle~’dif~e~$ suits with the FederalJ~btd~Cou4, ~
.~env .~. of ca,~ _opia. ¯ga~st ca~n~, u~e C~ of Bove~y~s~c~,v C~y, B |Z’~
~eg .unoo a~sl. Beach, and the County of Los Angeles f~.Qc.t~.ompll~lce wilh Ihe ~ .,.,,

. ..r~. ~em_e.nts.of O.~o. _gO-07g. The court ruled in NR~ Caltrans (C.D. Cal. 1994) | ~,("

~.."/ or--~y out,h, ~ , "

I

3~. December6o
desist orders to Caltranl (Order No. 93-081) and ~ City of Azure (Order No. ~1..102), Urespectively, for failure to fury �omply ~ the requirement¯ �ontained in Board ~ No.so-ozg. BO~ c¯~rar~ ar~ ~e c~y o~ Azusa we, e rec~r~ to ~ke tasks to �~rec~ N
their r~ncom~iance. The City of Azusa hal sat~$factofly �omiC¯tad U~e requited ~

Uwh~ Caitrans �ompliam:e with the cease and desist omler is sin pending.

37 The Regk:m~ Board vnl prc~vide the Prindpal Permittoe with an ulx~ted I~ ~ NPOE8
permits on ¯ quarterly basis through the Regional 8oa~s eleclronic bulletin board whk:h
may be accessed at (213) 266-7663. at other available methods, for use by each T
Permittae to ident~ permitled sources of act)v¯ non-storm water ¢r~:ttargeS inlo the M84.

Regional 8oan:l on recommendations to resolve any �onf~cta idenl~ed between the

39 This ac~on to adopt and Issue waste a’~t~’ge requiremems and ¯ NPOES penni is
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(commencing with Sect~n 21100) of Division 13 of the Pul~� Resources Code in
accixdance w~ Sec~n 13389 of the California Water ~

L
40. The Regional Bo~’d ~nll nobly interested agencies and interested persons of the

availability of reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports. Work Plans.JJ
~-;,,~v,,,.;.-.:: _:::~-_~_’--~"     -’ -’_~ and proposed Storm Watix Management Plan revisions,
lul)mi[led in response to requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will �onsider "O
comments and may medity ~ reports, plans, o¢ schedules ix may modify this Order In
accordance with the NPDES permit regulations, and applicable substantive and proceclul~l
requirements and pmvisio~ of the Water Code and Itm Califomle Code of Regulations.

41. This Order may be medit’~ed ix aitemattvely revoked o~ reissued. Wlix to I~¯ expiration
date. in accordance wilh the procedural requirements of ~e federal NPOES program.
California Water Code and "r’dle 23 of the California Code of Regufal~o¢l~ for Ihe i,-
of waste discharge requirements. ~ upon IXTO¢ notice and headng.

42. The Regional Board solicited comments on ¯arty ~¯~ of ~ Order from Peflnlttee~ J-
Interested agencies, and interested persons, In ~ Regional Bow’d ¯taff met wllh
representatives from Permitleos. business ¯ssocialions. environmental groul~. ~ olher
Interested persons to discuss permit requirements and resolve cdt~cal i~ue~. Roglo~l
Board staff also solicited feedback from the Santa Mor.~ B~, Over~igM Committee ~n m
early drafts of the Ordm, and attended Permittee watershed meeUog¯, made presantalkms"1"         L

its intent to ixescribe waste discharge requirements and an MS4 NPDES permit fix storm w~tix’
disct~arges and has provided them with an opportunity for ¯ pubr~ headng and an ol)fx,lunity t~

¯ m U

waste discharge requirements. Th~ ixdet shall serve Is ¯ National Poautarl( Discharge
Elimination System (NPOES) Permit pursuant to Set,on 402 of ~e fedand Clean Water A~, ix’
amendments thereto, and shall take efl’ec~ at the end of 15 day~ from ~ date of ILt
provided the Regiorml Administrato¢ of the U.S. Environmental Proteclion Agency. Region IX, he¯

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the County of Los Angekm and the Cr~os ~ Agoure Hilb,

Bracroury. Burbank, Calabasas‘ Carson. C, errito~. Clef¯mont. Commerce. Compton. Coy¯n¯.
Cud¯by. Culver City. Diamond Bar, Downey. Ouarte, E] Monte. E] Segundo. Garden¯. Glonda~
Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens. Hawthorne. Hermosa Beach. H’~:lan HiEs. Hlml~gton PMk.

La Puente. La Veme. Lawndale. Lomita, Long Beach, Los Angeles. Lynwoed, Malib~
Beach, Maywond. Monmvia, MontebeEo, Monterey Park, Norwalk. Palos Van:lee Estates.
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¯ V
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENT8                                O

General Requirement

Each Permittee shal~ tml~ement within its jurisdiction the requimmer~ of
management pcogram according to ~e Countywide Storm Water Manageme~ PMn D
(CSWMP) o¢ Watershed ManagemeN Area Plan (WMAP) that will be developed

The CSWMP is the comprehensive Imp/ementaUon p/an fo¢ d segme¢~ d t~e 51~¢m R
Water Management Program required in ~ O~der that am apl:~cal~e t~ d Penni~on
and all Watershed Management Areas. Upon apl:)rova/by the

The WMAP is the �omwehensive Implementation plan for. ~ w.ler,d~d based on F
the requirements of this Order, the CSWMP, and any outer apl:x~cabM
pollutants of concern and other wa~er quafily issues unique to Ihat w~erlhed
ob~ectNe of reducing pollutants to the max#hum exteN prac/Jcat~ Upon ~ by T

Program Management

/~,.    3. Conv~e the Watershed Mar~gemenl CommMeel (WMCA) ~ A

Progran~,nnu~ Rep<xts mqtdred in b, ds Order;

~- Iml~ th~ Coun~ l~od~ Pr~ t~qti~ in ~ ~. lifllg, V

14
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¯ V
B. Res_cons~’lties of the Permim~-

~ juhsd~ ~ St~ Wat~ Manigeme~ Pr~
~n~e SI~ Water Ma~gemenl



imp~ementatJo~ of watershed

to ~ P~I Pe~ f~

~s ~ ~ ~ie~

~ml~to ~ ~

~ ~ ~~o

r~ ~~ f~ st~ ~ ~
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V
body. A Perm~tee may Ixov~de sit necessary data in an alternate
which includes U~e same information unless d~rected othen~4 by the "r
Reg~al Board Executive

1. Each Permittee shal demons~ate that It possesm legal ~
8~ssmry to �ontrc~ dJs~r~e$ to and from Ulo8~ ~ o~tt~ MS4 ov~
wh~h i has ~sd~o~ so as to �ompS/ w~h INs Ocdo~. Th~ k~Id
iuU~odty rely be demonstrited by e~her ¯ $~le oi~f~3nco or ¯
gu~ance document �ontlining 8it the statules, ordinances, perm~8,
�ontroct$. o~ders o~ b~tor-Judsdic~onli i~reement~ il1~ Perm~teel which

d’mcha~ges 8ssocitted with industd~ ~ct/v~ty end tt~ query of
storm water �lischa~ed from sites of indusVial mcUvJty. Ihmtagh tho
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L    A statement by its rewesentatJve Jogaf �ourted that tho
Pemtitte. ha, obtained .1 necessary leg. ~ io T

0 q~. and/er~emp~y w~h ~ Order. referencing that legal m~,xty wllh

,~.

schodu~ for oblaining sdequate Iogal author,/to ~npiy

¯
1. Su~tJt~e for any BMP ~ requirement idenSr~f in this O~dor. the CSWMP. T

¯ wE mee( the o/:~ecbve of the odoinai BMP ot Ordoe’ requrtwnerd to
a~hieve ¯ sknilar or greate~ reduc~on in storm water IX~Jtant~ and
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’
Regional Board Ezecut~.e ~ may tem~inate the meet
co~fer period a~er a rea~ ~ ~ to a ~ ~ ~
~sues a~ may ord~ su~ ~ ~ S~ W a s~ ~.
Failure to su~A an ~a~ S~ W ~ s~ date ~
~st~e a ~a~ ~ ~ ~.

of s S~ by ~ R~ ~d ~m ~ s~l s~te

rem~y ~ s~ ~~ ~ m~ ~ ~

Permi~ shah su~ reds ~ ~ R~ ~ ~
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¯
IL Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

1. The Pdncipal Permitlee in �onsultaSon with the Pen~ltees shal develop
¯

2
a counlyw~e model I~ogram for elim~naSon of i~K~ ccnnect~x~ to

~y..~1 months after oermit adoDtion. The program shall irtdude, It ¯

b. Methods to lXiodtiz¯ I~tentJal woblem real. ktdud’u19.

industry listed under subChal~e( N of 40 CFR Parts 405 - 47’1;

MeU~od~ to ut,T=e results of ~eld sc,~eNn0 ~ and e~her

Standard~ed reco~ keeping to d~:umenl ice �on~

Nothing i~ lhi~ Ord~ ~hall l:m in~eqxeted t~ Imi~ or in ~ way ~ ~ by

1. The Principal Permittee in consultation wRh the P~esa shai devok~
¯ �ounty’wk~ model ~K:~t d’~d’mrges eSminaSon program

a. Standaro~ed enfor~emeN ~ ~ KIm~
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.system.to the extent Ixoct~it:~

dean up. and enforcement are necessary to ixevent the ~scharge

e. Standard’~’ed procedures to educate Jnspecto~ maintenance
wooers, a~J ot~e~ ~Jd staff to notice ~ c~schargee during tho
�o~rse otter da~/ac~’vi~e~, ~ report such occurrences;

Standarc~zed record k~epir~ system to document II~ dischargee;

t~sinesm ol:x~ t~e Frot~m o~ ~ ~ ~

I:)isrJ~arge Reguirement (WOR) or grarded a d’~4:hargo exemption by the Regional

~. Unc~nt~n~te~ g~ ~ ~1
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The fogowing non-storm water �~scharges need not be IX:hb’ted.
¯ However. if t~ey are iclentif’~:l by either a Permitlee ar the Regional Board 1~

Regional Boarcl Execute Off’~:er is being sign~ficar~ so~ces of pollutants .L~
to receiving waters, then aplXOpriate BMPs to minimize ~he adverse

CSWMP or tim VVMAPs:

Potal~ water sources ~f ~ kt aooo~mm w~ ~e ~lry-w~

d. Foundat~on clraine; rl’q
e. FooW~ 0rme; . A

L Wate~ from cra~ space pumpK

in accordance vHU~ Provision II.C.4. may inchxle oCh~’ calegedes of non- U

one year from ~ of ~ (3rdar_
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deterTninaUon on r,~n-storrn water management alternatives. Pem~ees wE
have one year from the date of the derision to tml~ement the non-stomt
water management alternative to the maximum exter~ ~Me
where appr, cal~e. A BMP implementaf~en schedule shall be included
,me~e aWep~a~e.

The Regional Board Executive OK, car. upon presentaUon ef evidence, my

considered by Ihe Regional Board Exm ~r for exempU(m
Discharge ProhibiUons. The �~ileda f~ cxx~sideratJorl ef ¯ reques~ let’
exeml~l~en ef ¯ nen-stenn water d~.harge lype ~ erie or me~ ef

l~lUtinte to reca~ving warms or do not cause Impairm~t of

b. ~ �~umstanO~have been found~ hereto bebeen defined in which

nc~ cause impairmet~ o~ benerK:leJ uses o~ receiving

ident~ed to reduca poflutants in o’~c~arges to the maximum extent

imp~ementaUon sc~,edu~ or

Established proceo’~’es to ermum BMP iml:~ement.Uon, including
an implementation schedule, perfonnance standards,

~ exemption request fo~ edd’~JnaJ non-storm water �flscharge types may
~ sulxnitted, beginning with me first ~ ReporL Tho exomptJen fix a
non4tonn water d~sr.~arge type becomes etfoctJve upen ¯ppll)wd by
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~. A system to receh~ in-coming ~

b. A �ommun~Uon netwodc to link Permittees so that m:tJon �~n be
L~wdk~ated and �omplaints can b~ invest~ated I~ompt/y; and

¯ ~ Aapptopr~at~sYStem to hotly t~ �~’nl~itmat ot nay action tikia, it D

2. E,~h Perm’ee shaJl iml:~emen~ the �ount~vkJe Ir,:~t ~scharge, ,nd llFKdt R
dispo~l relx~ng Ixogram not later than fo~’ rno~ths alter the el:~xoval by

n ran, mr/wine Ixngram by ~_..)months after m~�~tion of this Ordar_
I’~lxwlk~ inc~ents ot ’rel:~labie quartt~ty" o~ hazardous substances
entering the MS4. The incidents shall be repo~ted to the State of California ¯
~ ~ Emergency Sendces (OES) [�~n’ent numbe~. (800) 852-7550]

-the Fedemt Hazardous Response Cen~er [¢:xrent number. (800) 42~ T

hazardous substances entering the MS4. no( later U~n four me.ha sitar

¯ q

I
¥
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¯ " V
IlL Development Planning and Constructlolt O

A.    Oeve _kX~,en~ Ranr,~_

¯ DL The Pdn~pal Permiltee in co~ultation v~th the Permtttees shall
~evelo~-~_~    " ~ ~_"’"-".’-~- _ -_..--’...: :
(~SYYM~. recommended Best Management Pracbces (SMPI) for
use dur~g planning and permuting of all development proje¢~
requir~g discretionary approval by 18 m~nths afl~’ adc~nt~ of
~ The BMP~ Ihal ~

¯ Post-�onsVuctton best ~ IFKlJces; and
B. Redevelolxnent ~�l infll ~

Ihe petenlJal for sto~n wate~ ~ when determining
al~:al~ty of BldPs. Cost eWecl~ness, e~se o1’ mainlen~

recommendations shal include BMPI which can be used
maintain peak runoff rates ~1 pm-develolxnenl levels to
n~knum extent fe4:~l~.

develol: not later than 6 rn~tU~s aWe~ Regional Board Executive
OfSoet ,woval of the BMP$ in IIIA.l.a, Standard Urban $torl~ rl~    ~J
water MitJgat~n Plans and guide~es fix their preparation, The
Rans shall incorporate me aplxoWiate element~ d
recommended BMPI in the Countywide Guidelines. AI

f~ devek~xneN ¢ate~

L a I00+ home ~ulx~ T
¯ a lO-home Sulxl~sie~ ..

Iv. an automotive repair ~ v) ¯ ram1 gase~e ~
~ a restaurant, ~
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1992, and its revisions; the Counlywide $~o~n Water Managemenl Plan,
USF..PA Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Soutce~ of
Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters, Issued under the Aufho~ of
6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reaufhorization Amendmen~ of 1990,

¯ Document ~ F.PA 840 B 92-002 (1993~ an~’~maar manuals fix
guidance on ~electmg post-consVuction BI~(I~ for reducing polutan~

d̄~,n ofth~ Order to ~nfo~m clevel~ers mkino �l~cmtionary

b. Maximization of pervtou~ areas and ~totm water
geo~ow ~ topography I:Wn~;

~. Co~t effective storm water polutlon �=ntrd

.plxopriat. BMPu. educatimal materials and hancltmcd~ Imcl gddeirme
descdbed in Provision IILA.4.

�onsistent with Itm mode~ IXOgram no( bier ~ 6 monks

Each Pertni~lee’l i~ogratlt ~ Include irl~lltati~l
a~tties. Pe~m~ees ~ ~ ~ e~gage in
Implementing lhe

stakeholder otganizabons shall deyelo~ by 14 months aftra’ !d(mfl~n

requirements and Best Manageme~ ~ (BMPI)
proje~ �onstnx~ion activttie~ R~lt#~nent~ and BMP~ al)l~:q)da~ !or
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Each Pet’mJttee 8hat deve~ a re~teq l~ogram for ~en~tnx~en
oeuvres censJstent with the Ceurdyu,~ Gutdeline~ not lator than
6 month8 after tho Regional 8oard ~ Office~8 aplxovaJ of
~e minimum recommended roquire.w~ and BMP8 In Provision

Ix,3~r, n0 or grad’,’,g permit, preparat~n of ej~x’opdate wet wea~he~
erosion �ontrol and storm wutor polutkm preventk~ pl~ru which
in~Je, by cJetag or reference, d aplxo~ate (x~nutn~ion BMPs

~statement on t~e ~ to t~ effect: ~ am m~hitectrengine~ of

wate~ qua~ity’~"~ woject own~ and ~ am m ttut ~e

J ensure their effec~enes~. The BMP8 net 8eJectod for



¯ " V
~looSoa (d this Order whereby Ihe Pem~itlee shall no( issue ¯
grading permit foi’ developments with distutl~ed areas IN~ ~ ~l’ 1-
greater unless the applicant can show Ihat (i) a No(k:~ of Intent
(NOI) to �omply with the State Cons~ ~ Slonn Water
Permit has been filed and (’.’)e Storm Water ~ Prevention

¯ Plan (SWPPP) has been prepared. "r~

~ Che~Jists. ~ |4 month~ -fle~ ~d~ ~f ~ Ord~ 11~

L    Procadur~ to~ �o~uc~m slle ~ F

¯ R’oc=dwe~ P~r enfercamm~ ac~en aga/n~ ne~

eek:~q.

I
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private develofxne~
T

b.    Procedures to seek coverage, as an opti~ under this ~
¯ �onstnx:tio~ activity wd~ ¯ disturbed area ol~ f~.~ ~s’es

(Phase 1.40 CFR 122.26) whi~ am owned and op4rated by ¯
Perm~e~ if t~ Penndl~

L A Ixoce. f~� notifying the Region&l Board ~f pub~

L A checkSst o/�onsttuc~m acAivity BMPs using BAT/D~r

.t

msinienance~materlal s~o~sOe fa~es ~ have ms potential Io"="          ~j
discha~e pom.~sr~s into storm watt. A pubac vends
maintenance/material

matedaJs, and provides sendces simper to Federal Pl~se

Performs maintenanc~ anc~ repair of heavy induztdelmac~ne~ysequ~men~ an~                       1
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¯ V

LL Good Housekeeping pfa(dlcm~
iL Material sto~aOe ~

¯ ill Vehk:~ leaks ~ $1:a’g ~ end 1~

v. Training fo~ eml:doyees on IXOP~ outdo¢r k~

vL Vehide and equiiwnent washing ~a ~
vii. Regul~ maintenance of trealment stn~tUllS such ~
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¯ IL Procedures to minimize to the maximum e~det~ pmcllcllble "~

from stem wlt~; ~

review of ~ m~tenance ~ ~ essu~ ~
opprepdate storm water ~ m ~ ~

A
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with the requ~emem o~ this Ord~.

Emergency Proceduf~

Procedures for addressing emergency repairs of essential public
and infrastructure ancl responding to natural disastem.
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¯
V. Public InformatJon and PartJclpatioa

To reach as many Los A~geles County res~lents as IX)SSTofo, a comprehensivo
educational outreach approach shall be ur~fertaken under this O~der. In recagMJon of
iml:~linca of pul~� ¯due, Lion to effective storm water management solut~ns. INs Orc~
calls fox immediate perm~tee public outreach efforts at a spec~’~d minimum level as well
as a longer term effort to develop in integrated. �omwehensJve oub’each i:x’ogram. As
part of the immediate effort, each Permi~ee is expacted to chaos¯ on aWop~te
�~mbinat~ of ouh’each to¯is and ,ctivi~e, ,o rai. pubi� .ware.s, of storm
issues a~d italy¯re wate~ qual~y in its own lncflv~lual ju~sdk:5on, vd~h effo~ at ¯
i~eschbed minimum leve~ as desc~bed balmy. As Part of the Io~er to~m elf¯4, each
Permil~ee is expected to work �oflaberat~vely to develop ¯ �omp~ehensh~
o~¢each/educat~ 1~ogram countywide and with~ its water~ed man.gem¯hi

education I~ogram am, (I) to measurably Incroaso
knowledge o~the target audiences regardin9 ~he MS4, the impacts of stoml wat~ p~utJ~
o~ re~ivi~ waters, and i~ontJal soh~m for t~ taro~ audiencas to iml~eme~
to reduce the I:X’oblem$ caused, and (it) to measurably chanoe lho behavk~

1. Each Permi~os shall, at ¯ minimum, have available for distrllx41on or
reference as aR~Ol~ate, by a months afte~ ad~ntion of ~

L WriUon mat¯dais (minimum of tire¯ types in
those listed below) to convey Pa~nen~ infomlil~ to moot
Ix’¯gram objecth~es Exam;~os of w~en mat¯dais laced¯

L Oocumenta~ U~at ¯ rouble ¯ffo~ was made to

catch basin inlets anc~o~ ~ d’~J’~ges/dumcin9, and ¯
general numbe~ for storm wato~ man.gem¯hi Ixoorom

L Training mater~is ,�~ educat~g appmpda~ Perminoe
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¯ ¯ V
iv. A~ up-lo-dale listing ¢f �ontracl~’ and devetop~ storm

water management ~ra~r~r~g programs available in the area. ’!"
Th~s list should be updated annualy ot as needed; I,

v. .~ up-to-date checkJist and ¯ Ixochum explainln9 �ontractor
¯ and developer needs as it relates to Provision III

(Development PlanningJCo~Vuclk~) of tJ’ds O~der f~
at ¯ Permittee’s planning/permitting ~ounter. Th~ should be

Educatk:m materials (a minimum ~ tlve~ tyl~) for targeted
business sector audiences for use in ~e visits as I~
Proration V.B.2 o~ thJ~

Ooum~ntat~ that ~ reasonable effort was made by IM Principal
Perrnitlee ot on behalf of t~ Permitters as ¯ whole tO ordain radio

mai~tefla~e schedules, to odu~te tho pub~ o~ the ulUm~o

2. Em:h Pen~ittee shal demonstrate by 1= months ~fler ~1o~_ flon of t~ U

I. ~ of outreach materials to I~o oeneral pub~ or targeted,L’q
U

o~ ac~,~es potent~lly affect storm water quaY/, ~ thoso who
~, O’ m~cl to ~uesti~s ~rom tt~ Ix~�) rega.~ng t~e ~ rT~

mo~t~s .~. sck~im ~
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V

ii. Additional SIC industdaVcommerdal groups klent~ I !,
priorities by each WMC pursuant to ~ Oil:let.

�. ~ Prk~pal Perm~ee shall �ompil~ Ih~ k~formabo~ lubm~ed by U
each Perm~ee k~to ¯ database of b~dusbiaVcommem~ fad~m

on the standard format by ¢Q months after

L For each four digit SIC Industry Number. primary ~
that might Impac~ nmoff discharges (fro~ national or
�~mmerdii database sources); lind

i. For each fow digit SIC Industry Numbe~. primary mltldal~
It¯! might Impac~ rtmoff discharges (frl:ml ~ or
�ommerdal database).

develo~ ¯ ched~mt of Ipec~ ltOn~ wator~BMPI farlO_ .~gse

Perm~m for each industdaVcomme~al SIC OmuP requktng           -
educa~onM Me v~P~ under Pro~skm V.B~2 by ~

i    In~a~/focus on ~ loun~ minlmlzatio~ ~

ill T~r~t source ~rtll Irld 8¢t}v~Jel with ~ ~

and ¯p~te~d by ~e Regk)nal Boa~, each Pem~Mm =hal

I.    Effecti~ fi-om the date of adoption of this Order. each Pemdtlle

43 CX~rl’ OS’lm
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V
scc~sso~s (SiC b,:lu~vy M,~or Grip 75): ~ m ~

0
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effec~Ne
t~ ass~ in evaluat~g publi� awareness ~ ~ ~ after

a~ ~ en~ntal gr~, ~ ~ ~ ~

1. ~ ~ P~ ~ ~Su~ ~
monks after adoo~ of ~is ~der. I ~Ye~ C~

~l as W watm~. ~i~ I ~ ~ ~menta~

N i m~. ~ ~Yo~ Sl~ WoW E~ 8~

L ~~ ~-~ ~t~
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prograra8 to foster awarone88 8rid idont~tcotion of 8Wm
wate~ ;x~nJon issues smono mklent8 in ¯ wstee~94rq

¯ example fw �oocemtive outreach is an "Adopt.~t:1

possible to incimle infonnttkxt o~ MS4s. the ditfemnco betweea

storm wato¢ ~ 8nd pmvJdo 8Jicit discharges/disposal ~
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having greater potential-of discharging pollutants into
MS4, The wogram shall encourage eml:~Oyee raining
and t~e effectiveness o~ storm water pollution Weventibn

¯ materials, other ;x)ssil:;o means of

informational m~c~e$ to WCe,’irKl~$try m~azines. E~
Perm~eo shall ~ o~aroa�~ matmial~
business I~¢enso renew~ �ounter~ ~ ~ offgt1.~)
outreach mro~h Ixofession~l rand I~mirms# ~odat~.
ot industriaVcomme~’dal Me ~

implemented for construction

shall be trained on storm warm’ management and~           I,.--~,,,~
prevention ;xacflce, ~d the ..must include ,--ployees~l~
d~fferent level~ - from program managers to t~eld

~, r~vs~nors, ~ir~r~ �~assos, �~Jists ~or r~l ~ U~ Imorclopartmental forums or �omm~eos to
Permittee utilizes any of the ~. Material~ developed
o~e~ .udiencesm.y    allo be used in Permi~ee ef~pk~
u-~ Ixv~rw.s. App~to I.~l~a~ ~ e~pk~yoes

dd. NPC)ES Munic~ rand oth~"

1

I
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V
~ VL MonitoHn~

0

T
The overal goal of ~ mo~flo~ pcogram Jl to devek~ ind
watershed storm water Quality management Wograms towards reductJo~ of
to the maximum exten(

1. To track water quarry statul, po~utant trlndl, pollutaN’load~

2. To mo~or ~ assess pogutanl loads from

&    To Identify. mon~to~, and assess significant water quality IXOblSm~

!
stom~ w~ter disch~ges withifl the w~te~lhed; T

s,

To evsJus~e t~e a~Yec~eness o~ mmsgem~
reduc~o~s so.eyed by best maJ~sgeme~ IXOTams (aMPs);

The Pr~dpal Partakes shal implen~n~ Itm monflodng

shall participate and conduct or~ spociaV pilo( project per watershed over
th~ Order. The ol~ect~e of the water,shed .~:~,V pile( project may im:k~do o~
more of ~ho follow~ng of special a~rflflcan~o to t~o partJculer waterlhod:
charac~e~za a source of a po~utant of �o~¢em; (k’) to ¢tmrac~edzo ¯ type of
water d~,chargo; (iiJ.) to evaluate spac~� BMPI and t~oir
.�~,ain me..t~l of po~ut.ant reduct~oK (v) to objo¢~/o~ moalu~ of Y~
Jmplememation of a certasn sto~n water fxogram �ompetent; and (vs’) stay o(he~ project

e. Reslxmsibg~K. The Lad reslX~S~’oNty ~t each Watershed Maoagome~ Area for
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VII. Program Reporting and Evaluation

A. Pr(~_ ram ,Annual Rm~ft

1. The Principal Permittee shall develop ¯ standard program annual rel:xxtJng
format for use by Permittees not later than6 m~nths after ado_:~Jon of th~s

Program Annual Report to the Regional Board by April 15 of ¯~:h year.
The first Annual Report is due on ~ 15. 1997.. The Program A/mud
Report shall �omply w~ 40 CFR §122.42(�) m~l Include. at ¯ minimum:

L A review of the status of program implementation and compliance
(or non-compliance) with the schedules �o~alned in this Order

¯., ¯pl~cam to each Permittee;

b. A Summary of Program accomplishments by each Permffiee
organized by Watershed.Mmmenl Areas in the rail of (I)
Program Management; (ii) Illi¢~ Connedlons/ Disdmrge~ (El)
Development Plannlng/Construc~o~ (iv) Putl~ ,~eltcy
(v) Public EducaUoNPub~ PmliCil~lim~

�. A Summary of BMP implementatlo~l. ~
level of effort. ~ other such meaNnt of ~

methc~lology to support area to ema. ~ year to year

exemption from ~scharge Pro~, ~ des~d, and ¯

in Provi~io~ ~.E.2 (Pr~r~ M~e~o If f~ ~ed
1:20 days from adontio~ of this ~

(~_~.,:harqe t~ tha I~l.r~4 hr -,,;, -;.-:..- ,.,. , ,_u--, ,,,
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V
STANDARD PROVISIONS                                                                                                                                O

I.    The initial storm water management program, as delineited in the C~ID Or ~
may need to be modir~d, revised, or amended from t~ne-to-t~ne to respond to changed
conditions and to incoq:x)rate more effective approaches to pollutant controls. Minor

¯ cringes may be made at the direction of the Regional Board Executive Officer. Minor 1’~
changes requested by thePermitlees shall become effective upon w~tan 8plXoval of the
Regional Board Executive O~cer. It’ prol:osed changes involved a major rev~s~n in the
overall scope of t~e ~xogram, ,uct, chang, must be .plxoved by the Regional Board ,, 1~     --
amendments to ins Order.

II. This Order may be modi/~ed, revoked, or reissued, Wtor to the expiraUon date as foaows: A

A. To address changed conditions ident~ed in the required technical reports or elher
sources deemed s~gnificant by the Regiona/Beard;

To incorpo~te apl:£,cal:~e re<luirements or Itatewide water quaEty contn:i plane
adOl~ed by the State Board or amendments t~ Ihe Basin Plan;

aWoved under Sect~n 402(p) d lhe Clean Water ~ if Ihe requirme~
guideline, or regulation so issued or approved ¢mltains dMeren~ ¢m~itk~ ~r
edclJtional reclUb~ementa not provided fOr in lh~ OrclM. The Order as modified Or
reissued wider this paragraph shal m �~tm ~ny ~hor requimmems <d Ihe "|"

effec~veafter a~ e~ th~ Order.

liability for condu¢~ which may have constituted a violation ~:d the prevkx~ Board Order

N. Except as o~er.~se IXovtded in this Order. al repcm Or submittab m~Kle ~ to O~e
Regional Board or tNoWh the Pdir~pal Perm~ee shall be signed under penalty ~f pe~xy &
by the pdn~pal exm ofr.:er Or the ranlmg elected offk~ d the Pennittee Or a duly

8. The aua~o~za~en sbec~es e~’,er an ine’r~d~ or a pe~ ha~ r~ T
fOr the overa~ operat~n of the Perm~tee’s sto~n water managemeN ¯
posit~ of edu~valent responsi~ty, Or a~ individual Or position having ~
responsibility for environmental matters for the PermMee. (a duly au~K)dz~l
representative may thus be e~er a named individu~ Or any kXl’Widual occupying
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a~ Pe~s m~t su~ ~plete R~s ~ Waste
~ ~d~ 23. ~bf~ ~ ~ R~a~. ~ ~t~ ~n
date as a~ f~ reJssua~ of ~sle d~

of Tr~s~ (~). ~ No. ~79 (NPOES
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~ ATTACHMENT A ~’~

NPDES STORM WATER PERMIT
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREAS                                                                   X

Malibu Creek =~1 ~

Balteea Creek and ~

R~~ ~ ~ ~             ’ .--
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d. EvaluaUo~ of BMPs: In Ihe year
~r~e~. a 8MP ~ BM~ a~

~t ~es~. F~ ~ ~ ~
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MONITORING PLAN

~y, u) ~ 8t a nwmu~ ~ ~
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ATTACHMENT C-1

LAND USE SITE SELECTION PROCESS

(8) ~s ¯ e~ ~t~ ~ ~ re~ ~1 a~s. ~

-
~ ~ ~e~ ~h~s e~ ~ ~ g~ ~ ~
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step $. and no Iddit~x~l $it~s w~l aeed Io I~ installed. The land use samping D

T
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ATTACHMENT

SCAG LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS

,S~I~ Fwnily Reskle~al Mot~le Homes
High Oe~ Mur~F=rn~/Re~
Low Den~ly Mixed

Rw~l Re~dentlal Gener~
Retail Stores. C~me~d Ser~:~
Ob’~er Comme~i~

He~ I~
(M~ ~ ~~

M~ T~~ ~ T~
M~ ~ ~ ~ M~ ~

~ P~ ~ Rm RW~ Pm ~ R~

N~at~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~



ATTACHMENT C~

LIST OF CONSTITUENTS IN MONITORING PROGRAM "r
AND ASSOCIATED DETECTION LIMITS

DLIST OF CONS’ITrtJ~’I~T’~ ~

O~ ~d ~ 41~.~ 1 ~
To~l Phe~ 420.1 0.1 ~

T~qm’@~r~ 1~d).1 0 - 14*"

To~l Peln~ewn Hydrocavtxm 410.1

~ ~/g~ ~ 410.4
To~ .~nmor~.NiVogq~ ~ O.1PI)m

~ 411o
Ftuork~ ~110 0.11~lm
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V
ATTACHMENT C-4

CRITICAL SOURCE/BMP MONITORING

SelecUo~ of Initial Crttl¢=l Sources to be Studied: The selection of iniltai ~ Iource~ vnl be T

irx~st~al arx~ �ommerc~ souses t~t are regulated untO’ ~ state’s Generat Pem~ aml those ~

etsctwges associated w~ eac~ soun:e; wheU~ o~ no~ I~ source is regulated undm, I~ Oenetal

Additional (:dUcal $oumes/BMPe: U

E
oe~roam~       ~i"--~
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¯
V

r,,, Coordinltlon with UCLA Toxicity Study:. UCL.~ ~searchem am inv~nld in an

¯ total of tJ~ee (t~ stem weather and one dry weat~w) wot~ 8wries tak~ ~t eacJt A
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excJuded from re~uiatx)n es ¯ hazan~ous waste
u~ ~ 101(14) ~ ~ ~A ~ ~ e~ any
~h ~1~4.

¯ A ~t~ ~ ~t~ ~ ~S) ¯ ~

III~R Conn~n: ~ ~ ~~

~t~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ¯ No~

F~IW ~ip (~ m mn~ ~)

I~mt~ P~ lanagm~ ~P~: A ~



.area w~m,n

r~u~t~,
~n~

Legal

M~:

9~er

CRY8

Nuance:
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¯ V

substances, ferblizer& pestX:x~& r,l~g. ~ w~d sludge);                                  1"~
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S:DLtY & AUST:~ LOS A~OtLSS
V

Ms, Catherine Tyr~II ~
May ~, 1~
~ 3

LPle~ ~11 Ga~ Hil~b~ if y~ ~ve any q~m ~g ~y of ~
~ �~g~. ~ y~ f~ y~r attenti~ to ~ ~
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¯ ¯ !

TRANSMITFAL,,
DATE: May I 7, I qq6

TO: Catbedne T3n’reli
Regional Water Quality Control Board

Permit Section VI.C. (Watershed Special/Pilot Projects) should be deleted. As commented
previously, the RWQCB and the EPA should be primarily responsible for determining

~ commercial/industrial facility impacts, development of BMPs, and assessment of BMP
~ Furthemmm. this t~luirement has not been previously discussed by the Permitees and the obligmtiom

placed on tl~ Permitees are unclear. Implications to the City are substantial, since we would hav~
tbe "lead responsibility." requiring additional staffsnd fimugial

The City supports tbe improvement offing and knowledge regarding stormwater issues.
We have participated in and provided substantial financial resources to a number stormwater misted
studies and activities [Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project ($750,000), Santa Monica Bay
Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study ($300,000), Ballona Creak Treatment l:acility ($400,000).
Pico-Kenter Low Flow Outfall & Diversion ($60,000). California Best Management Practi~es
Manual ($20.000), SCCWRP ($17,000). NPDES Permit Guidance Manual ($25.000),
Epidemiological Study ($200,000). City of Santa Monica Catch Basin Cleaning Study ($25.000)].
In addition, the City has committed to study municipal sidev,~k and street washing activities. We
support the concept that all municipalities should participate in such efforts, but any permit language
developed to achieve this goal should recognize, and not penalize, the previous efforts of the City
of Los Angeles.

Industrial/Commercial Educational Site Visit Prod-am

The City requests that a 12 month program implementation lead time be provided in the
industrial/commercial educational site visit program. Materials necessary for site visit
implementation (i.e. checklists and BMP development) are required to be developed under the Permit
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within 9 months ofadoption of the Order. In addition, the Ci~’ bill r~4uire additional staff for
program implementation, and anticipates making arrangements with the County for some services,
Thes~ activities ar~ anticipat~,xl to require approximately one )’ear to accomplish.

Although the permit has a site visit frequency of !~4 months, with the required program initiation
lead time, the City ~11 effectively have to visit all facilities within one year in order to be in
compliance with the mandated frequency requirement. After the .s~:tmd .year of the permit, w~
would then revert to a 1/24 month schedule. Resource ~ise, both personnel and linancial, it is
problematic to require site visits annually for the first site visit c.vcl¢ of the program, and Ir24
months thereafter. Therefore. a 12 month period to initiate the program is necessary. Please see the
attached recommended languag¢ for Permit Section V.B.3.

Sidewalk and Street Wa~hin|

Tbe City has agrc’ed to study muni¢i~l sidewalk and street washing activities. We n.-quest that ~he
scOl~ and purpos~ of the study be clarified in the permi! (sec attached language for (~’¢tion !1.C.3.).
In addition, the existing pcrrnit language presumes that the study will resuh in the need to control
these municipal activities, this is inappropriate and premature. Regiol~al Board action and
recommendations should be based on the results of the study.

The City has also commented upon the language submitted by Heal the Bay on this issue. Once
again w~ would like to clarify that ~� have committed to revie,,~ng ~ sidewalk and
washing only. in addition, once a determination is made by the Executive Officer, the City will
require a year to initiate BMP implementation, if necessary. Financial resources may need to
allocated, and special equipment may need to be purchased. Such activities n,-quire substantial

Regional Board Approval ~tBMP

The City requests that all model documents prepaml by the Principal Permittee which contain
BMPs, be submitted to the Regional Board for approval. BMPs will effectively become
requirements for both municipalities and commercial/industrial facilities. Such requirements must
undergo full public disclosure and review, ~th the "regulated community" being provided the
opportunity to comment to the Regional Board. Permit Sections lll.A.b.: IV.B.; V.B.2.a.iii. Need
to be modified to reflect this change.

Clarffy|ag

The City requests that clarifying language be included in a number of significant areas. Most
notably, the phrase "to the maximum extent practicable" needs to be included in a number of
sectiom.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to informally review this draft ofthe permit. We look
forward to the release of the Draft Tentative Permit next weeL
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. 96-XXX
(NPDES NO, CAS061654)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter referred to
as the Regional Board), rinds:

Existing_ Permit and Reoort of Waste Dtschar~m

1. The County of Los Angeles =rid 85 incomomted cities within the County olLos Angeles
Attachment A), hemmatter referred to ¯ Perm~ees, d=scharge or contribute to discherges
of storm water and urban runoff from munK=pal separate storm sewer systems (MS, Is),
called storm drain systems, and water courses within the County of Los Angeles into
receiving waters of the Los Angeles Basin under countywide waste discharge requimnentl
contained in Order No. 90-079 adopted by this Regional Board on June 18. 1990. That
OrOer also serves as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) pen~tt
(cA0o61654).

2. On December 21, 1994. the Permittees submitted a Report of Waste Oisc~rge (ROWD)
as an application for m-issuance of waste discharge requirements and a NPOES pemtit.

Nature of Discharoes and Sou _r~_s of

3. The discharges consist of sudraca runoff generated from various land uses in all the
hydrologic drainage basins that discharge into water bodies in Los Angeles County. The
quality and quantity of these dis~arges vary considerably 3nd are affected by the
hydrology, geology, and land use characteristics of the watersheds; seasonal weather
patterns; and frequency and duration of storm events. Nationwide studies in urban areas
have shown that urban runoff typically contains significant quantities of pollutants. The
pollutants of concern are several heavy metals, sedimentfrom erosion due to anthropogel~
activities, petroleum hydrocarbons from sources such as used motor oil, microbial
pathogens of domestic sewage origin from illicit discharges, ca~lain pesticides associated
with land appl~ation, and other pollutants which may cause aquatic toxicity and adverse
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the County of Los Angeles. and not curmntty named in this Order. operate storm drain
fa~ln~es and/or d~scharge storm water to thestorm drains and watercourses covered by tt~
Order. The Permdlees may lack legal iunsd~ct~o~ over theseent~bes under state and federal
const~tutK~s. Consequently, the Regional 8oard recognizes that the Permitteess.~..d not
be held responsible for such far~htJes and/or discharges.                  ~NIII

For those entitms within the Permittees’ boundaries (which include large landownerl such
as stale I~arks and unwer~d~es), tl’mse entities may ct~)se to become Permitlees under
Order, or the Regional Board may cons~er issu,ng separate NPDES permits. The
Cabfomta Department of Transportation (Caltrans) ci~scharges storm water and non-stain
water from I’.ghways. freeways, streets, interceptor, mamtenanos yards, w’Kbther hdidin~
# owns and/or operates. Caltrans, currently a Co-Pem~ee Io Order No. 90-079. sllmitted
an ROVVO on July 3, 1995, for separate waste dsschargerequirements fo~ its discharges in
the County of Los Angeles and the County of Ventura. The waste discharge requimmen~
to be issued to Caltrans will be consistent with this Ch’der.

outside ~ beundary inctude the follc~:

~ a, AlX)roximately 34 square miles of ~od areal in Ventura C<KJnty drain

~
MalJbu Creek, thence to Santa Montca Boy.

b. About nine (9) square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Malll~
Cre~k, thence to Santa Mon~,a Bay.

thence into the San Gab~el Watershed in the County of Los Anoe4al.

The Regional Board will insure that storm water management programs for the areas in
Ventura County and the City of Thousand Oaks that drain into Santa Monica Bay are
consistent with the requirements ofthis On:let. The Regional Boad wdl coordinate wi~ the
Santa Ana Regional Board so that storm water management programs for the areal in
Orange County that drains into Coyote Creek are consistent with the requimmenla of th~

9. The C~ of Santa Clahta and some unincorporated area of Los Angeles County drain into
~ Santa Clara RNer watershed which Ls regulated under the municipal stormwator NPOES
permit for the County of Ventura (Order No. 94-082, CAS063339). The storm water
management plan for the Santa Clara River Watershed wil! be developed considering the
requirements of Order No. 94-082.

10. Certain pollutants present in storm water and/or urban runoff may be contributed by
activities which the Perm~ttees cannot control. Examples of such pollutants and thok"
respective sources are: polycycfic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) which are products of
internal combustion engine operation, nitrates from atmospheric deposition, lead from
leaded fuels, copper from brake pad wear, zinc from tire wear and naturally-occullir~
minerals from local geology. However, Perm~ees can implement measures to minimizo

~) 3 DRAFT 0~/17~D4
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consVuction Mes located in junsd~x)ns with a MS4 permit are sui>ject to lower annual fee
($250) than those located in jurisdictions without a MS4 permit ($500). The intent of the
dual fee structure was to allow Permittees to recover the annual fee differential or portion
thereof if necessary to support the MS4 program and also provide some overnight over

15. The State of California is ¯ delegated state under the NPDES PrOgram, and as such.
pursuant to Secbon 510 of the CWA and 40 CFR Part 123.25, may impose mo~ stringent
requirements necesser/ to implement water quality control piana for the protectk)n of
beneficial uses of receNing waters, end/or to prevent nuisance.

¯ 16. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge requimme~
issued by Regional Boards shall implement any relevant water o~al,ty control plans that
have been adopted, and shall take into �onsideration the beneficial uses to be proteded,
the water Qualdy objectives reasonably required for that purpose, other waste dilch~gel,
the need to prevent r~senco, and the provisions of Secben 13241~.

State end Regional Board Water Quality Control Plans and

,. 17. The State Board adocted ¯ revised Water Quality Control P~n for Ocean Waters of

j California (Ocean Plan) on March 20. 1990. The Ocean Ptwl contains water
objectives for the Coastal Warm of California.

18. The Regio~ Board edo~ed ~n uCdated Water Query ConVol ~ (Ba~ Plan) for

watem in me County of Loe

The benefK~at uses of water I:mdies in the County of Lo~ Angeles include: munidpal and
domestic sulPfW, egncultural supply, industrial mice supply, industrial pcocell
ground water recharge, freshwater replenishment, navigation, h~0 water
contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, ocean commerc~l end aporl fishing, warm
freshwater hal.tat, cold freshwater habitat, preservation of Ames of Special Biological
Significance. saline water hal"tat, wildlife habitat, preservation of ram end endangered
species, marine habitat, fish m~3ration, fish spawning, end shellfish harvesling.

19. This Regional Board hal implemented a Watershed Protecbon Approach in addressing
water qualW management in the region. The objective of the Watershed Proteclkxl
Approach is to Wovide a comlxehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource
protection, enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmentld
impacts within a hydrologically defined drainage basin Or watershed. It emphasizes
cooperative relabonship between regulatory agencies, the regulated community,
environmental groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the

CWC Sectk:)n 13241 ixl~::nl~ the factors Ihat Itm Regional board shall �onsider in establishing
water quality
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V
20. To implement the Watershed Management Approach, as well as facilitate COml:diance with

this Ch’der, the County of Los Angeles is dwlded into six Watershed Management Areal T
(WMAs) as follow=:

a. Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area
b. Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area
c, Los Angeles RNer Watershed Management Area
d San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area
e. Oominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor Watershed Management Area
f. Santa Clara Rwer Watershed Management Area

Attachment A Ihow= the lilt of �~ties under each Watershed ManagemeN ~

21. SMBRP developed a Bay Reltoration Plaff to me as a blueprint for Santa Mortica Bay’s
recovery. The Plan �o~tain= act~’~s that calls forthe Regional Board to theft k~tegrata into
the storm water permit and provides guidanca tothe RegKmal Board fo~ the ~
of a strong, environmentally sound storm water

22. The Regional Board it the enfo~ing authority for both the two Itatawk~ ~
described in Finding 14, ~ regulates discharges from ~ facilitml arid
sites, and all NPDES storm water and non-storm water pem~ifa itched by the Retlio~al
Board. However, frequently, industrial and constructmn liras ~isctmrge directtyinto

jurilclict~on of the Permittee$. These industrial and conathJctio~ Mas er~ aito regulated
under local law= and regulations. Therefore, a coo~inated effort between the Permitteel

U
and the Regional Board it ~ to avoid duplicative regulators actNitJel and

23. The Relx~l of Walte Discharge (ROWD) submitted by the Pemtitteel i
a. Summary of BMI~ implemented,
b. Storm water management plans for the six Watemhed Manageme~ Areal.

Countywide evaluation of existing storm water quality data, and,
d.    Monitoring Program.

The Report of Waste Discharge served as partial bases for the development of the Stmln
Water Management Program (SWMP) requirements of this Ord~,

24. Besides the above referencad state and federal laws and regulations, water quality corttr~

The plan was endorsed by ~ Reg~’ml Board and approved by Governor Pe~ ~ in 1994,
and approved by ~ USEPA m 1995.
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¯ " MAno el:~e_m~o_k:)gical study~ conducted during the summer of 1995 ~ the Santaon,ca ~ay ~estorat~on Pro~-~t demonstrated that there m an increased hsk of
¯ cute ,llnesses caused ~ swtmming near flowing storm dra~n outlets in Santa
Mon~ca Bay.

,.~ ~.~,,i~s presen( ¯ s~gni.cant potential for the dischar~ ofpollutants in storm w¯ter. A compliance review o~ munk~pal Ix~re¯tmen~ mid
¯ results to date of storm wate( mspecbm programs in Cahfomm confirm the USEPA

findings. Iml:~ementat~on of BMPs ¯t these facd~es w~ll reduce Ihe re~ea~e of
pollutants into storm water.

�. The 1992 USEPA sponsored study on Monn wster dmcharges from gaso~ne ~tMiom
in C¯liforni¯ demonstr¯ted th¯t ¯ m~x of BMPs m most effecbve in redudng
pollutants in storm warm’.

d. Studm demonsUate that parking lots are sign..am sources of pogutants in Monn
water~o.
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The Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) required in mis Order consists of the
components recomrr~ended in the USEPA guidelines and was developed with the
cooperabon of representatives from the regulated community and environmental group~.
The SWMP ir~udes requirements w~h compliancedates to provKie specificity and con~ntlf
of expectations. It also in�Judas provisions that promote ¢ustom~zed initiatives, both
countyw~le and watershed basis, in develol~ng md implementing cost-effective me¯sums
to m0n=mtze d~scharge of pollutants to the receiving water. The various com~ of the
SWMP. taken as a whole rather than ir~=wdually, are expected to reduce pollutants in
water and urban runoff to the maximum extent practical:de.

30. The main focus of the SWMP required in this Ch’der is pollution preverltion through
education, public outreach, planning, and implernentabon of BMPS. Successful
iml:~,mentabon of the provisions ofthe SWMP will require cooperation and coordination of
all publK: agencies in each Permittees’ organzzations, among Permiltee=, and the ~
community. To minimzze cost, the Permittees are encouraged to utilize their existing
orgamzabonal framework to implement the vanous activ,t~ea required in this Order.

31. This Order. pursuant to 40 CFR Part 122.26(d)(2)(i), requires the Permitte~o demonlb’~l
that they POSSess the legal authonty to implement and enforce the storm water Programs
within their respective junsdiction. This legal authority may be in the form of ordinan~,
permits, contracts or similar means. If the Permlttees deckle that the legal authority wot~
be through o~nance, the permitteea are encouraged todevelop through the F.~C ¯ model
or0inance to minimzze cost and promote countywide ¢onlisteftcy.

32. Board Order 90-079 required the development and implementation of BMPI to minimize
pollutants in storm water. In 1993, the Regional Board approved 13 baseline BMPI to
faol~tate the implementation of countywide minimum requirements, to eftcolx~e �otmlyw~
consistency, and provide a minimum measure of progress. These BMPs wereseieded from
Permittees’ MS4 programs. Twelve of these 13 BMP= have been made a part of this Or~
which are’ a, Catch basin labeling; b, Public illicit discharges reporting: �. Constn~::tiort
storm water ordinance; d. Public education and outreach; e. Catch basin clearmut;

~S~ -~’’ -=~-~-~-’~’ ~" ~-m_I~r ~=S__l)O_s.a_l._ot..ouse!~old hazardous wastes; and I. Proper
eM . (,,specs,on: of ,,ehi=  ¯hop.. bow=c e..or s0  aso ,ne stat, .,  taumnts)has bee.

tu ~== w~=zs for eoucat~orlal purpolel.

33. Each Permittee owns/operates facilities -_...~j_~. _-.-.,.-~ :-.- ~.-= ..;
................ ,., ,,,~, ,toga= =mrm water quality:- As part of the Storm Water

These facil~es and related activities ir~ude, but are not limited to. street sweeping, catch basin
ciean=ng, maintenance yards, veh~e and equipment maintenance areas, waste transl." ~
corporabon and storage yards, parks and recreabonal facilibes, landscape and swimming
maintenance activibes, storm drain system maintenance a~-’t~iti~ and the al:~icabon of ~
and pestk:X~o
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Management Program, each Perrnittee is reqiimd to impleme~ BMPs to reduce pollutitl

O
disci~arges from trlese Icti~nbes/facilitms.

(~C.t~1~| ~ ,~N~.wat.er. ~scharges from these facilities and/or activibes also affect w,,tm.
,,,s vmer Rl:cm~:~s non-storm water ~,sc~arges from Pub~m facades unless the-~g~’~" <
are exemp{ or covered under the terms of this Order. or are perrneted by the Regional Boad
under a sel~arate ,’~hv=dual or General NPDES permit.

34. This Order provides Perrnittees the flexibility to petitionthe Regional Board Executive
to substitute a BMP mcJuded under the requirements of th~sOrOer w~th an alternative BMP,

if they can ~uP~al to~ ’altemabve. ,rq g =er man me Ixescnbed BMP =n meeting the oqective= of
order.

Enforcement Actions under the Existir~ Order

35. Pursuant to CWA Section 505. NRDC filed cSizens su~t= with the Federal Distrk~
Central District of California. against Caltran$. the Cities of Bevelly Hills. Culvor City. El

........ ¯ ,-,,,-,,-,,..,m ~,~.m.rum~ m NRI;X; ~ ualtrans (C.D. Cal. 1994)

-, ,,,,~, ,u ~uu~ pol=utartts to ~ rnaxlrn~n exteft~ practicable

In the Imuit= egainst the other defendants, negotiated =ett~ement= were m~hed w~l
entered in Court w~ich require the defendants to implement =o~n water pollution conln~
measures or condtx~ storm water mondormg.

,~u. w,.--uoz/ano me ~;ity of Azusa (Order Nom=pecove~y, to#’ radium to fully com~lv with t~,= ,~,-,.; ................... "--" "~’

wni~ . conl,_.eted .~ .,~,,.,~,,Caltrans I:x~ptiance with the cease and deist order is still perlding.

37 The Regional Board will Ixovide the I~ncipal Permittee with an updated II of NPDE$
permits on a quarterly basis through the Regional Board’s electronic btdlelin board which
may be accessed at (213) 266-7663, or other availal~e methods, for use by each I~mittee
to i~entify permitted sources of active non-storm water disctlwges into the MS4.

38. The Perrnittees will work with other agencies, to the extent necessal~, arid report to the
Regional Board on recommendations to resolve any conflicts identified between the

10                   DRN:T 05/17/16         [ ....
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39 This action to adopt and issue waste discharge requirements and ¯ NPOES permit is

L
exempt from the provisK)ns of the Cahfomia Environmental Quality Act; Chapter 3
(commencing with Secbon 21100) of Division 13 of the Pub~ Resourc~ Code in
accor¢Jance wdh Sect~o~ 13389 of the Cahfomm Water Code.

_ ~r~. p~ans, ¯nO scheclu~es, including ~nnual Reports, Work Plans. Perform¯nee

-~ .:p~.s, plans, or scneou~es or may mocl,fy this Order ~n accordance w~th the’N~h
pellnit regulat~ns, and appl~.able substantive and procedural~ and
of the Water Code and the Califomm Code of

41. This Order may be mod~x:l or ¯Item¯by¯h/revoked ~. reissued, pho~ its expiratkm date.
m accordance w~th the Woe¯dural requJremems of the federal NPDES Wogram.
Water Code and T~tle 23 of the Cakfom~a Code of Regulations for the is.~mnce of waste
discharge requ.’ements, and Ulx)n prior notice and hear~.

42. The Regional Board soikUted comments on early drafts of this Order from ~
interested ¯¯¯noes. and interested persons. In additmn, Regional Board staff met with

representatives from Perm~ees. business alsocmbonl, environme~M grou!~, and o#w            ~"~interested persons to discuss permit re<~uirernents and resolve ~ issues. Regional
Board staff also solicded feedback from the Santa Monica Bay ~ Committee on

U
early drafts of the ardor, and attended PermUte¯ watershed meetings, made ~
to government off--.is, anti public ~ to he. concerns.

..... " ~"==;’.’~ was~e.o’scr~roe..requ,rements and an MS4 NPDES ~ for stemo~scnarges ¯no has provided them w~th an opfx)rtunW for ¯ public hearing mid an ~’~o
submit their written views and ~.

The Board, in a public hearing, heard and conskJer~ all comments pertaining to Ihe tontal~e
discharge requirements. This order shall serve as a National Pollutant I:hscherge ~

!System (NPOES) Permit pursuant to Section 402 of the federal Clean Water ~ or ~
thereto, and shall take effect at the end of 15 days from the date of its adopbon, provided the
Regional Administrator of Itte U.S. EnvironmentaJ Protecbon Agency, Region IX. hal no ~

_~,~u~a, ~u’[esla, .,~zu_sa. Baldwin .ark. Bell, Bellflower. Bell Gardens, Beverly Hilts, Bradb~

,..,,~,, ,.,,.,.or~ .at, uowney, uuane. F.J Monte, B Segundo, Gar~a, Glend~.~~

11
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Gardens. ~, Hermosa Beach, Hidden H~tls, Huntington Park. Industn/, Inglewood.
In~nndale. La Ca~’~:~a Fl~ntndge, La Hibra HeK3hts, Lakewood, La Mirada, La Puente. La Veme,
Lawndale. Lomlta. Long Beach. Los Angeles. Lynwood. Malibu. Manhattan Beach. Maywood.
Monrovta. Montebelio. Monterey Park. Norwalk. Palos VerdesEstates. Paramount, Pasadena. Pk=
Rwera. Pomona. Rancho Palos Verdes. Redondo Beach. Rolling Hills. Ro~ling Hills Estates.
Rosernead. San D~mas. San Femando. San Gabriel. San Manno. Santa Clartta. Sazta Fe Slxings.
Santa Mon~ca. S~e.,’ra Madm. S~gnal Hill. South El Monte. South Gate. South Pasadena. Temple
C~. To~Tance. Vernon. Walnut. West Covina. West Hollywood. Westlake Vdlage. and Whittier. in
order to meet the provisions contained in D~s~on 7 of the California Water Code and regulatiorm
adopted thereunder, and the provismns of the Clean Water Act. as amended, and regulabons and

and subject to the~" re~latory jur~sd~tK)n, in the County of Lo~ Angek~.

I
I

8

~
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DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

I. DISCHARGE PROHIBITION

Each Perrn~ee shall, within ils jurisdiction, effectwety proh~l~t non-Item1 water
discharges into the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) and
watercourses, except where such d~scharges am:

A. In compliance with a separate NPDES permit; ~1’

B. Identified and in complmnce with Provision lid (llicit
ConriectionlR:hscherges: No.-storm Water Discharges), of this OcdM; or

C. Oischarges ohginetJng from federal, state or other fldrdiel whk:h ~
Permittee i~ pteempled from mgullbng.

Compliance with this Older through timely development end ImplemerltltkN1 o~
programs descnbed herein shall constitute �omlNiance ~ this Wohibitlon.

H. RECEIVING WATER UMITATION8

(Water Oua/i~y Contro/P~an, Los Angles Region: 8earn l~an for the Cosslal
Watersheds of Los Angeles an~ Venture Counties, California Regional Water Quel~
Control Board, Los Angeles Regg)n, Monterey Park, 1994), and amendmer~
tl’mmto, shall serve as Recehnng Water IJm~tatK)ns fordL~t~argel covered under thb
Order. The discharge of storm water, or non-storm water, f/orn a munk:dp~
separate storm sewer system (MS4) for which the d~charger~ are respmsib~e ~

..�.ee~.a..r.l~. Ol’waterquilityobjecbvesinthereceNingwitera. T~Pemlitlee~’wil .~
..r~..~e !n. ~at~ of th~s proviso, so k~ as.~e~in comr~iance with the Storm
water Management Program Requirement~et forth in this Order
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STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENT~

General Requirement

Each Permittee shall iml:~ment within its jurisdiction the requirement= of the storm water
management program accorchng to the Countywx:le Storm Water Management Plan
(CSWMP) or Watershed Management Area Plan (!/~,tAP) that will be developed pl, triuant
to this Order.

The CSWMP is the comprehensive implementation plan for all segments olthe Ston’n Water
Management Program required in this Order that are applicable to all Permittees and all
Watershed Management Areas. Upon approval by the Regional 8oard^Regional Board
Execut,ve Office~ the Permitt_ee$ wilt implement the CSWMP.

a~ r~c~hed ,v~ -I~u$ Order" or
The WMAP is the comprehensive implementation plan for ¯ e~oecific watershed based on
the mqu,rements of this Order, the CSWMP. and any dher applmable ~’lions that
pollutants of concern and other water quality issues un,:lue to that watershed toward the
obtectrve of reducing pollutants to tie max,mum extent practicable. Upon approval by the
Regional Board Executive Officer. the WMAP wdl supersede the CSWMP.

Program llaai~ement

Responsibilities of Prtll~,-.=~

1. Coordinate permit activities among permittees and Ict aS liaison betweerl
Permittees and the Regional Board on general permit i~ue~;

2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the development andupdate of
the Countywi0e Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) and the
Watershed Management Area Plans (WMAPs) described in ~ Order;,

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) constituted
pursuant to Provision I.E upon designation of representatives thereof;

4. Provide technical and administrative suppoR for both the EAC, and the
WMCs;

5. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the ixeparation of/:~mgramAnnual
Reports required in this Order,

6. Implement the C~untywide Monitoring Program required in this Order;, and,

Permittee’s jurisdiction.
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V
B.    ResDonsibdties of the Permittee-

~O ,K~e ~x;~w~ e.,~" .
O"~ 1. By the dates spec~f~d in this Order. each Permdtee shall implementFw~th~n P~~__________.

~ts junsd~-t~on the Storm Water Management Program I:X’ovisions and the              L

Countywide Stom~ Water Management Plan (CSWMP) and amendments

2. Each Permittee shall coordinate among its intenlat departrnef~ Ilttd
agenoes, is al:)lxopnate, to facddate the ~nplementationof the requirlfften~
of tills Offer ,n an effioent and cost-effectNe mlnr~’.

43. Each Perm~ee shall parlic~pate in the devatopme~ m’K:l, if neceslary, the
update of the CSWMP.

4. Each Permiltee shall provide in a timely manner all information needed by
the Pnnopal PerTnittee for completing the ,~ Reports.

5. Each Porm~ee~lhall al:q:x~t a t~:~’ticatly knowledgeable ~;x~tat~ ,,~
to UI~ WMC.

6. Eac~ Perm~tee shall part.pate in the developme~ of the WMAP for
ms~ectNe watershed management area thi’ouOh~ts Watershed
Committee (WMC), and upon approval by trte Regi~al Board Executive

~1~ C. Watershed Uanaoement Commitlee, (VVMCI) ~n~I

I.    Each Watershed Management Committee shall be �ompril~d of a ~ U
relxesentatNe from each Perm~ee m It~ Water~ed Mar~geme~ Area
(Wl~).

2. The WMC’I chair and s~cretary shall be chosen by the WMC. In ~
al:~,ence of volunteer Perm~ee(s) for the positk~n$, the Prir~pat Permil~ee
ahall allume tho~ roles, until the WMC approv~ qualified

a. Fac~l~Jate ¢oopa~at~on and exchange among ~

’ b. Establish goals and objectives for the waterlhed;

c. Pdontize pollution control efforts;

d. Participate in the development of a WMAP after the CSVVMP is
completed;
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V
e. Assess the effec~veness of, prepare revisions for, and recommend

appropriate changes to the CSWMP and the WMAP;

v.v.~v ~p~,,~*~,~v i.n~n, pnv~,,~, --

g. Coordmale and facddate the submittal of completed reporting forms
to the Pnr~pal Permittee for report integratiort, and essisl in the
preparation of A~nual Reports by the Prir~pat Pennitlee on permit
actrwt~es w~thm the watershed for submittal to the Regional Board;

h. Identify, as part of the industrial/commercial Source Identification
program, SIC mdustrial/commeroal groups selected as prk:ntJes to
be inr.Juded m the database described in the Pulik: Education
Sect~n V.B2a.8. The cnlena for incJusion may �onsk:M~.

Extent of exposure of the industrial/comrne~ial activity tO
storm water.

ii. Types and quality of non-storm water discll~ges;
iii. ~,~ ~ ~us~avco~merc~ active/to ind~Uial ac~y

regulaled under the USEPA Phase
iv. Types of chemicals and wastes generated that can

�~ntammate storm water;,
v. Exrslence of duplicate regulatory programs with olher

agencms thai emphasLze waste management and minimize
~

vi. Number of fatalities in watersheds"
vii. Profess~)nal understanding of the industriaVcommercial

Usecto( waste management prattles;
Ex;)erience of local agency industrial tnspact~x~ wegran~

�ontaminabon of storm water.

D. ~                                            2

1.    The Principal Permitlee in consultation with the Perm~ees, shall prepare a
I:xJdget summary format by3 months from the adontionof this Older for use ,.J
by each Perm~ee to report resources availab~ to implement the storm ware’
management program.

2. Each Perrnittee shall submit to the Principal Permittae a summary of
resources dedK:ated for storm water program imriernentation, r~ later than

" ~ 16 DRAFT 05/17/96
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A Permmee may pro,,~le all necessary data in an alternate format which
include.~ me same lnformabon unless directed other~se by the Regional
Board E,acutwe

1. Eac~ p,~rrnittee shell demonstrate that it Possesses ~ authodly
necess~,~Y to contro~ d,sct~rges to and fore those portions of the MS4 over
wh~.~ ~t ~as junscl,ct~:)n, so as to comiC/w~h th,s Order. Th~ leglauthcxity
may b~ ~lemonstrated by edher a single ord,nance or a single guidance
docum~ ~1 co.raining all trm statuIvs, ordP.ances, I=ermitl, contracts, ~

PermHt~’s storm water management ~lvitle$, as required by 40 CFR
1

a. ~ontrol the �o~tnbution of pollutants to the MS4 by storm wate¢
#~scherges assoc~ed w~ mdustnel actnnty and the quaY/o~ strum

Prohi~ discharge of untreated Wilh watem to the MS4when gas statK)ns, auto repa., garages’ or Iknilar

~ fa~libas am c~eaned;

#. PmhibR’~e drscharge of untreated wastewater to tile MS4
from moC.le auto washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet
cleaning, and other such mobde commercml and ~

~. Pmhibi(to t~e maximum extent practicat~, discharges to
MS4 from areas where repair of machinery and equipme~L
including motor vehicles, which are visiblyleaking oil fluid or
antifreeze is undertaken;                     ’

Prohibit^~ischarges to the MS4 from storage areas of
matenals containing grease, oil. or other hazardous
substances (e.g.. motor vehicle parts), and unsealed
receptac~s containing hazardous materials"

¥. Prohibit discharges of swimming pool filter backwash to the
MS4;

Prohibi~ w~s~ing toxi~ materials from pav~-~l or unp~v~

trait 17 ORA~
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b, Prohibit illic~t discharges and illicit connections to the MS4 lind
require removal of iili¢~,�oflneclk:~

¢. Control the discharge of mils end the duml:Nng or disposal of
materials other than storm water to the MS4 through the following I~ "

into a sto~n �lmin;
R

ill. Prohibit the use of Iny pestk::Kie, flJrKji~de, or hed)i(:k~e
whose sale’- ’- , ,. " ’," ° ~ pmhibled ~
by the USEPA; or

iv. Requiro proper disposal of food wastes by thefood lervk~
and food distni~tion industry, ~.j

7v.    Require disposal of hazardous wastes at appro~
disposal sites, and not in trash containe~ used for munlcipl
trash disposal; and

vi Require removal and ~ disposal of all fuel and chemical
residue, animal waste, garbage, batteries, or other types of
potentially han’nful materials which are located in areas
susceptible to or exposed to storm water,
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d.    Control to the extent pra~cab~ ~;.- .... " ’ ....
’.- ;.~-*~,--~ ~,~,,;;~-,~. the discharge of

o~. e~Jx~’n~l "~ r e    Require com~iance w~th conddxms ~n ordinances, pemt~,

i f.
COndu~ in$1~-~ion’ surv~ill~r~ eriE/or monito~n~ I~

conditions mcJucllng the prohll:xtloll orl JllK~t dtsGher~e$ to the MS4.

2. Each Permittee ~all:

Provide to the Principal Permittee fix submittal to the Regional Boed
Executive Off~er of the Reg,)hal Board by (120 �laysof the
of this Order) �opSe| of ordlnarK:el, regulatk)n$, and other legal
documents establishing legal authonty, or in the alternative:

i. A statement by its representat~e legal �ounle~ that
Perm~ee hal obtained all necessary legal authority to
comfy with this Order. referer~eg that legal authority ~

II.    If Provisio~ 1.E.2.a.i. is only partially fulfilled, ¯ timely
scheclule fix ol~aining adequate legal autho~y to �omlW
w~th this Order, enumerating with Ipedfi¢~ that ~
authonty whk:h remains to be obtmned.

b. Exercise full legal authcmty witt~n Its jurmdictk:m to require
�ompflance w~ this Order, the CSWMP and/or the WMAP~.

F.

A Pem~lee may petition the Regional Board Executive Oflk~ to:

1. Substitute fix any BMP or requirement tlent~fied in this Order, the CSWMP,
or the WMAP, ~f the Permittee can demonstrate through documentol~h

a. will meet the objectWe of the oh<jinal BMP or Order requirement to
ac~mve a s~n~lar or greater recluct~)n m storm water pc:dlutanto; end

b.    will be implemented within a similar period of lime.

2. Eliminate any BMP identified in this Order. the CSWMP. and/or the WMAP,
for its jurisdiction ~f it can demonstrate thrcxJgh documentation ~
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i. The BMP ~s not technically fea~ble;

’ ii. The cost of implementation greatly outwe~hs the pollution control
benefits; or

iii.    Is not a~able in ~ Perm~ee’s

The Regional Board ExecutWe Officer w~ll approve or dmapprove ~ petition in
accordance w~th Provis~n I.G and I.H.

G.    AdministratNe Rsvp.

The administrative revmw process formalizes the procedure fix review and
acceptance of reports and documents subm~ed to the Regional Board under
Order. In add~t,on. ~ prov~les a method to resolve any �liffemnce~ in compliance
expectations between the Regional Board and Pent.eel, Ixior to
enforcement acbon.

1. Storm water Ixogram documents, including progress report~, guidelines
checkJ~sts, BMPs, databases, program mJrnmanes, andimplementation and
�oml~ance schedules, developed by a Permdtee under the pro~o~
Order shall be submi~tnd to the Regional Board Executive ~ m Ihe
Regional Boam wf~ere required for apl)coval. The Reg~nalBoard
Officer ~11 notify the Permiltee and the Pnnc~bal Pen~ttee of ~e rllultl
the revmw and apparel or disapproval w~thin 120 days. Doclanen~ that
require Regional Board approval will urldergo Ix~ review and cor~t~lM~
before Board �onsK~eration at a public ~.

2. If the Regk~nal Board Executive Offset rinds tentatively that a PermMee’s
storm waler program is insuffioent to meet the Ixovm~onl of ~ Order,
Regional Board Executive Officer shall send a "Notre of Intent to Meet ~
Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee, w~th specific findings in sup~xl of the
beterminat~on. The NIMC shall include a t~me f~arneby which the Pefmitlee
must meet w~th Regional Board staff.

a The Permittee, upon receipt of a NIMC, shall meet and �onfer with
Regional Boarcl staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program is
suffioent to meet the requirements of this Order, and if not, seek
c~arification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
proWs~ons of this Order. The meet and �onfer period will conclude
with either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittee, or the
subtotal to and acceptance by the Regional Board Executive ofrg~r
of a vw~tlen "Storm water Program Comp~iartce Antendment
which shall include implementation deadlines. The Regional Board
Executive Officer may terminate the meet and conferl:mdod after ¯
reasonable penod clue to a lack of wogress on issues and may ordlr
submittal of the SPCA by a s~ date. Failure to submit an
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b. The Regional Board Executive ~ will ~ppmve or reject the

~ubrnilled SPCA or an amended SI:)CA within 120 days. Rejeclk)n
of a SPCA by the Regmnal Board Executive ~ shill Male the
reasons for the failure to approve the SPCA. A Permitlee that
re,ewes a re~,~l~n of an SPCA shall I~ve ~ (60) ~ to rimed/

Perm~llee shall submit reports to lhe Regi~l~l Board Executive
~ of Wogmss made under the SPCA. The fr~luency of
progress reporl submiltal I1~11 be qulrledy unless othenlise
proscribed by the Regional Board Execulive ~. Failure ~
c~nl:W w~h the temps and commons of the SPCA sha~ constitute ¯
woLat~on of this Ch’der and shall be cause for enfo~:ement action by

the Admu~stratNe Revmv is deemed ¢mnplete by the

H,

1. The Princq~ Perrnittee shall maintain ¯ curm~ mailing list of interested

Reg~rml Board Executr4e OffWs ¯pptov¯l. The Regioni~ ~ IMII

~r~’~
2. The l:h~n~p~l permiltee ~tmll distrib~e for ~ �ommef~ the ~

UCSWMP, VVMAPs ¯nd other storm w~ter Program m~ements tim Im
~4bmitl~d Io the Region~l Board Executive Officer foe" ¯I:~. Intere~ed
p~nies wishing to h~ve their comments considered pno¢ to Regiotml Board

submit ther comments ~n wnt~Kj to the Region~l Bo~’d Executive ~ nd
l~ter th~n 45 days sfler the Prin~p~l Permittee tm~ nmde the documen~
¯ vail~ble to the ~
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Illicit Connections and IIIk:it Discharges

1. The Pnnc~pal Permittee in consultation w~th the Pen’n~eesshall develop
countywide model program for ekmmat~on of illK~l �onnections to ~ MS4
4 months after ~ermit adootio~. The program shall h~Jude, at a red, mum:

a. Standardized storm drain inspect~n procedures, and ilicit
connection ident~ficat.on and elimination

Methods to pnont~ze potential problem areas, including. I:)ul
limited to old �ommerc~alhndustnal areal, and Ireas w~th heavy
industry listed under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405. 471;

Methods to utilize results of field ~ening I~tNitJes. w~d
appropriate informatN:m;

d. Stoffn drain inspections I~’~:~Jle for illicit

a, Standardized re<x~ keeping to document illicit cotmec~ms;

f. Enforcement procedures to terminate illicit

implement as appropriate a program to identify and eliminate ~
¢onnecbons to the maximum extent practicab;e, notlater than four ~
after the approval of the model program by the Regional Board Exscuth~
o er,

The Iximary respor~sil:dlity for �~eanup and removal of illicit discharges of pollutants
to the MS4 shall be w~th the ownerloperator of the discharging facility or
Nothing in this Order shall be interpreted to limit or in any way prevent action
Perrnittee against the party responsible for the illk~t discharge.

1. The Principal Permittee in consultation w~th the Permitteesshall devek~ a
countywide model illicit discharges elimination program
lt~,~)JL~I~J2~. The program shall incJude, at a minimum:

a. Standardized enforcement Wocedu’es, including adminis~atJve and
jud~al, to eliminate ill~t discharges;

b. Standardized procedures for investigation, containment andc~anup
for spills, which incJude a wocedura to ensure that sewage tnmted
with disinfection agents will not be discharged into the stofln drain
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system to the extent pracbcal~e:

Prioribzation of problem areas of illN~t disposal where insl0eCliotl.
clean up, arid enforcement are necessary to prevent the discharge
of contaminants;

d, Standard~zed surveillance program to detect illicit dilchlrgel;

e. Standard~ed procedures to ed~-.ate inspectorl, mltmermnce
workers, and other held staff to notice illicit discharges during the
course of their daily activities, and report such occurrences;

f. Standardized record keeping system to document ~ discherges;

g. Standardized enforcement procedures to eliminate illi~t dilchlrg~

h. Industr~at/commorc~ education and outreach materials to info~n "
businessas about the problem of illX:it discharges/dumplng
Woper discharpeldJsposal praclk~l;

EJch Perrniffse0 based on Ihe countywk~ model ixogrirn, ~hal develo~ Ird
t~ox~t~v~ implemenl as appropriata a program to identify and eliminate ~

pf’AC~C~O~P- discharges, not later than four months liter the IJ:)~)tOVi| �l~ ~ ~ <
--

Non4totm Wlt~ Di~:ha __r~-_

Non-storm water disdlarges in compliance with a separate NPDES permit/Waste
UD~scherge Requirement (WDR) or granted a discharge exemption by the Flegkx~- ,,~

--~teerd’Regiorlal Board Executive Officer or the Reg~onalBoard or the State Board
are not prohibited under this Order.

The following non-storm water discharges need no( be prohibited:

a. Flows from ripadan habitats or wetlands;
b. Diverted stream flow~;
c. Slxing~;
d. Rising ground watere;
e. Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration; and
f. Discharges or flows from emergency tim fighting act|vitro.

The Regional Board Executive ~, upon pr~entabon ofevidence in
with Provision II.C.4 may include other categories of non-storm water discharges
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2.    Cor~itionally Exempted Discharges

The following non-storm water discharges need no( be I:X’o,~b~ted. Howeve(
~f they are ~ent~fied by either a Perm~ttee or the 4~J,e~--Be~-Reg~nal
Board Executrve Officer as beIng s~jnlficant ~ ofpoIlutants tO
waters, then appropriate BMPs to minimize the ~dverse impac~ of these
sources shall be developed and ~mplernented under the CSWMP or the

a. Landscape imgation;
b. Water line flushing ~41ee~#~q~,
c. Potable water sources (d ~ m ~

d. Foundation drairm;
e. Footing Drain~;
f. Air cond~ioning �ondensa~:
g. Irrigation watt,
h. L~wn wmrleg:

t i. Water from crawl Sl~ pufnpe:
J. Dechlormated sw~nlmjng poo~ d~:hsrge$ (excluding

~ k.
,. car = ..

o~e~ ~e~); and

The Reg~’~al Board Executive ~, upo~ the wemntation of evidence in
accordance w~h Provision II.C.4, my include other �~ego~,es of f~:m-Momt
water discharges under this

3. Oesignated Discharges     ,

a. Street washing, and I:).~S~ewalk washing, have been determined by the
Regional Board Executive Officer to be pote~’~al sowces of po6t,,t~n~ of
corlce~.

~ ,~,~p~ a~.~v~ ~ ~ C.r~. o.f Los..An(jeles w~l,I conduct a sludyto characterize these~rK)n.sto~m

...... ’~ "~’-’-~" -- ’~" ’-~’~’~... " appropriate BMPs to minimize the

~,~ will submit its recommerK:lations to the RegK)naJ Board
adoption of this Order,.

After the 4~~ Regional Board Execubve Officer makes
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have one year from the date of the decision to implement the~l~t~m~

applicable. A 13MP implementation schedule shall be inc:Juded where T
approix’iate.

The Reoional Board Executive Ofr~er. upon presentation ot eviden,:e, may
inciude omer catego~es of non-storm water discharges unck~ Ibis sub-
section.                                                         ’

The Principal Permittee in consultation with tl~ Permitteel may klentify and
describe additional categories of non-stoi’~ water’ discharg~ to be

Oischarge Proh~. The criteria for consideration of ¯ request kli’
exeml~on o~ ¯ non-storm water discharge type include one at morn

& �)ocumen~tion that the discharges am not signillcant
po,utant~ to rac~vi~ waters ot do not ,:ause Impakmeni

"T:’_ -
cr, scharges have been found not to be\sources of pollutants to

,rlSped~ BMPs. where determined feasible, lhat have bern Identilled

d. ~ Wocedures toensum BMP implenmnti~ Ira:Ixlng

be submitted, beginning with the ~t Annual Report. The exernl~on
non-storm water d~:harge type becomes effec:t~ve upon ai~.x;vui by the

�ountyw~e standard program to promote, publk:iz~, and lacerate
ret>ortJng of illicit o-mcharoes and illi~t disposal ~

25
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¯ b. A �ommunication netw~k to link Permittee$ so lha! Ict~n can be T
coordinated and �o~nplaints can be investigated pi’omp~,

7; 2. Each Permittee shall iml~ement the count/wide illicit discha~el and
~" disposal reporting p~ogram nol lat~ than fo~li’ months ariel’ ~ ~ by
)~ the Regional Board Executive 01~.

�ountywx:le program by 4 months after adootion of this (~_~, fot’ relxxting
inck:lents of ’repo~lel:~e quantity~ of hazardous lul:~twx:~ ented~
MS4. The incidents shall be reported to ~e State o~ Calif=mla ~
Emergency Senses (OES) [current numbs, (8(X)) 852-?550] and
Federal Hazardous Response Center (cun~nt numbe~’. (800) 424-880~.

Iplxl:)v~ W me Rogion~ 8oard Re~io~ 8oard Exe~:u~’vl

¯
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IlL Development Planning and Conlb’uctio~

Deve!ooment Plannir~_

e.    The Principal Permittee in consultation with the Permitteeu shall
develop, as part of the Countywide Storm Water Managem~mt Plan
(CSWMP). recommended Best Management Practi~s (BMPI) for

requiring discrebonary app¢oval by 18 months after ad _o~Jon of this
Order. The BMP= tha~ inck~le:

L Site planning
i. Post-consm.K:t~on best managemm IXaclk~;
IL Redevelol~nenl and lnl~ll

the potential for storm water pollutio~ when delen~nlng
apl:~abil~ of BMPu. Cout effecl~’verm=, ease of malnlenano~,

For utgization where increased storm waW ,f~schlrge rMes wE

The Principal Permitt~e in �octsullatJon wib’t the Pemlflteee
~vek:~ not later than 6 month= after Regional Board

-O!6ee~ approval of the BMPu in IIIJ~.l.a. Standard Urban Storm
Water Mit~atJon Plans and guidelin~ for Iheir prq:)araUon. The
Plans shall incorporate t~e appropriate elements of ~

i.
i. e 10-home 8utX:rNisk)n.
E. ¯ 100.0GO+ square-foot commen:~l develoWnont.
iv. an automotJ~ repab" shop. v) a total 9asoine
vi. e restaurant, and
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the BuikJing Offic~l (or equivalent rnunk:ipaJ auth(x~) determines
may have a potent~ s~gn~ficant erred on storm water quokly.

b.    ~ are ~velocmen( and. ~-~e~~ projects which
the Build=n90ff’~al (o~ equivalent municipalauthonty) de~en~nes wil
not have a potential significant impact on storm water quay.

Permit~ees. =hall develop a documenled systent, luch as I check~, for
determining "potential significant effed" as well Is ¯ list o~ spedk:e4y
exeml:4 I~oje~s by 18 months afte~ adontio~ of this Or~:.-. Each Pemtiltee
shall incorporate a substantially simila~ system into the~ I;)~:edumsnol ~

TTw dooJmented system shall �o~sid~ IocatJo~ ~ the I:)mject wilh reepeol
to designated environmentally sensAJve ~a$ wtd the ~ope ~1 01001011
potential of tho ~e and sun.~ndin9 aroa8.
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significant pollutant loads;¯ Le. Require retention on the site, tO the maximum extent ~ble,
sediment, cons~ waste md other pollutants from �onstNctiO~

: f. Require. to the maximum extent practicable, manageme~
~ excavated sod on site to minimize the amount of sediment M
¯ escapes to streets, drainage facilities, or adjoining properties;

g. Require, to the maximum extent ~ble, use of Ib’udurll
drainage �ontrois to minimize the escape of sediment and ~

h. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, ~x~ntainmefl( of holt-
storm ware( from equil:wnent and vehicle washing It �OnllNdi0tt

~ C~WHP ¯

month~ alt~ me Regona~ Board Execut~v~rOfr~m’s aPlx~val of the

IIIB.1.The Program shal require, Wior to the IM~lance
or gredmg perm~ I:XeparatJon of al:)propdate wet weathel’ efl:Nik~

U¢onvol and storm wat~ Ix~ution rrevention plans which include, by
detail or reference, all appropriate construcbon BMPI coniained in

i
Priodty Projed plans must incJucle I narrative d~scussk~ of N
reasons, used for. selecting or rejecting                             .Jkf    BM~... In

statement on the plan to the effect: "As the Irchitect/enginee¢
record, I have sete~ed appropriate BIVlPs to effedively minimize ~te
negative impacts of this projects construction acUv~es on storm

ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not salaried for
implementation are redundant or deemed n~ appEcad~e to

adootion olr this Orcler whereby Um Permittee shall not issue l
grading permit for developments with d’mturbad ames ~ acres or

~Ii greater unless the applicant �:an show that (O a Nonce of intont (NOI .

31 C)~qFT OStleRS

R0030791



to �omply with the State Co~s~ Acth, ity Storm Water Pem~it
has been filed and (ii) a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Ptwt
(SWPPP) has been prepared.

3. Site

& The Principal Permigee, in consultation with the Permillee~, ~h~
develop a model �onstruct~l activity inspection program, which
incJudes checklists, by 14 months after adoption of this Ord..~. The
model Ixogram shall incJude but no( be limited to:

L Procedures fix =~n~Vucli~ ~te in~pe(:~me;

~XZS*~ 0h f program:__ ...... . ............. the model not later than 6 monf~
after the Regional Board E.xecutNe Officer’s approval of

program of �~x:struct~ inspection for n~dmum efficiency.
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N. Public Agency Activitla~

Pu~ic Ap_encv Model Proomm

The I:~ncipal Permittee, h �onsultation with the Permitteel. Ihal evaluate existing
public agency actNit~s and develop a model program toreduce the impad of public
agency active/on storm water quality by 16 months after ¯do, ion of this Ord~ The
countywide model shall be subrnitled to the Regional Board for approvM.

B. Permittee Public Aaencv Prooram~

E:r.~ Permittee shall develop ¯ Public Agency Program based ~n Ihe ~
Ixegram developed by the Pr~nc~pel Perm~ee. and an Im~emenlat~on schedule.
later than four months Ifter the aPlXOVel of the countywide model by the Regicmel

8olh the model program and the Penniltee programs shal al ¯ minimum ~

1. Sewage Systems ~

Procedures to keep sewage spills ot laak~ from facEij~ operated ill
¯ Permitlee from entering ~he MS4 to Ihe maximum extent

Ub. Procedurel to Identify. rap¯it, and mmedlate lanltap/

lanitaW sewer¯ operated by ¯ Permittee to Ihl

d. Procedures to insure that the Permittee i~ able to investigate any

systems to the MS4. using techniques such a~ field screening.

e.    Procedures to notify public health agencies with d~

2. Pubi� CormtrtK:l~)n ~ Management
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Procedures to seek coverage, as an or~k~ urger tt~ Order

iv. A requirement to prepare oral retain site

�omPliance~ with ~ ~m ~ ~

mmm~mat~ st~ f~W ~ ~ ~

mtge. ~ ~s ~ ~F~

i. Pe~ maiNm ~ ~ ~

~n~ ~at r~ a ~ ~

b. BM~to~~e ~ ~~~~
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f.    P-,uk~me~ to ~eckde ~don and fedizaik~ to mkCndz~
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Washout of concre~ trucks off- ~ on-~e in
des~nated areas ~ ~ ~to st~ ~.~
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and ~nf~astrt~ture and responding to natural d~saster~
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¯ V
V. Public Information end ParUcipatk:)n

To re;)ch as many Los Ar~eles County r~sidents as possible, a �omlx~hensive ~ T
outreach approach shall be undertaken under this O~der. In recognition of the imlX~lance
of public education to effective sto(m water management solutions, this Order ~ f~
immediate permit1¯¯ public outreach efforts at a spe~f’~=d minimum levelas wel M ¯ longer
term effort to develop an integrated, coml:)cehensive outreach ixngram. AS put of
immediate effort, each Permi~tee is expected to ~se an ¯Plxop~te �:ombinatk~
outreach tools and activities to raise public awareness of storm water issues and imlxoV~
wat~ cNality in its own indvidual jurisdiction, with efforts at a IXeS~bed minimum level
described below. As ~rt of’ the longer term effort, each Permittee is expected to wo~
�o,alx)ratively to develop ¯ �oml:wehensive outreach/education wogram countywide and
within its wateml’md management

The objectives of the put, it education program am. (i) to measuml:~/ Increase
knowledge of the target auclmnces regarding the IdS4,t~e impacts of storm water
on receiving waters, and potential solution~ f~" the target audier~es to implermmt 8MPu to
reduce the ~s caused, and (ii) to rneasuml:~y changethe ~ of twg~t
by encouraging those aucllenoss to ~nl~nent ¯l:~ropr~t¯

A. Immedlate

~ I. Each Permittoe shall, at ¯ minimum, hav~ available for dlstdbutlon
reference ~ uplxopriate, by 8 rnonth~ seer adootlon ~ ~ (3n(-,,,

n
¯ . Wdlto~ MaWlul

U

-iisted-I~,~ to convey pertinent informati~to me~ ~
ot)ject~ves Examples of written materials ~lldude ~

i. OocumentatJon that ¯ reasonable effort m made to
I:)e~,inent City phone numbers under the govemmenl pages            ~’
of ~ directories. This should be updated Is
and should include telephone numl:ml f(x repmling dogged
catch basin inlets and/o~’ illicit dil¢~~11~I~ and ¯
general number fo~" storm water managemen~ ~
information. These phone numl=e~ may be dty-lpedll¢ m’

iii. Training materials fo~ educating ~ PemlJtl~e
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context of watershed-wk~e and �ounty-w~Je outreach end educatkm. ~.~

Industrial/Commercial EdL~_tional Prcoram
T

Each Permittee shall develop an industrial/commercial site visit program. The
purpose of such site visits wll be solely educational and to provk~
industnaVcommercial faol~ties with inforrnat~)n regarding the Permittee’s sto~n wale’
program and to provide advice when requested, to industdaVconmerdal facgi~es in
understanding and complying with the Permitlee’s storm water regulaUon~.
indNidual Permillee may contract with existing f’,’e department, health deparbnent,
industrial waste and/or other inspection wograms to ¢ondud site visits andrmd not
Institute new and separate site visit programs. The pregram shall �ohen the

& The Pdndpal Permittee in consultation with the Permitlee~ Ihall
develop a database format for listing lndusffiaVc~’nmerdal
by four digit SIC IndusW Numbers by four months after adeo(~
¯ is O~er. This database will serve as ¯ reference resource for

other public ¯gendes on sto~n water program parlJdpatton. The
~ ~ ~ tho ~t~bese win bo deperw~oN ~n *ho m=~nacy d
elacVonk; ¯rid ~format~ ~ua’~ ~ I0 ~ta~ish ~ ~

import is to be mttributad to the detmbase developed by Ihe
UPermittm. The database fo~nat ~ include at ¯ minknum:

L F=:tmy name;
L ~o~

facilities within its jurisdiction and submit to the Principal Pemdltee
no( later tt~an 4 months after the Principal Permittee provki~ Ore
database format. The list of facilit~ shall k’K:lude, at ¯ fninimu~

All industrial groups regulated under ~ I of Ibe Federal
ston’n water wogram (40 CFR 122.26; Phase I

42
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The Permiffees shall endeavor to coon~inate I~. l~ic outreach efforts wnong themselv~
and with environmentz~ groups, and pe~nent public and l:~vate agencies

1. The Prir~pal Permittee in consultation with Permittees shal develo~ by
months after acloDt~on of this Orc~er. a Five-Year Countywide Slorm W~te~
Educat,on Strategy wh,c~ addresses education/outreach issues �ounlywide as
well as by watersJ~d, inc~ud,ng a schedule for implementatkxl. The sb’ategy shll
include a full range of outreach tools, from sophisticated media to simple
brochurel. The sLrategy shall identify the Permittee’$ responsi~litle$
implementatiort,

At a minimum, Ihe F’Ne-Year Storm Watm’ Education Strategy thai include

IdentirKation of lend uses and activities that hav~ ¯ higher polentiat

L    I=�~Jtants: The reduction of targeted pollutants ~f concern in i

develof~ and implemented using written, aucl~ m

reskMntl about ttm Woblem of illicit discharges and dUml~ and
promote, public~e, and facilitate public reporting of these activit~.

b. Emphasize the importance of pollution prevention for ¯ vad~

and pu~ eml:~yee~ whose job functions and daily ayes may

L

Educate reskJents on recycling and house~d hazardous
waste disposal option. The Ixogranl shal

and proper use, storage, and, cr~K~sal methods

residents to recycle (e.g., oil, antifreeze, ~ ~
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aa. An education and outreach program shall be de~
and implemented for business operations idenlifled i
having greater potential of discharging pollutants inlo I~e

and Ihe effec~veness of storm water pollution IXevenlkm
~

pracl~:e~. In addition to w~en. au~. and ~ i...~-~-~-~ material, other possil~e means of focused outreach mW ,~ ,~
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¯

informat~nal artJcJes to trade/’~K~sby magazines. Each
Permittee shall provide outreach materials through
business Bcense renewal counters and/or make effo~ls to
outreach t~rO~.K~h Ixofessk)nal and Ix.’siness associatk:m4
or ,’~:lustnaVcommercial ~e ~

~~. maintenance.

shall be b~ined on

di~ ~Is - ~

~ NPDES M~
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VL Monitoring                                                              0

The overall goal of It,s monitoring p~ogram is to deve~ and ~ effedive waten~l
StOrm water quali~y management Programs towards reduct~l of poH~ants to
maximum exlent prac~,al~e.

TI~ major spec~� ob~ectWes of the monitoring wogram are u ~

To h’~’k water quality status, pollutard Irends, I:x:~lutard Iood~ and

2. ~.mcmit~r ~nd ~ssess Ix~utant loads from spec~ land u~es and

i . water di~;horges within the watershed;           "-- ...........

4. To kk~TY ooun;~ ~ ponuton~s in ~orm wat~ runo~ .

6, To ~ ~r~ e,m~te n,~

7. To a~te~ Ihe lml:,ac~ of stom~ water runoff on receiving watore.

O. Monltorina Pmamm R~muimma~-_

~nacr, nem D. MonJto~og Program Requirements.                       "’

snail ’ " ¯ and . . ---- ...... ~
Order. The ot)jec~e of U~e war . .. r-: ........ .,%,,. er~ed spec~a Jot rna "

I
R0030809



~Parti.c~pation: NI Perm~ees in the W~are encouraged to participate in the

_ ¯ =. ,u u~ ~a muni.9~alitJes may inc:kKle, equ~ ~reSOurCes, aria other in-kJnd~s~eS. - -

.-._..,?_ ~.._eg~_~ ~�’ uoara Ex~K:ut,ve Off’~.er. no later than18 months after adootJon ,e
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i. The names, t~es, and telephone n~mbers of personnel msponsil~e
fox sup¯tying iml~ementat~on of the I~’ogram tasks �o~taJned inthe
Order, CSW~P, and/or WMAP, as aPl~ble to each Permittee.

B. Monitorina Annual Renc~

° 1. The Phn¢~ Perrr~lee sha, s~)n~ ¯ separate Mo~todng ~ Repo~
August 15 of each year. ~ first Monitoring Annual Report m due August
15. 1997. The MonAohng A~nual Report. kl addA~l to r~po~ng 0~1
imp~menlatk)n and results of the rnon~o~ing program descdbed in
Altachn,~nl C ~II indude:

& Any suggested modif’~.ations and ¯mendments to the MoNtodng
Program described in th~s Order w~h relev¯nt justifications, fix

A ~umm~ of I~ns or Ixogress of the s~x watershed

Watershed Man~emenl

i
Water In.acts Fma~ Relx~l. byS4 rn4:~ths after adoofionof thls ~n Ih~
results ~f the rece~ng wirer ~mpac~$ evaluation, feis~le

C. Prooram Evaluatkm R~

1.    The Prtx:~el Pem~se shal sul~t ¯ mixer by four years after ~
~, which assesses to t~e extent Wact~al~e the effectiveness of

for Watershod Management Areas. Perfon~ance standard8 Jr~cato
levo~ of iml~ementatJo~ necessary to cJemonstrate that effo~ls ~ro boin0
rn~Je to �onVol the discharge 04 poautants in stormwator to the maximum
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V
STANDARD PROVISIONS 0

I. The initial storm water management program, as deFoe¯ted inthe CSWMP or WMAPI mqt
Lneed to be reed,fled, revised, or amended from time-to-time to respo~l to char~ed

conditions and to incorporate more effect~e al:~oache$ to pollutant �ontrois, Minor
changes may be made at the direction of ttm Regional Board Executive Off’met. Minor
changes requested by thePermit~ees shall become effectNe upon written approval ~:d Ihe
Regional Board ExecutNe Officer. If proposed changes invoked a major revision in
overall scope of the program, such changes must be al:~’oved by the Regional Board l
amendments to th~ Order..

II. This Order may be modir~:l, re~)ked, or reissued, prkx" to the expiration date as folowl:

To address changed �onditk~l identif~d in the requk, ed technical ~ or ~het
iotltcel deemed signif~,,anl by the Rogk:~al ~

B. To incorporate applicable requirements or Itatewfi:le water quality �¢mbld ~
m:lol~ed by the Slate Board or mnerldmen~ to Itm Basin Plait;

C, To �omply with any applicab;e requirements, guidelines, m’ mgulatkml ~
approved under Sedk:m 402(p) of the CleanWater AcL it the requimmer~ guidelnq
or regulabon Io issued or approved ¢ontain~ differer~ �onditions m’ addilkmil

under this paragraph ~hall also �ontain any othe~ requirements of the CWA Ihen

O. To con~let any olher Federal or State Law~ ~r RegulaUone that bec~m~e
~,Jeffecliveafler adol~xt of I~e Or~.

for cond~�l which may have �onstituled a viola~ of the IXevio~ Board Ord~ 90079
(C~0061654. Cl 6948) adopted by this Regional Board o~ 3une 18. 19~0.

by the principal executNe of Wcet or the ranking elected ofl~al of Itm Permittee or ¯ duly

9
authorized ~ it:.

Tbe au~mrizaUo~ is rrmde in wdt~g by a pers~m desc~bed in above;

I~e overall operalX)n of the Permitlee’s storm ~ter management program, posilkln

for em~’cxm~ntal matters for the Perm~ee. (a duly authorized rewesenlalb~ may
thus be e~ther ¯ named ind~dual or any individual occupying a named pos~km) and,
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V. This Order expires on ffnm veers ether the date ofteissuance.I The Prindl~ PermJllee and
Permittees must submd �omplete Reports of Waste ~ (ROVVD) in ac~’dance wilh
Tdle 23. California Co~e of Regulations.
app~.at~n for reissuance of waste discharge requirements. The ROWD IhaJl indude
watershed specific WMAPI.

VI. _Except for enforcement ~s and a_l~ggb~l~y to the State
¯ I~ransporlation (Caltrans). Order No, gO-0 9 (NPDES Permit N~. CA0061654) is

.~. ana ¢orre<: copy o~ an orc~ ado~ecl by the California Regenal Wete~ QuaY/Control Board.
LOS Angeles Regiott. oft (date of reissuarlca).

ROBERT P. GHIREUJ, D.E/w.
Executive
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MONITORING PLAN
D
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ATTACHMENT C-1
v

LAND USE SITE SELECTION PROCESS oU’rLINE
T

e~ht (8) ~ m e~ ~t~ ~M M m~ ~ area~

I
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AI"I’ACHMENT C~

SCAG LAND USE CLASSIFICATION~ T

!

I
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¯ . y
f~ ATTACHMENT C~ 0

LIST OF CONSTITUENTS IN MONITORING PROGRAM "r
AND ASSOCIATED DETECTION uMrr~

UST O~ �O~sTrrU~NT~ ~ ~ D

T~em~=~, ,~o., o.14
F

T

T~
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Storm Drain System: SUpers. g~ters. �ondu~ts, natural

Sto~ Waten ~t~ ~ ~s ~ ~~ ~

Sto~ Water Po~uU~ P~ven~ Plln (S~PP~ A ~

I~us~ ~. ~ ~ ~ P~ ~ ~ ~

St~ Water P~mm C~pI~I Amendme~ (S~A):

8~ Wat~ Ru~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ (~ ~
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The following non-storm wa~er discharges ~ not .be. prohibited.
However. if tl~y are identifie0 by either e Perm~ee or
Regional Board ExecutNe Off’~cor el being significant sources of pollutants
to receiving waters. ~on e¢l:)roCriote BMPs to minimize the adverse

" impacts of tl~eso sources st~all be
¯ CSWMP o~ ~ WMAPe:

e. Landscape imOltJon:
b. Water line 11ulhln9 (dectdotinitod);

~ �. Potable wafer sources (~

�. Foundation drains;

9. Irrigation water;

¯ ,. Water from crawl ,p1¢4 i~Jmpl;
J. ~¢hlor~nat~ swimming po41 ~sohll’Oe8

l k.. Individual rHidential car wil~lno;
I. Street wishing (~u �~�~et~on at ¯

dischergos under this sub-secret,

(,dJ~4~, Ge’sf~ e. Street washing, and b. Sk::Jewalk wastdnO, hive been determined by the
Regional Board Executive Officer to be po(antJel sotJrce8 of pOiJutird8 of

The C~ty of Los .~.’~goles wtll conduct o study to characterize these non-
storm water discharges, and evaluate alternatives that will range from
elimination of the dis~arOo to �lovolopmont of aplDropdoto BMPs to
minimize the adverse impacts to the maximum extent practicable. The City
of Los ~elos will submit ~ recommondatJone to the Regional Board.by-~

After the Regional Board ~-~~ecutive ~ mikes ¯

24 0S/1~/94 DRAF’r
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Ill. Development Planning end �~nstrucUon

L ~ ~pll ~~ ~ ~eu~
~elop. as ~ of ~o C~n~e
(~P). ~mm~
u~ d~ng ~anni~ I~

~. R~evo~t ~ M~

t~ ~ontiol f~ et~ water

mein~ ~ok ~ff rotes at
~um ~ ~.

b. ~ ~1 P~ ~ ~u~m
~ve~ ~ later ~ 6 mon~e
~r ~pmv~ ~ ~ BMPe in
Wat~ M~goti~ Plans I~ guideline
~nS shell ~te ~

m~lmum, s~a~ ~ans a~ gul~li~e

27
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OrVlrV~DRAF’r
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~ n~ ~ter mmn fo~ ~s ~er t~ m~il ~

C. ~arim R~,~m~

~ " :

~ 8. ~ to k~p ~ l~18 ~

d. ~~ to ~ mat ~ Po~

~ s~m8 to ~e M~. using
~i~. ~m~. ~d~ tes~g,
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~
V, Public Information and Participation

To reach as many Los A~geles County residents as possible, a ~pre~ve
e~u~t;onal o~reg~ ap~oa~ shall ~ u~e~aken under this O~er. In ~nition of the
~mpo~ance of ~Ohc e~u~t,on tO effe=,ve tt~ water management =olu~onl, thil Order
~1~= for =mme~ate ~e~iffee public o~ea~ effo~= at a =~cified minimum level l= well
e= a longer te~ effoc to ~evelo~ an int~rated. ~mgrehen=~e o~rea~ W~ram.
~ of the ~mmeo,a~e effo~, each Perigee i= expe~e~ to ~=e an apWo~late
~m~inetion of o~rea~ t~Js an0 I~iv=t~s to raise pu~ic awareness of sto~ ~ter
i==~= and Imwove water ~ual=ty in ~= ~ i~ivi0ual ju~ldiction. ~th effo~l at
~=cri~eO minimum ~vel a= Oe=~i~ ~1~. ~ pa~ of ~ longer term effo~.
Perm~ee ~= ex~=ed to wo~ ~lla~ratwely to ~evelop = ~m~rehen=~e
outreacWe0ucation pr~ram ~unt~tOe a~ w~ln RI wate~b~ management area.

~e obje=we= of the public e~u~ti~ p~m are. (I) to mealu~bly ~lle
~owle0ge of t~ target =u0~n~= r~ar0ing t~ M~. the Imga== of =to~ waler
on re~iving waters, an0 ~tent,=l solution= for the target audience to im~ement BM~
to reduce t~ Woblem= ~u=eO, anO (,) to meaeuraOly ~ange ~e ~havi~ of
=ud,en~= =y encouraging ~o=e audience= to im~ement =p~o~ate

Each PeeWee =h~ll, at a minting, have avail~e for distdb~

Wr~en Mlte~al

W~en mlte~al= (minimum of ~ ~l In additi~ to
those I~=t~ ~1~) to ~nvey ~Rinent lnfo~ltion to meet

~mentafi~ that a ~lIOnl~t e~ ~ m~e to
~inent C~ phone num~r= u~er the govemmeN
of phone a~re~one=. ~is =hou~ ~ u~at~ as
and =~ould in@u0e telephone num~r= for ~ng
~tc~ basin inlets an~or illi~t ~ischarge~dumplng,
general humor for =t~ water management pr~
tnfo~ation. ~eee p~one num~ may ~ �~.=~�
~n~.);

lii. Training mete~al= ~r e~u~ti~ aDDro~ate
employees r~a~ing complian~ ~h applique
water
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V
0

E~te ms~ ~ ~i~ s~ ~
waste ~sp~81 o~lon8. ~ ~ram shall ~

~d ~n~s ~stes: s~ ~tin~ to

School programs shall be developed and implemented wherever
possible to include information on MS4s, the difference bed, men
sanitary sewers and storm drlins, the tmportlnCe of preverd~g
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Program Reporting end Evaluation

1. The Principal Perm~lee shall develop a steaded pregram Innuel rap¯rUngformat for use by Permit¯el rm I~tar t~an6 m~s trier Hontk~,~ of

2. The Prin~paI PermUte, in coordination w~ the Perm~ s~l
Program Annual Report to the Regional Board by ~ "~ach
The first Annual Report is due on ~ 15, 1997. The Program Annual
Raport shall oom~y w~ 40 CFR §122.42(�) ~ include, et ¯ n~nimum:

¯ ,    A mvmv of ~e atetu~ of ~ogmm ~np~mr~m and �ompline¯
(or non-coat, lance) .dth me eched~ee �~x~ed ~ th~
applicable tO I~:h Pormllt~e;

b. A Summery of Program ~xn~shnm~ by each Pormlttee
orgmmzed by Watershed M~negemer~ ~ in the ms of
Program Management; (ii) IlllcJt Connectior~ DilC~ti/~I; (jjj)
I:)eva~opmant Pllnn~ng/ConstrucUon; (iv) Pu~ic Agency Antivil~e~
(v) Pubti¢ Education/Public

�. A Summary of BMP implementation. BMP effecflvena~e. Portal, tee
level of effort, and other euch mescals of ¯�:~ieving
program ob.lectNoe, utilizing uniform in~tJon lad deal
m~hodology I¯ lUl~po~t ~raI to Ira8. end year I¯ year

el. An ev~luation of the e~ect~ena~e of actl~t~s performed under thi~
Order ~nd any r~mmmendatione to make impro~

e. Any racommerlded thin,as Ind/or moc~ficltJor~ to UIIs Order.
CSWMP. and/or WMAP. IS ~dc:al~e:

f. A list of additional non-storm water discharge type~ for potential
exemption from D~sc~arga Prohlbit~nl, If desired, and I �l~¢usllon
of how the criteria for exemption hive been met for each lype;

g. A report on I~’ograss in ol~lning M legal ¯ulf~odty ~cl~or
~�on(rol| for imDtemenling and �~rtying out the Order u �lel~bed
in Provision 1.E.2 (Progrlm Id~negement~). if no( G~rn~Ulted
120 dt~ from ~doo(ion af this

h. A liSl of known I~ill incidents thlt resulted in a "mpol~ble �iu~ntK~
di$ct~lrge 1o t~e MS4 or any wltem o( Ule Uniled St~te~. including
~ no~ be limimd ~o: t~e dice. ~ype. �lU~y. ~ource of aptil and

$2 O~/ls/~ OR*J~r
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RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON
INITIAL COMMENTS TO MAY 15, 1996 DRAFI"

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER DI$CHARG~
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGF.J.KS

(NPDES NO. CAS0~1654)

Msy 17. 1996

¯ Delete the following sentence: " However, Permitm~ can implement measm~
to minimize entry of thes~ pollutants into storm warm’,"

2. Findin~ No. 3S. e. 10

DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER LIMrrATION,

t
Please modify this section to r~ad, as follows:

i "Each Permittee shrill effectively prohibit non-stoan warn.
i discharges originating from within its boundarks, into that
I pomon of ti~ municipal ~.’a~rate storm sewer system (MS4)

which it owns or opcrat~ and into watercourses, except wh~,r~
such disclarges ~�

Ples~ modify this section to read, as follows:

"Receiving Water Limitations, based upon the beta:ficial ~
water quality objectives, and water quality s~ndards, a~
contained in the Basin Plan (Water Quality Control Plan, Los
Angeles Region: Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los
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V
Angeles and Ventura C.o~mzies. California Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region. Monterey Park.
1994). and amendments thereto, and on ambient water quality.
The discharge of storm water, or non-storm water, from ¯ 1"
municipal sepa~te storm sewer system (MS4) for which ¯
l~rminee/discharger is r~sponsible shall not cause continuing or
r~-urring nuisance or impairment of beneficial uses or
exceed¯rices of water quality objectives in the receiving
A Permittee will not be in violation of this Order. and in
particular, any applicable Receiving Water Limitatiom. nor will
the Penni!tee be required to comply with any numerical limit~
set forth in the Basin Plan or in any other state or federal
r~gulation or guideline, so long as it is otl~rwis~ in �omplian~
with the Storm Water Management Program Requiremgnta ~t
forth in tl~ Order."

STORM WATER MANAGEMEN’T PROGRAM REOUI~

6.    Section I.B. !, n. 15 fRe.u~on~ibilities of the laermit~,�,x-

Plet~ modify ~ ~ection to n:~l, u foiling:

"Each Permin~ shall implement within iu ~                           [, ¯
jurisdiction d~ following to the maximum extent

o

7.    Section l.B.2, o. 15 fResoon~ibilities of !be Permi~__~_~
U

Plet.~ modify t~ ~:tion to r~d. as folio~:

"Each Perminee r~all coordinate among iu internal dep~tmel~
and agencies, as appropriate, to facilitate the impleme~,ttion of
the r~quiremen~ of this Order applicable to ~uch Permit~e in all
effgient and co~.�ffect~ve m¯nn~r."

8.    Section I.E.o. 17 fLet, al Au_~__ho_~tv~,

In order to minimize and mitigate the possibility of constitutional
arising from situation wher~ ¯ state agency dictates the terms of municipal ontinanc~ for
both charter and genet-al law cities, we believe that, at the very least, tl~ section rd~uid be
modified to precisely track the provisions of 40 CFR 122.26(dX2XiXD), as foiling:

"Each Permitme shall demonstrate that it posse:gse~ legal
authority ~ to control discharges to and from tho~
portions of the MS4 which it operates or over it which hal
din:or regulatory control, so as to comply with this Order. Thia ,_
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Subsections E.l.a through l.f. could ~h~n be deleted.

9. Section I.F.I.D.19 (’BMP Substitution.X-

Add ¯ n~w Subsection F. 1 .�., as follows:

"Or, the fiscal burden of the propos~ BMP .idcntif~l in th~
Order, ~� CSWMP. or the WMAP is substantially Srca~ tha~
~be proposed alternative, but dogs no~ achieve ¯ ~b~
grtatcr improv~mcm in mma warn q~lir/."

I0. Section I.G.I. 9.20 eAdmial _*~ative Revig~

"if th¢ Executive Officer has no{ responded within I:~0 dayl, I~I
submittal shall be deemed ¯pprov¢d and if ¯pplicabl=, ~1~
P=nnitte¢ shall implem=m the sulaniued program
wi~)out modification."

11. ,Section l.(].2.b.. ~).21 (Admini _~ative Review)

following ~ at the end of this ~

"If th~ Executive Off’~er has no~ responded within 120 days,
submitted SPCA shall be deemed approved and if applicable,
Permitte= shall impicmem the submitted SPCA witho~
modification."

12. Section I.G.2.c.. 9.21 gAdmini _~rative Review).

Please modify the last sentence of this subsection to r~d, as foilo~:

" A Perrniuees will no~ be considered to be in violation of this
Order until it is no~if’md by the Regional Board
Officer in writing mat the Administrative Review proc¢~ ~
forth above has been completed and the sp¢cif’s: facts ulxm
which the Executive Off’w.er has based a determination that
Permitme has no~ fully complied with the SPCA."
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V
II. ILLICIT CON,’NECTIONS AND ILLICIT DISCHARGES

13. Section II.C.I.. v.23 ~Exem~ed Dischar~e~F

Please modify the first sentence of this subsection to read, as foilowz: L

"The following non-storm water discharges are not prohibited:

14. Section II.C.2., v.24 �Conditionally Exemnted Dischar~es~ ,~

Please modify the first sentence of this subsection to read, as follows:

"The following identified non-storm water di~charge~ are not
prohibited by this Order."

15. Section ll.C.3.a., t~.24 (Desi=nated Discharaea~,,

Ple~e modify the first sentence of the third paragraph of this mbsection to

"The Permittees will be given the opportunity to geview and
comment upon the City of Los Angeles t~port. Foliowin~ inch :
r~view peried, the Regional Board Regional Board Exectttive ~-~qOffger will make ¯ determination on non-storm water
management alternatives, in accordance with the progedurtl ~m~requirements of the Water Code and Title 23 of the Califoada

~m~Code of Regulations for the issuance of waste discharge
requirements, and upon prior notice and hearing. Permittees will m~
have one year from the effective date of she decision to
implement the non-storm water management alternative to the
maximum extem practicable and whet~ applicable."

m~
IV. PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVrrI~-g

16. Section C.5.c.iii. and iv.. D.37 (Storm Drain Ot~eration and Manaaen-~r~,~                     ~.~

Please delete subsections iii. and iv.

17. Section C.5.d., D.37 (’Storm Drain _O~eration and Manatement),

Please delete ~ subsection.

18. Section C.8,a.v.. p,38 (’Public Industrial Facilities.x-

Please delete this subsection. ~r~.~- ,..,.,

~0517 Cl’SlO-O0~lO J~lh 1311120 e - 4 - [
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V. PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION

19. Section A.l.a.iv.. z~.4l ~lmmcdiaz¢ O~ _~__h~

Please modify ~ ~ ~nte~ of ~ ~

"~s list s~id
~ ohen ~ o~ a y~."

20. ~tion A.l.a,v.. o,41 ~Im~iate

P~ ~i~ ~ ~o~ gnte~ of ~is ~t~

"~is li~ ~ld
~ o~n ~n ~ a ~ .... "

21. ~tion A.3.. ~.41 ~l~ia~
"

To ~ extem ~
f~ ~ of ~ ~i~ m ~, ~ f~:

~ly ~pl~ ~ ~lysb, wi~
~s ~r, of ~

~vel~mg ~bl~ ~t~n.~

B. 1 .b.. n.42 ~dentif~fion of~tion

P~ ~i~ ~

"~ ~i~ ~1 ~il~t ~o~n ~
~velo~ by ~ ~i~

~ ~bmit to ~ ~i~
~ ~i~ Pe~i~ p~v~
f~."

~. ~fion B.l.c.. p.43 (Identif~tion of

P~ ~i~ ~ f~ ~n~ of ~ ~n



it~lt~,tri~l/~ial f~:ilitie~ I~sed on the ~ format
18 ~nt~ after ad~ion of ~is O~r."

24. ~tion B.2., ~.43 (ldentif~ation of ~~

~y a~ mte~ to ~.

~. ~ion B.3.b.iv., ~.43 ~u~tio~l Site Vhiu~

~ ~ge~ ~ to w~r ~ C~nty Fi~ ~~m or ~r C~ Age~m
able to ~ple~m ~ ~at~l site visit pmg~ ~ in this ~t~n
existing p~ �o~t~ on ~lf of �ont~t citi~, if ~ ~nty h ~

S~PP ~M ~ available on-site ~ ~t a NOI ~ ~

To ~ ~wi~ge, ~ p~ f~ Wa~ pfl~ pm~ ~
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VII. PROGRAM REPORTING AND EVALUATION

28. Section A.2. ~.52 ~Pro~ram Annual ReoorO-

Please modify the f’tr~ two sentences of this section to read, as follow~:

"The Principal Permirtee. in coordination with the
shall submit a Program Annual Report to the Regional Board on
or before each anniversary date of this Order. The
Report i.s due one year from the effective date of this Or’def."

29. Section A.2. n.57. tl)rc~Jam Annual

Please modify the subsections to read, as follows:

The implementation status of program
tasks contained in the Permit, CSWMP,
and/or WMAP, as applicable to eadt

b. The status of, or s~tement of completion of all and milestones
described in the Permit, CSWMP, and/or WMAP, as applkable

©. Results of program tasks contained in the Permit, C~WMP,
and/or WMAP, as applicable to each Pennitlee;

d. Program accomplishments by each penailte~

e. Public education activities;

responsible for supervising implememafion of the program lasks
contained in the Permit, CSWMP, and/or WMAP, as applicable

g. An overall evaluation of the CSWMP, and/or WMAI
applicable to each Pen~ittee; ami

h. Any recommended changes and/or modifr.ations to the Penait,
CSWMP, and/or WMAP, as applicable."
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V
30. Section B, 0,53 ~Proeram Annual Re~ort~-

~e~

Please modify this section to r~ad. as follows:

"The Principal Perminee shall submit ¯ separate Monitot~g Lt
Annual Report by the anniversary of the date of this Order. ~
first Monitoring Armual Report is due one year frotll the
effective date of this Order."

STANDARD PROVISIONS                                                           4

"This Order may only be modif~l, revoked, or reissued, ~
to the expiration date. by the Regional Board. in ~
with [he procedural requirements of l~e Water C~od= and Tid~
23 of the California Code of Regulations for the issumge of
waste discharge requirements, and upo~ prior noti~ ~
hearing, as follows:..."

32. ~                                                               "
,- ,

Pte~ modify t~ section to read, u ~

"The issugnce of this permit is not intended to. and does not.
absolve any Permitt~e of lability for conduct which my have
�onstitut~l ¯ violation of the previous Board Order 90-079
(CA0061654, CI 6948) adopted by this Regional Board on June
18, 1990, nor is it intended to impose any liability oa any
Permitwe or person for any conduct prior to the adoption of this

33. Section IV. 0.54-

Delete the phrase "under the penalty of perjury."

34. Section V. 0.54-

Please modi~ this section to read, as foIlow~

"Except for enforcement purposes and applicability to the
of California Department of Transportation (Callram), Order
No. 90--079 (NPDES Permit No. CA0061654) is htweby
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s~pcr~-d~d and replaced by thi~ Order from ~h~ da~ of
adopoon of ~hi~ Order. °

L
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Ms. Ca=herine
Assistant £xecutive Off,car
California Regional Nater Ouall~y Control ~oard
~os Angeles Region~
101 Centre Pla=a Dr~ve
Monterey Park. CA 91754

i
Re= Draft NPDES Per’at~

D~ar Ms. ~rrell=

~ank you ~or provld~ng us wi~h a copy ~h~s
afternoon of ~h@ r~v~s~d v~rs~on of ~h@ ~n~a~v@ ~as~s
D~scharq@ Requ~r~n~n~s For Hun~c~pa~ 5~orn ~a~r Discharq@s
W~h~n Th@ ~oun~y Of ~s Angeles (HPDES ~O. CAS061G54}.~ You
hav~ asked ~ha~ w~ prov~d~ ~ur~h~r co~an~s ~o ~h~ r~v~s~d dra~
by c~o~@ o~ bus~n~ss on Friday, ~ay ~7. W~ understand ~ha~,
g~ven ~h@ shor~ ~ fra~, you ar~ no~ ~xp~c~nq
co~n~s a~ ~h~ ~ on ~h~s v~r~on o~ ~h@ p~ and ~ha~
a~ong w~h o~h~r ci~es and ~n~er~ed par~s, w~ZZ hay@ a
oppor~un~y ~o r@v~ and co~en~ on ~n~a~v~ wa,~ d~scha~@

Onc~ w~ hav~ had an oppor~un~y ~o consuZ~ w~ o~
clients’ staff regarding the tentative waste discharge
requirements, we intend to submit ~urther and detailed co~entm
~th on the provisions o~ the pe~it and the legal issues
by it on ~hall o~ many oI the cities which we represent.

It is in this context that we have prepa~ ~e
attached preliminary co~ents, ~sed u~n ou~ curso~ ~evleu ot ~-
~e revised pe~it.
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Iq~;:~o~. w~ ¯ ~ON
V

May Z?~ Zgg6                                                                                           ~
Paqe 2

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any T
questions regarding our initial couents.

¯ Ve~ t~ly yours,

cc: Xavier Svau~kannu
John W~sg
Sharon Perlstein

2
2
2
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Ms. Catherine q~rrell
Assistant ~xecutlve Officer

Page a.

City of Covlna were to contract with a copy eel~lce In dov~t~n
Los Angeles for the printing of its a~endae, this paragraph
could be read to require CovIna to somehow oversee the practices
of that copy service even though that would be out of the
Jurisdiction of Covlne. Further, even It the copy service were
In Covtna this section �ould be read to Impose additional
oversight of that particular operation beyond similar oparatlons
in the City merely be virtue of the service being under
temporary contract with the City.    This would Impose an
additional but undefined layer of regulation over every entity
with which the City happens to have a contract with.

Mot only would such a situation create many problems to
administer, It could possibly conflict with certain publio
bidding requirements which in certain situations require cities
to contract with lowest qualified bidders. For these reesons~
l suggest that the language be revAs~l as toll,s|

¯ ach Per~tttee owns/operates facilities :.-.~/:; ~    , -
~::~i:- to carryout activities

impact 8tore water quality.    As Part of the Storm Water
Management Program, each peralttee Is required to lmplement E~Pe nto reduce pollutant discharges from these~tacllltles.

U
Paae 17 ee~ 1.

¯ he time trams tot �ompliance with the section Is a little
contusing. I think it would clarity ~atter it the tollo~ln~
language were added to the beglnnl~j ot Section 1.

"Pursuant to the t~ne tr~me mot ~orth J~ su~sootlom ¯
~o~ov~ ~each Pe~mitteo, . .e

Paae 19 sac. F Header

In order to make the header consistent vlth the tax1: which
follows it I suggest that it be amended as follows=

~B~P an4 Order Be~utreaent Substltutlon~

Paae 45 sac. 4

In order to clarify that a petition pursuant to this
section would be ~overned under the Section pertainin~ to B~P
and Order Recluire:ent Substitution l suggested addtn~ the
followin~ language to this section:
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Ha. Catherine Tyrrell
Assistant Executive

8e~tAon X ¯ Wa Pernittee . . .e

Please �all ne it you have any question8 regardAn~ these
su~est~on8.

lqary L. Ncl4as~er
of OLZVER, vasE, SANDZF~It~

NURPHY & ~

lqllf~crn
Charles Redden~ City at Covirm
Carlos &lvardo, City at Bell
Jln Van Winkle, City o£ South Pasadena                  ’
Steve craig, City at Calabasas
Charles S. Vase,
Edward W. Lee, Esq.
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The City o£ Santa Clarita appreciates the opportunity to r~view the May 18, 199~,
draft of the Revved NPDES Permit. The California Regional Water quality Control
Board (RWI;~B) called a meetm~ to d~tribute these latest revisions to the EzecuUve
Advisory Comrnitte~ (EAC) on May 16, 1996, with the intention of’ making the
document available for public review on May 20, 1996. Please be aware that the City
of Santa Cisrita intends to continue reviewing the latset revival dra~ of’the penn/t,
and will provide additional comments duringthe o~eial public review pm’iod.

We appreciate that the RW~B has responded to many of the previous esmments
submitted by the permittees directly and through the EAC. Our initial cursory review
of the May 15 v~rsion of the dra/t revised permit indicates that many o~’our previ_-
comments and �oncoms have been addressed, and that ~ rare/on may be acceptable
to the City with some additional refinements.

In our prm~ious .ponse, w~ indicated th.t we agree with the inclusion ofstreet and
sidewalk washing us �onditionally exempted dischar~ (Page 24, Items 2. I. and m.).
However, due to the pending study and Regional Board Executive Ofiicor’s decim’o~
we respect/~lly request these proposed exemptions be deleted at this time.

~ we feel that adcLitional revisions and clarification will be needed to make the
revised permit an eiTecbve document /or implementaUon. IVe look forward to
working with you and your sr~/T to roach the objectives or’the RWQCB. Sho-td you
have any question- or need additions] in/’ormation, please contact me at
(805) 255-4343.

. .
"~~HNI~A~- 3uPFORT

~’. z?..- ~
~I~           oc: Anthony J. Nisich, P.E., City Engineer                         --

®
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Heal the Bay Memorandum

To~ C~rlos Urrun~

From: laqu~ Forint

Subj.: SuS~t~ Wo~in[ ~or ~t~t~

The suzgested wordi~ p~ovided belo~v does not dkecdy "proldldt" ¯ha tctivky whil, the
C|~ ofLA �onduc~s il3 study, nor doe4 |t require each P©rm|tlN to pertoun ¯ d~oll.
It does ho~vcr provide specific dtadli~es £or ~e id~dfl~tlon end implementation of’the

¯ tit�re¯tire BMP, whether it is
mesas d~at some¯bil� wJU happen within 1

~ Del¢~e L snd m. from ~ 24 and ~, 3. ~ to~o~: . "

The tollowinj non-storm v.’nter
be poilu¯in¯ sources orooncau:                     ..~-~

ss " . ^ dd~w~k w~shfn8

Board _.kt’on~ y.e~r u’om ~aopuon o~-thb Ord~.

_The l~.gion~l Bosrd £xec=iv, Of~ _�~ll
City of’Los ~�lcs dcteJmin¢ which
Pcrmittccs ~LI b~ r~ired

extent pr~bc~ble end where applicable.

The Regio~tl Boar~ Execu~h’e Offic~r. upon prese~tetlon of’zvideuee, may include other
categories of’non-Storm v,-~ter
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Nr. Carlos Urrunaga, End!near
California Regional Wa~er Quali~y Control Boa~
~s ~geles Region

Monterey Park, ~ 91754-21~6

Re: ~s ~geles County Munlc~pal S~o~
Wa~er Permi~ (CASI4001)

The Castaic ~ke Wa~er Agency would like to offer ~he ~ollowing
commen~s on ~he propose~ ~s ~geles County Municipal S~o~
Water Pe~it (~14001). Our agency would like ~o go on recor~
as sup~rting the adoption of this pe~it. In particular
support the exemption for stream diversions, uncontaminated
groundwater, and ~he discharge of potable water.    As ~hese
waters are of e~al or superior quality to the receiving wa~ers,
it is appropriate to give them this exertion.

If you or your staff have any ~estions, please contact me
(805) 297-1600. Thank you for your ac~en~io[~.

Robert C. Sag
~neral Manager

27234 8OUOUET CANYON ~OAD ¯ SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA 91350 * 805 297"~600 FAX



CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

June 25, 1996

TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties                                   ,..

FROM: P~er DouRly, Ex~:utiv~ Di~:t~

Bill AUayaud, Colstai Nonpoint Pollution Control Program
" ’~"~’~.’       "~:~:         " 5

Subject: Adoption of Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Ansdes County

Re(ommendatton: Sta~’recomme~ls that the Comn~ssion urge the Los Anseles Regional Water QuaJ~
Control Board (RWQCB) to adopt the Los Angeles Count), Munic~paJ Storm Water Permit. A letter is attached

Background: Pursuant to the feder~ Clean Water Act. the State ofCalit’ornJa, throush the State Water
Resources Control Board and the Resional Water QuaJity Control Boards, issues pen~ts to municipaJities with
greater than I00,000 population for discharges ofstorm water. This system of Clean Water Act disgharge
permits is known as the National Polh~tion Discharge Elimination System, or NPDES. Los Anseles County and
its 8~ �ities received its first Municipal Storm Water Permit in Jure 1990. As the permit must be re-issued every
five yeats, the action now pem/in8 before the Los Anseles RWQCB is to
plans on rt, vie~ and a~ upon at its luJy I ~, 1996

~ is ¯ letter (dated $/’Z3/96) from the Assistant Executive Officer ofthe RWQCB that explains the
process that the municipa/ities‘ RWQCB, environmental and industry groups, and the public went through to
bring the permit to this point. 1"he letter also describes the major issues that arose in the process and how they
have been resolved. Commissioners iu~ encour~ed to review this letter in order to m:eive a quick sununa~ of

Also anached is the "Fact Sheet" prepared by the staffofthe RWQCB that is used to support the action taken on
the permit. Information on the water pollution problems in the region, including watershed coverage and
environmental impacts, is included in the Fact She~ A/so attached is a backsround primer regarding the permit.

Relationship to the Commission’s Program The issuance of an NPDES permit does not require ¯ �oastaJ
permit as it is not ~onside~d to be "new development" under the CoastaJ Act. However, it is appropriate fcw the
Commission to comment on the permit and if it chooses, to either support or object to its issuance.
hnplementation ofthe Los Angeles County permit would be supportive of severaJ Coa~taJ Act sections, most
notably Section 30230, which calls for the restoration of marine resources and their protection, and Section
3023 I, which requires the quality ofcoastal waters be maintained and, where feasible, restored. Most ofthe
activities covered by the permit involve existing development, where polluted runoffdurinB storm events comes
from parking lots, roofx, and roads. The permit aJso addresses new construction activities and requires the
permittees to have ordin~ces and regulations which require maaagement prances to minimize pollutants that
can reach ¢oas~ waters..
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This permit also helps to support the implementation ofthe Santa Monies Bay Restoration Project Action PLtn,
the goal of which is to improve the water quality ofSanta Nionica Bay. The Commission participated in the T
development ofthi$ Plan and formally endorsed il in October 1994 by concurring with the determination by the
U.S. EPA that ~ Plan is consistent with California’s Constal l~tanagement Program. Having a strong Municipal
Storm Water Permit is most ce~lainly a key factor for successful implementation of the S~nta Monica Bay Action
Plan becau~ many of the prima~ action items in the Plan are dependent upon the cities and county carrying out
the vinous elm~nts oftha NPDES lXt~miL ¯
Finally, this permit relates to the requirement tl~ California implement Section 6217 oftbe Coastal Zone Act
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA). Section 62 i 7 requ~,d the Commission and the State Water
P.esources Control Board to jointly preptr~ a Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program (CN’PCP). AJter
over three yean of devdopmem, the Commimon held two public hetrm~ on the CI~>CP, mclorsed it
October 1995 meeting. ~ ~uthorized the Executive Director to submit the C’NI~P to U.S. EPA and NOA.A.
The federal ff~idelines for implemenfin8 Section 6217 allow the State to exempt from the C]~)CP re’ban
that ~e covered by NPDES Storm Water Permits, the concept being that numagement me.~su~es to control utb~
runoff.will be m~dated by the Monicip~i permits. The Commission and State Water [~esourc~s Control Bo~d
stY" ~:corclinsly determined that ~ll of the mtjor urhan ~reas -tong the �o~st, including the Los Angeles
would be exempt from the CNPCP as f~r as ud)an runoff was concerned, The i¢.WQCB staff has determined that
the Lot Angeles County Storm Water Permit ~ts man.chant m~a.~.~ for both ~ ~d new
dev~opmmt �oherent with the Sectioa 6211 ~uideEa~.

Coadu~|on Stafl’mmmmm~ that the Commi~i~ ~end a lener to the RWQC’B endorsin~ the m-Lu=m~ of -
the Los ArtEries County Storm Water Permit because the permit hedp$ to meet Coastal Act concerns, is critical

~,~ ,
to implementation of the Sants Monica Bay Restoration Plan. ~ ~ssists in meetin8 the requirements of Section
6217 of CZ.Ag.A. C~on |tsff has reviewed th;. permit, as well gt an earlier drtlt, and finds that it is a U
~isnificant im~ ov~ the 1990 permit, particul~ty because it directly addresses the need to have
consistent m~n~ement meamres for planning ~ Ix~iding new construction. The Commission will be
acimowtedging the cE~cult negotiations and compromises that have gone into the re-~e process, and theU
anticipated impmv~anents to �o~tsl w~ter quality, by expressing its support for ~dopting the permit as ¢un’~tly

U
Attadtmenta: Letter for Chairman’s SiBmmm~

Letter f~0m RWQCB ~Ex. Offx~                L~
F~t Sheet firom RWQCB
Permit "Lite" for the Non-Tedmical
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~ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

Michad I. Keston, Ch~kmsn
Los A~gele~ RWQCB
I 01 Centre Pl¯z~ Drive
Monterey Pro’k, CA 91754..2156

RE: Reissu,u~e ofLos Angelm Coun~ Muni~i~l Ston~

~ Ch~inn~ Kmoe:

The C~lifomia Colst,,~ Commission ur~e~ the Los Angele~ Regior~! Water Quality Control Bo.rd (RWQCB)
~dopt ~e ord~" to ressue the Los Angele~ Co~m~ Municil~d Storm Water Permit. The Commission believe~
Ih~ t~’,.~ng tJ~ ~ion ~ ~dvlmce Co~.~d At1 pollci~ and implementation of the S~nta Mon~ Bay Restoration
plan, la w~ u the go~L~ of Section 6217 of the Co~ Zone A~ R~uthorzation Amendments of 1990

The Calit’omlz Co~st.zl ~ �ontzim policie~ ~ ~ be £unl~red by adopting ¯ �omprehensive Storm
pmnit for ~ l.,oz Angelm re~ion. Tl-~,~e provisio~ ~ for the protection and restoration ot’�oz~tll
including ~ wetl~d~ and marine ~lterz. The proposed permit ~ help zc�ompli~ thi~ by t’ocuzi~
I~e~ion o~ the reduction ofpogutants fi’om bolh exi~ing and new deve~opmem.

proBram= throuBkout tee re~ioa. ,-- -v -,- ~-=u-,S r.omprenenave

~.°.~t ~ ~ .propo..s~;lo peril. "t ~ help .~1 .v~e. a �onsistent approach to implementing
;’~en’~ ’0 ~==e~�ontrOl nmozz ~’om oou= new and =sung development. We applaud the RWQCB’,

~,~ l~v’~be~__m_’_u~.~u_.orL ,he ~.ommmm.~..~�..lmo.wledges th.e d,m,.’ult negotiations ~ compromises~. ,~ ~. i.,~x u~u~ r~ssuan¢~ p~ I~a ~oo~ fon,v~ to u~provements to couz=l w~m" quality tl~
¢~n be ~m.icip~ted fi’om effective implen’~mtlfion of~be new l~’mit. We ~so re.~rm our interest in supporti~
It~ work oftbe RWQCB through our ~ prosrmSL
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The federal Clean Water Act requires cities to obtain ]N’PDES permits for discharges or s~orm
water to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS,I) and requires controls to reduce the
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. The los Angeles Regional
Quality Control Board issued the Erst "storm wmer" permit in June of 1990 to the municipalihes
within Los Angeles Count. The permit attached is for the renewal of. the 1990 pencil.

To initiate the development of ¯ revised permit, ~n advisory �omminee of’ key stakeholders wu
convened to work with Board statT to develop permit i~-qguage. Since direct discussions with 86
.jurisdictions was not practical, the RegionaJ Board asked the County of’ Los Angeles (the
pnncipal permitxee) to assemble ¯ represent¯tire group of’ city delegates. Besides the County,
du’ee small city representatives, and the City of" Los Angeles were chosen from the membership
of" the Storm Water Executive Advisory Comminee (~.C:). The environmental organization,
]-]eal the Bay, was asked to represent the environmental perspective. This involvement wu an
unportant step to develop broad smkcholder understanding of permit issues and to reduce the
likelihood of third puny citizen lawsuits or appeaJs. And, because they must approve the f’mal
permit, a USEPA representative wu also invited to perticipate, but was not able to ~tend on 8
regular basis due to travel restrictions. This advisory �ommittee, often called the "nagotigting
~oup’, wu convened approximately a year ago and met two to three times ¯ month through the
fail to identi~ areas of" agreement and naxrow areas of. disagreemenL

In addition to �omminee meetings, Regional Board SlafT held two "all-cities" meetings, six

,
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meetings with watershed �ommitlees, lwo meetings will stakeholder anome),s, and numero               O

meetings with indiv;duaJ ci ¯~’ representat, ves, involvin ............... us ~ .8 .....¯ ,,,u,~ p,ayers man Is l),plcall¥ lEe

L

case w~th an HI)DES permit renewal. ~Vorking w~th the advisor), committee’s input, sllff/loaled
a first partial dral’t permit in September 1995. A first lull dra~et was distributed t’or �ommenls in
December, ! 995.

Besides lie cities and IEe Counl),, other be), players have been achvely involved in lhe permi!
review process: California Restaurant Association, Western States Petroleum Association, lee               5

Building Industry Association, and a law firm which repre~n~s ~x)ut a quarter of" the
municipalities in Los Angeles Counly. These groups worked ver~ productively with lEe Regional
B~trd start" and other st~eholders to develop language ~ror issues rinsed on lEe December dr~

The key issues raised during lie public review or lee December drab I~e summ~ized below
alone with a d~scussion or their resolution in lee enclosed tenlative permiL

I) ln.ustrial re�ill!7 insp~clions. The December 1995 drab called l~or lee eilies to conduct
storm water inspections ot" industrial and commerciaJ Siles in lEeiJ’ jurisdiction~ Many
objected s!renuously, citing lee high cost olr hiring additionaJ inspectors and possible parl~aJ
duplication with state responsibili!ies. The revised permit deals with lEase concerns by removing
the. en~rorcemen! aspect or" lie "site visi!" and. rather, emphasizing education
m,slance. Revisions also �l~ri~ lial lie int--- : .... " .... and compliance
�~l~ personnel e e fire dim,,.,-, ..... , ....... P lg)’- ~x mesa Sila visils �onducled( ’-" -,- ......,+ -,~+ vlS,l ev ’ ¯ ¯ byhlzlrdous wlsta requirements, and ~.,__m~,+,_ . cry business respecting [or compliance wile

.. .. . -+~m oeplnments visil all reslauranllAddmonali),, lee rev+s~ons �l~Fv teal ~,- .-;.: ........ . . ),e~l),, elc..
-., -,,~ ,.,.~ om)r oeterm~ne whether I Stile rntil his )filed bul pl~a, no role in ent’orcin$ lee role permit pe been

2) COnSlru¢lion Sile inspeelions. The December 1995 dra,,P! on �onstruclion issues det’med
vuious levels o[ priority projecls with criteria lial were not acc t
Issues related Io cities        . _    .           ep able to aJI crees and build

¯ not wantm to du h . .. ers.
�onstructaon nnrmit ............ g!_ p cale stale respons~b,l,I), under ,,
inspecbol)s by municinaJibes an..i ~. ...._l)y _ as, whiJe bwldm Wanled Io nunimize du licel

" "’: -,-,=. Because lie Cal]es ~Jre~o~ have in I       p e
erosion conl]’ol ordinances represen!,na abo,., o,,, _,,.~         .         p ace grading and
olu ~oal wu t^ ;....~ .... ,._.,_     +    ,,. ~,+-e u~ me �onsl~lCl]on sile slo,-,- ........
~opro~,h t~ken in lee enclo--.+ .+--~" "~’-- """"~ me a,es mspec~on prosrmms This io,o the S,a,e.o.,d li., +.. +or the.a,e-++- change..

-̄,,,+ ~,u[m wmer �ons~’ucbon prod’am be Sel II lEe
-level stalewide and !hal hat/or" the tree be [orw~uded Io municipaJities [or lEe field POrtion olPlEe

3) Re(eivin| waler l|mils . Eve~ N’PDES pennil �ontains receiving water limits, eilEer
na~a+~ve, numericaJ, and in most cases boll. None olP the municipal slorm water permilS in lEe
s--ate contain numerical limits; they do �ontain nlrralive limits. Cilies ~’e �oncerned thai wile
th¢se limits in the Permit, they could be Pound in violation olr lee permit immediately upon

2
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adoption. For example, a s~yroPoam cup floating dow~ the
construed ~ v~olatmg ~e n~ve i~m~t which s~a~es. "~o flot~able maten~s shall be obse~ed’.
~e revised ~t ~nt~ns I~ua~e Gat me~ures compit~ce
progr~ ~mplemenUnB ~e pe~t requirements In other ~rds,
~it in z ~mely f~ion, it ~uld ~ ~ns~dered in �ompl~ce
floatable malen~s ~ in ~e ~A. ~ver ~ier a ~om.

4) Business and public pz~icipation on ~rmill~ adviso~ ~mmill~.
�~ls £or ~ Execubve Ad~ Comminee (EAC), made up o~
~rk ~ ~e lead ~inee (~s Angel~ Co~) in dev~sin
designates a Region~ ~ indu~, ~d environment~ repre~ntahve ~ non.~tinB memben
o£ ~e ~mmin~. ~y Urges indicated ~at ~ey do not
executive zdvi~ ~mmin~. Or it such a ~mmznee is desisnaz~
voiced op~sitzon to d~ignating non-city members. The ~lut~on pm~d
~ addr~s ~e exi~ce o£ ~e EAC in ~e Perm~l Findzng~ r~n~orcin
�~rdmatmB mech~im, bu~ m ~e zexz of ~e pemzt, indicate zhM
consult ~ pemi.m ra~er ~ ~eciryin8 ~az they must �onsuh
b~me. ~or in~lvem~t in developing Proir~s ~ore
¯ e Reaion~ Eo~d is ~sly ~�ouraled, ~e Co~, ~ pnnclp~ ~in~, musz ~smbute
programs develop~ by ~e ~ to a lull maiimB list o£ interested
~e ~nz to ~e Res~on~ ~d. ~e Re~ion~ ~o~d ~11 not ~prove
five day review period is completed This ~proach provides Breater flexibiliW £or ~e phncip~
penance ~ ~nsult eider ~ ~e EAC or ~ ~y o~er combmati~
~e~er on ~fic ~ o£ ~e ~Zz. ]z ~ provid, for public

S) ~hedule for impkmenzation . ~e ~em~r dr~
~h~ule o£ implem~on dat~ Citi~ r~d i~ues rei~dzn
progrms on ~e ~edule prated. For inst~ce, ~e December
provide in/omation on r~�~ ~localed to slo~ water m~ai~t
adop~on. B~d on comments £rom ~e Co~ md other,
¯ at citi~ have 60 days ~rom budzet adoption to provide ~pmp~me intonation ~o ~e princip~
~inee. Tzmelin~ have ~ m~d in ~e ~ t~z~ve.

Alte~ative Ftmll

m~aBem~t prosr~" pm~ tram ~e EAC, Ai~ou~ develop~ ~mu~ ~er~t
a renew o£ ~e Pm8~ matrix ~hed to ~e pro~ demon~rat~
~�lo~d ten~tive peril ~e innoduczion m~ re~er~ce to
o~er p~s o~ C~i~omi~ It ~s im~n~t to note ~ o~er ~
~rea~ develo~d vol~ino~ co~w~de ~or watered ~eci~� ~em~t pl~
~plic~ions. ]n ~ose ~, ~e ~ts ~mply dzr~t ~eir implem~5~. Since d~elopm~t
o~ ~ sp~i~c prosr~s ~d not previo~ly occur in ~s Ansel~ Co~, ~e ~it �ontm~
a grater ~o~t of det~i. Non~le~, ~e subst~ce is ~nti~ly ~ ~e.



With the changes to the permit described above, along w~th reduced costs to perminecs other than
the phncipal perminee for monitonn$ and reporting, and w~th the poss:bility of" ¯ share in (ees
for construction inspections, the costs to cities hove been reduced s~|niflcuntly. A more
detmled analysis of costs is planned for completion by the June workshop. To accomplish that
task, w~ ate gathering data from municipalities relative to the cost of’ implementation.
Discussions between Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project (SlyeR.P) staff" and municipalities
in that waxershed have demonstrated that few cities have ¯ brezkclown of costs by permit task,
except for the city of’ Los Angeles. However, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
has completed a permit cost survey which could form the basis of �omparison. perticulady for
small cities, We have requested a col~/of the permit cost survey but have not yel received it.
Receiving it soon will be criticaJ to accomplishing a useful analys~s. We ate also ukinl USEPA
to provide us with an assessment of any s~gnificant differences besrinl on costs in the revised
permit requirements compaxed to those of’ Orange County and Santa Clara County.

In �losin~, ] want to encourage your early communication with Boaxd staff to clarify any issues
you may have. To guide understanding of the permit, the Sl~JSR.P Watershed Council established
¯ group of" elected of’ficia]s and communications experts to develop additional user-friendly
materiaJs on the permit. The S]v[BR.P will soon be sending to each city co,mcil, under seperato
cover, a video introduction to the permit and ¯ brief’ permit summaty.

] trust you will find the �Itatl tantativ~ permit responsive to your commenls, and look forward to      r~l
your help in finalizinI the permit which will serve as the blueprint for storm water and urban
runoff" protection in Los Angeles County. Should you have any questions, please ca]l me at (2 I$)
266-?SIS. The senior an$ineer on this permit is Winnie ,/esene. She may be reached at (2]3)
266-’/$94. The stai~f person most knowledgeoble about the details of the permit is Carlos
Ununaga and he may be reached at (21)) 266-?~95. Wrinen comments on the permit should be
~rected to his anantion.

Sincerdy,

!) Response to Comments
:2) Revised Drai~ Tentative Permit

Memo
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANOELES REGION

FACTSHEET
FOR

ORDER NO. 96.XXX
(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENT8
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Public Notice No.

PERMrI’TEES: County of Los Angeles and 85 C~e$ tn the County (See

t4)
DISCHARGE AREA: Cities and incorporated

i
I~ jurisdiction of the Cal*fornia Regional Water Quality Control

~,
Board. Los Angeles Region (See Atlachment B, Map of the

. Perm~ed Ame in Los Angeles County).

¯ River, and l~el~ mbutanes; and other water bodies In LOS Angeles
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F~sheet f~r Los Ange~ County ’
Mun~=~pal Storm Water I:~rmit (NPDES NO. C~$614001) ~ ,
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~ Munic=pal Storm Water Permit (NPDES NO. CAS614001)Or0er No. 96-xxx

L

~ ~ ~h Gr~ Avenue a~ West Tem~ ~

n
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V
Factsheet for Los Angeles County ~-    OMunicipal Storm Water Peffnit (NPDES NO. CAS614001)Order No. 96-xxx

L

II. BACKGROUND

A. Tha Storm Water

Storm water runoff il acknowledged as a source of pollution that can damage
impotent water resources, including streams, lakes, es~uanes and wetlands, and
ground water. Many recent studies have shown that runoff from urban
tyl:~=ally �ontems s~gn~..ant (luantdies of the same genor~ types of pollutants Ihat
am found m westeweter and industnai discharges and often causes I~milar water
queldy woblems. These pollutent~ include heavy metals (e.g.. chromk~rn.
¢l¢lm~Jm. �ol:)l:~r. lead. mercury, nickel, zinc), pesbck:lel, herbicides.
bacterm, and Wnthet~: orgam¢ ¢ornpounds such u fuels, we,re oi~. ~,~t~.

In addison, the large impervious surfaces in urban areas increase the quanUty and
peak flowl of runoff, which in turn cause hydrolog~ impacts such as
~trewnbed channels, mstreem seclJmentat~on, and Io~ ¢f hal~tet. Furthermore.

use actN~es, ol:x~at~on and maintenance ~=tW~es. illk~t dilchargel end spills.
atmospheric delx~tkm, and vehicular traffic �ond~onl. Many of these
am not und~ N direct control of the perrnittees thet own or operate the storm
sawe~. Impacts from storm water are h~ghly Me-spectre and vary due to
d~’erx~ in local land u~e �ondition~ geography, h~rok:~� ¢�.~:lition~,

[Source: Gu~lance Manual for b~e Preparation of Part 2 of the NPDES Pem~
Appticebons for DL~harge s from Munx:~oal Sel)arate Storm Sewer Systern.~. Urcted
States ~1 ProteclX~ Agency (USEPA) # 833-8-92-002, 1992].

Clean Wmr Act An~ndmem of 1987 and Suke~_ uent Rule~..bl~ta ~--

Amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1987 estab~hed new statutory
requirements to control industhaJ and municipal stormwater d~schergel to
of Itm United States [CWA Section 402 (p)]. The amendments require NPOES
perm~13 for storm water discharges from Munic~pa~ Separate Storm Sewer Systems
(MS45) to waters of the United States. Sec~n 402(p)(3)(B) requires Ihat permit
for MS4s:....’(i) may be issued on a system- or junsd~ bas~; (i)
incJude .a requirement to effecbvely I:.’ohib~t non-storm water discharges into the
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storm ~rs; and (iii) shall r~uire controls tO ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~l~a~
to the maximum extant pricticable, including mermgement prm:ti~l, control
techn.:lues and systems, design and engineering methods, and such other
~isions as ~ ~m|nis~tor or ~ S~te determ~ ~te for t~

~ N~m~ 16, I~, ~olnt to $~on 402(p) of ~ ~ ~ USEP~

~ullti~S ~n~e ~It codlin .tngO~l of n~st~ ~ter dil~ar~ may

Re~l ~ ~ (Stlta ~) ~suN ~ smt~ ~ NPDES

~I I~I ~s Sto~ Wlter Pe~ {GIASP)]

area of ~e ~ ~ m~ are ~ui~ to obtain i~l NPDES

System (M~) ~d am ~ to a ~r annual f~ (~)

D. Permittin,, Auth~.l~_ V

The Federal Clean W~er Ac~ allows l~e USEPA ~o deleg~e its NPOE$ permillJng
au~hor~j to t~e ~tes w~ an approve~ environmental regu~lot~ ptogr~n. The
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State of California is one of the delegated states. The Porter-Cologne Act
(California Water Code) authonzes the State Board, through its Regional Boards,
to regulate and �ontrol the discharge of pollutants into waters of the State and
Vibut~rtes thereto.

As ¯ delegated State, pursuant to Section 510 of the CWA end 40 CFR Part
123.25, the State may impose more =trmgeflt requirements necessary to
implement water qualily-�ontrol plane for the protection of beneficial uaas of
re--rig water, and/or to prm~nl nuisance.

III. THE COUNTY~OE MUNICIPAL STORM WATER/URBAN RUNOFF PERMrr FOR THE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELEI

Order No. 10-07S (NPDES Permit No.

mandate, the Los Angeles Regional Board t~uedTo CWA
first storm water permit (Ort~’ No. 90-070) on June 18, 1090, TO the municipalities
(Perm~tee=) in Los Angeles County. Because of me �omplexity end netwodd~
of the stoffn drain system and drainlge facilities within end tnbutery to the County
of LOI .Jl~l~elel, the Regiorlll Board IdOpted a ¢OUlltywKle epl:)tolcll in perlllitting
Storm water end urban runoff dischergeL The County of Lo~ Angeles has been
demgnated as Pnnopal Permittee under thin permit. As Pnncipal Perrnittee, the
County. =pormilNe for Ule gehe~ ~imini~tration of the permit arid

B. R~ort of Wmmta Dis,.hame (ROWDI and the Rmn~val Prate-*

On December 21, 1994, the County of Los Angeles in �oordination with = �#jel
=Jbmitted ¯ Report of Waste Discharge as an application for renewal of me 1990

In �lr~ng tt~ ~ I~rmit, Regional Board staff worked with ¯ ~ornmittee of

Perrni~ee~ and env~nn~nt~l group~. Ti~ nego~ng group was �onven~ in
eerty lgg5 ~ met ~wo to mre~ t~mas a mon~ ~rougl~ tt~ t~M of lgg5 to

t~e mne~ I~rm~ In 8el~eml~r lggS. a I~1 �lr~ of I~e I~’mit

interested busine~t org~n=~ons. A number of issuer were ~ in
comments, which Regional Board steff considered. A �oml~ete �lr~ of t~ pecmit
was distr~.~ed for �ommer~ in December 1 ggS. Regior~l ~ s~’ mc~ved
a large numl:~r of comments from t~ Perm~ees, ec~viroflment~l grou~, ~

R0030904



V
- Vactsheet for Los Angeles Courtly

P~ Mun~psl Storm Water Permit (NPDES NO. CAS614001) ~
Omer No, 96-xxx

L
communities, state officials, end the public. After review and �onsiderat~m of the
comments, Regional Board staff met with Perm~ees’ Water,shed �ommittm,
Permittees’ attorneys, Cdy elected officials (collectively and Individually),
environmental groups, and reprwsentatives of business orgenizetiorm to discuss
the requirements, respond to the comments, end resolve issues of disagreement.

5EncJoled is the written response to those comments,

The proposed permit (tentatNe Order) tl the reluit of all thole discussions and
consideration of federal and state regulatlor~.

The permitted area includes ~II ames within the boundaries of the cities ~ well ~
unir~:,orTx)reted |rail in the County of Los Angeles within the jurisdicbon of the
Lo~ ,~Igeles Regional Board except the City of Avalon. The Perm~ees ~ ¯
population of about 11.4 mil~on (1990 Census of Populetion and Housing, Bureau
of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce) in in eree of approximately 3,100
KlUere miles. Attachment B ~ ¯ map of the Permitted Area in the County of Los

o. o.,...,..on.,..,

The~ er~ leas ~ the ~)ographical boundaries of the Perrnittees over
which the Perm~ees am preempted to regulate. Such areas ~K:~ude
federal lands and state WopeflJes, incJuding, ~ not limited to, mil~tary
bases, state perks, government hospitals, colleges and unNer~bes, and
h~ghways. The Perm~ees ere not responsible for such facilities and/o~
discharges onginabng from these areas. The Regional Board may either
designate these fac~lmes as Perm~ees under this permit or issue separate
NPDES permits to Itmse facades.

The Califomia Deparunem of Transportation (Caltrans) discharges storm
water and non-storm water from highways, freeways, streets, interceptors,
maintenance yards, and other holdings d owns and/or operates, Caltrarm,
currently a Co~ermittee to Order No. 90-079. submitted an ROWD on July
13, 1995, for separate waste discharpe requirements for its discharges in
the County of Los Angeles and ~ County of Venture, The waste
discharge requirements to be issued to Caltrans w~ll be �on~stent with this
Order.
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2. Discharges Outside Permittees’ Boundaries

Them am areas outside the geographical boundaries of the Permittee= that
drains into mcoiving water bo~es in the pennitted area. These

a. About 34 square miles of unirmorporated areas in Ventura County
drain into Malibu Creek. thence to Santa Monica Bay. The County
of Venture is ¯ Permittee to Order No. 90-079. W’~ the llluanco
of ¯ permit for disd~erge= of storm water from the MS4 in the
County of Venture (Order No. 94-082, NPDES No. CAS06333g),
the County of Ventura has r~uested (letter dated April 8, t996)
~ this area be covered under the Ventura Permit. The requ~t.
stated that the County of Ventura when implementing It~
water programs will, to the m~ximum extent I:X’acticable, ~:hteve
consistency ~ ~ permit for Lo~ Ar~etes County for the m in

Al~Jt nine square miles of t~e City of Thouland Oekl m drain
into Malibu Creek, ther,=e to Santa Moni~ Bay. The City

the mmm ~ drain= into Mmlibu Creek, i~ateed of becoming m
Permittee to Order No. gO-07~. ~ the i==um~co of wm=t~

runoff ~r ~ Cou~ of Ven~ra. ~ CW of ~ Oa~ ~ed

drlirtl into Milib~ Cre~k. The City of" T’houlartd Olk~ wl’l
that its storm water management program for the portion that dratn~

About 86 s4:lu~m miles of er~=$ in Orange County drain Imo
Creek, thence into the San Galxle~ RNer. This Regional Board wil
ccon~inate with the Santa Ana Regional Bom’d =o that =ton~ water
management programs for me rams in ~ County that
into Coyote Creek am ~ w~ th~ mquimmef~ of the

The C~y of Santa C~w~ta and some unincomomted erea= o~ Los ~
County drain into the Santa Clara River Watershed. The Iowe~ portion of

8 5/23/96
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the watershed is located in Ventura County and i~ regulated under the
Ventura County permit. Successful management of the entire watershed
needs ¢oorOmabon among the City of Santa Clertta, the County of Los
Angeles. and Ventura County in develo~ng and implementing the ~tormwater management INln for the waterlhed.                                 S

IV. BENEFICIAL USES AND CONDITION OF RECEMNG WATERS
The major rK~Irtg water bodies Irl the permitted MII Ire:      "

¯ M=lil~ Creek
¯ Bellona Cmek
¯ Lol Angeles River/Long Be~:h Hlrtw¯ ¯ Sen Gabriel River/Long Belch Hlrtx~’
¯ Dorninguez Channal/Lo= Angele= ~
¯ San ~ Bey
¯ Benin Cllm River

The Regional Boer~ ~dopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)
for the Lo= Angele= Region on June 13, 1994. The Be=in Plan spathes the
beneficial uses of receiving waters and contains both narrative and numerical
water quality ot)ject~= for the receiving waters m the County of Los Angeles,

The l~ner~�~ u=e= of water Ix)die= In the County of Lo= Angele= include:
municipal and domestic =ul:~y, ~grmultural supply, industrial service supply,
industrial process =UPl~y, ground water ra~arge, freshwater replenishment,
nav~ation, hy~ropower generation, water contact rec~ation, non-�ontact water
recreation, ocean commercial an~:l sport fishing, warm freshwater habitaL �old
fre~’r~vater habitat, preservation of Area= of Spaci=l Biological Signi/~cance, saline
water habitat, wildlife hal:,taL pr~mervatJon of mrs and enclangered species, marine

B.    C~ndltlon of the R~�=Ivlna Watm~-Periodic Water Quality Assessments (latest report dated April 18, 1996) conducted
by the Regional Board ~ impairment of a numl:er of water bodies in Los
Angeles County. The beneficial uses of these water l:x~ies are either impaired o~
threatene~l to be impaired. Pollutants found causing impairment indude: heavy
metals, coliform, enteric viruses, pastiches, nutnants, po~ycydic m’omatic

9                     5/23/96
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L
hydrocarbons. I:XWChlohnsted biphenyls, organic solvents, sediments, trash..
debris, algae, scum, and odor.

An epidemiological study [An £/)idemio/ogica/Study of Possib/e Ao~erse Hea/th
Effect~ of S~mm~ng in ~nts Mort/ca 8~y, 5snt~ Monica Bay Restoration Project
($MBRP), Mey 1996] �onducted dunng the summer of 1995 for the SMBRP
demc~strMed that there ~s In irtcreiled r~lk of JCUte dlrtessel ~ by
swimming near fk)wtng storm drain outlets in Santa Mcmica Bay.

Pmvtous invesl~ations conducted for the SMBRP (An Assessment of Inputs of
Fecal Inclk:ator Organism8 sad Human Enteric Viruses from Two Santa Motdc~
Storm Drsins. SMBRP. 1990: Storm Drein8 as a Source of Suff Zone# Bacterial
IndicMorl ar~ Human Enteric VinJse~ to Seats Monies Bay. SMBRP. 1991;
Pathogens and IrK#cetors in Storm Drains tWthin the Santa Monlca Bay
Weterzhed. SMBRP. 1992) showed pathogens were detected in summer runoff at mfour storm I.Jkely sources of pathogen contammatioa thclt~e Silk:it
sewer �onneot~ns to the storm drains, leaking sewer I~nes. msifunc~ septic
systems. ~ml:,’oper waste dmposal by recmsbonal vehicles, campers ~ Iranslents.
Add~K)nal potantml sources of human pathogens in nearshore waters tnchx~
sewage ~ into storm drains, small boats waste discharges, and bal~ers

AlthOugh the forego~lg M~lies wars done orl the $arlta MOrlICl Bay, lhe Illl, dts U
�~.~d be extra~x~ted to other water bod.s ~ Los ~

T
r~

The Regional Board therefore considers storm water/urban runoff d~scharges to be UJignifi¢lnt Iotal:es of poliutant~ th.t m.y be .using, thrs.t.ing to ¢au., ix A
t:~J~rt~ tO the Jtl’tplJrment of the wirer qullJ~f Irld bellini Ulel of the

A" Authm’l:~l Dlschames and -n!~-hlm" Pr°hlbiti°~-

Th~l permit authorizes discharges from municipal seperata storm ~ by the
Permmees to the water of the State.

Sin¢~ municipal lel:mrete storm sewers can’y storm water and other flows. ~
permit authorizes the discharge of storm water commingled with othM ud:)an runoff
Ipecff~d in lt,s perm~ Industrial process wastewater and non-wocesl
wastewater are non-storm water discharges and cannot be auU’mrized under this
permit because of the requirement in Section 402(p)(3XB)(ii) of the fm::leral Clean

10
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L
Water Act that municipal permits am to prohil~t non-storm water discharges to the
M54. However, such discherges to MS4 can be authorized if they receive an
NPDES permit other than this stormwater perm~. A, other non-atormwater
discharges are addressed in the Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) to          P-
detect end eliminate illi~t discharges and improl)er disposal as required under Part

The discharge of storm water as~:~ated with indus~al Ichv~ through, MS4
authorized by this permit, provided they obtained coverage under the State Board’s
general NPDES permit. For further explanation of the reasons for the leparate
permit requirements, lee the preamble to the amendments to 40 CFR parts 122.
123, and 124 published in the Federal register. Friday, NovembM 16. 1990.

B. R~"~lvln0 Water Llmltatl~,m

The fundamental objec~o of the CWA is to protect, maintain, or restore existing
or potential benar~al uses of receiving watem as evaluated in 1972. Narrative
and numerical cntana ware developed to I¢~ieve this goal. Ire considered
necessary by the USEPA to meet the statutory re~luirements of the CWA Section
303(�)(2)(A). and ere to be applmd to all NPDES permits including those for atorm

AIIo. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(e) requires that waste
aischarge requirements issued by Regional Boards shall implement any relevant
water quality �ontrol~ plans that have been adopted, shall take into consideration
the beneficial uses to be protected, the water quality objectives masonat:
r~luired for that purpose, other waste discharges, and the need to Wevent

The intent of this Order m to attain end protect the beneficial ~ of re~eivin~

Receivir~ Water I..im~at~’~ that recluire atorm water di~J’:arge~ ~ cauee
violabons of water quality ol~a<~ve$, cause a ~l~on of nui~’~e nor
water ClUal~ impairment in t~ mceiv~n~ ~.~.

To meet the ~ water limitation:, this Order re~uire~ the implementation of
BMP~ to reduce poflutent~ in ~ water to the maximum extent prac~ble
a monitonn~ I~:~’am to ~es~ ~omplienc:e.

water di.~’:a~e~ thro~h mun~pal storm sewer systems, ir~ucli~ intermJttont
�~i~er~es, d~cu~,~e: in mo~rtonng and limited pl’~y~cal �:ontml over
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discharge, will r~luire adequate time to implement and ev~luste Ihe effectiveness
of best management l~lCticos and to determine whether they will ~lequataly
protec~ the receiving water. Therefore, this Order inckxJel I procedure for
determining whether storm wster �lischarges are causing continuing and mcumng
excoedences of receiving water limitations and for ev~uating whether the storm
water men~ement program must be rewsed. The Perm~ee$ will be in
�omplienco w~th the RecaNing Water Limitations so long al they comply with
Ixocedu~.

Stnm~ Water Mansn_ement Pn~_mm R~c~ulmm~nt-

As ¯ functional equivalent of meeting the r~:eiving w~ter Imitations, the permittaee
am r~uirod to ~nl~ement ¯ �ornl:,’ehenmva pollution prevention and marmgement
programs. As required by CWA Section 402(p)(3)(B), the SVVMP must include
�ontroll necollary to recluca U’m d~scherge of pollutants from ~e MS4 to the
M~x~mum Extent Practical:~e (MEP), Contro~ r~uired under the SVVMP �ons~
of ¯ �oml:,natJon of l:~st management practices, control technklues, system design
end engineenng methods. The venous components of ~ SWMP, taken u a
whole (rather t~n individually), am expe~ecl to l:)e suf~:~ent to meet this standard
end attain the ol:~ct;,ves of the Basin Plan. The Permittees may be requir~l to

r,q,,, ento of cw^ se on
Specifically, the Pefl’nittees am requirKl to develop and iml~ement wograms in the
for�ing areas which were l~sed on the requirements of 40 CFR Part 122.26:

enck:~l "Response to Commem’.

The requirements of Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthohzal~on
Amendments of 1990 (CZARA) were also �onsidered in thi~ permit. CZ, ARA
requires coastal states with alX)mved coastal zone management program~ to
address nonpo~nt pollution impacbng or threatening coastal water quaJity.
Pureuant to CZARA, USEPA msued Guidance Specifying Management Measures
For ~ources of Nonpoint Pollubon In Coastal Waters, 1993 (EPA-840-B-92-O02).
The guidance focuses on five major categories of nonpo~t sources that impmr or

12
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The storm water management pms~am is * Develop the Five-Yeaz Storm Water Publk

which awe to: ¯ Implement the county-wide storm water

1. F.J~.ctively man,age and coordinate
monitoring prosr~t

~plementat~ot~ o~ the storm water program; All Permittee~ ~rt required Ig
¯ Comply with the mquirem~ta of the atoem

2. IdenHfy and elLminate i!Ucit �onnec~ons amd water management program and the CSWlq,(P;
;ll;~t discharges to tJ~ storm dgaLn system; ¯ Coorcimate implementation o/r permit

m:lU~ments within its own Jurlsdkt/�~3. Reduce storm water impacts usociated with ¯ Participate in developing the CSWIv[P;
development and redevelopment prc~-ts; ¯ Provide lr~ormat~o~ to the County FOr annu

r~ports to the Re~onal Board; and
4. Reduce storm water quality impacts associated ¯ Part,c/pete in developing Watershed

with public agent7 acttviti~ Management Area Plans.

5. Increase public knowledge about the impacts o/ PermJttees must abo prepare a summa~ o/the
storm water poUution and about actions that resources that have been dedicated to implement
can be taken to prevent poUutio~ the storm water program, and demomlnte,

throush an ordJna~ or guidance do~-umett,
~. ~ knowledge and undmtanding about they po~e~ the le~J authodty nece~a~ t~

the quaJ~ty, quantity, ~ources, and impacts o/ �orttro! atorm water dbchar~es within the/r

?. EvaJuate the eHecUveness �~ implementing Elimination o! Illicit Connec~ions and ~
storm water manaSement programs. The Clean Water Act g~lUbes that perm/ts

mun~paJ storm wster .,/stems proh~t
Summa,-ized below are the prosTam elements d~.J~3es o/"non-storm" water. Sinc~ ~

to can), out these objeclives, many types ot "non-storm" �liKharMs t~at m
reguJated under separate permits or m not �~1-

Framework For hoSram ManaSement sidered slgni~icant poUutant ~’en, the perndt
The permit designatas rssponsib;I;ties hx exempts certain di.v.harg~ from the prohibition.

managing and executing storm water poUul~rt However, to eliminate ~U non-exempt
reducticm activibes between the Principal ~, Permittees musl:
Permirtee (t, es Angeles County) and
(the County and the 85 munJcipaJities). ¯ Identi~/and e[Lminate iJUcit �onnectiom and

Within this framework, the PrincipaJ iJLicit ~es to storm chains; and
Permittee must can7 out reslxmsib~ties as a ¯ FaciLitate the public’s abUity to r~port Ulkit

aU Per~tees. (The Principal PermittH,

o/any indivKlual Pemtittee.) ThLs prc~ram is designed to ensu~ that storm
wate~ w2m~geme~t �onsideratiot~ am integratedT~ Pri.c~l P~rm~t#et’s mspo~sibilil~ e~ ~o:
into plannin& pen~tt~ng and �on~zuc~m ol

¯ CoorcLiztate activities among Permittees, development projects. As ~ o~ this ~ the
inciucLing the development oir the ~ County, in �onsuJtaticm with C3Ues, will p~

¯ Provide stall and financiaJ ~sotu~-es for the ~x~unended Best Management ~
development of storm water managen~s.tt Standaxcl Urban Storm Water
pl,tn.s, program componen,s, annuaJ mpom and Plans and chack~ts) tot devek)pmen~ and
other reqt~ired reports; redevelopment projects that may si~ni~:antly

¯ Convene and provide support for committees ~ffect storm water quafity;
orga.r~.ed to implement the permit; ¯ C~ideLines for use in pmpering and gt, viewin~

CEQA dmummm and
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~S ANGELES REGION

~I~ ~
g

l)e~ Councilmml~r:

Redondo Beach Councilmember Joseph Dawidziak r~ently authored a �ommuni~tion ou Southe~
C:aliforuia Association o/" Governments (SCAG) letterhead which you ma~ have ~.=ived rciardin$
propos4~d r~visions to the Los Anseles municips] storm wsier permit. Repr=sentalives of eev~ll
called this oiT~�~ exprcssin$ their �oncern ~ the misinfonuaiion it contained. In addilion, stilt o~’
$CAG �~]led Io apolo~i-,% indicatinI thai the letlu iu le way represented SCAG poli~, and was
not authorized by SCAG.

In orde~ to correct any misunderstandin| on the �oelen! el" the storm waie~ penuit, I mallesled to
SCAG o~T,~isJs that I would provide a I’act sheet (enclosed) which provides lu~uraie .and
inl’ormalion on the claims made in Councilm©mher David~iuk’s

The Rclioual Wule~ Quality Conlrol Board hu made an unprecedented effort to develop widl
municipalities I workable storm water proiram in Los Anlelen County. From the first, ~ has

~ committed to the pr~uiee thai only throush uuder~tandinI and incorporaiinl the inte~=ll~ o/"
._..~ stakcholderl could sound publi~ poli~-y he sr~k.v~L

The p~mit i~ the result el" II uonths of di~-ussk)nu with sJT~ted part,s, and countle~ msot~nls to
hamme~ out diJ~e.~’ncen, iucludin| even those nrisml Cr~u ~lte~ative municipal pe~pe~iven. Oreal
car= wu lake to thorouihly i~vk.w comments r~ceived £rom municipalities in Janu~ on the
complete draft mailed to cities in De�ember, and Io make responsive changes to ~he penni! as
evKleuced in the May lentaiive permit. Based on ~omments received throush the end ol’Jun~,
has continued to make lansuqe modifications to assu~ thai aJI r~asonable concerns m U
a~ommodaied.

Councilmemher Dawidziak’s expr~d coneem for waie~ quali~ and environmental I~ectiou i~
commendable. In that lisht, it i~ particularly unfonunai¢ thai he should have distributed
inaccurate ml’ormu[ion abou! the substance o/" the ~orm wa~" penuil and the penait imbrues.

Please Fad snached a fact sheet add~ssinl ’he poiats raised iu Councilmember Dawid~iak’s
Please e..all me, u (213)266-7~1J, or Wumie Jesena ot’my sto/T, a/(213)266-7~94 if yon should haw
any quenl~io~s.

Thank you/’o~ your attenl~on to d~se conee~u~

CATHEKINE TYRRELL
A~L~t Exeeutive ~
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PERMIT FACT SliEET

An analysis of �osts to cities by the San Gabriel Valley Association of ~.~ovemments
was �ompared to an analysis of storm water program costs in municipalitias
throughout California. The comparison showed local costs to be at or below the
averse in the state.

¯ The Clean Water Act does not mandate tha~ the County be a Principal Permittee.
(~Jean Water Act requires that municipalities (the owners/operators of" the storm d~in
system) be issued a permit by the State on behalf" of the USEPA. Because stonu
drains connect from one jurisdiction to another operating as ~n inter�onnected system,
the county volunteered to be the Priocipal Permiuee and to manase the countywide
monitoring progrsm. This saves each of the other pennit~ees from peyin8 the annual
$10,000 permit fee and the cost of’ the monitoring program. The County does not
have ~e authority to operate and manage individual city storm drain systems,
control activities in cities that will reduce pollutant inputs to the storm d~n systom ,,
only ~ties have thal authority.

¯ The Principal Perminee and Co-Perminees filed a report of wasle discharge with ths
Regional Water Board in December 1994; the Regional Water Quality Control Bo~d
has worked with County Public Works and the other municipal contacts as ident~fiod
through that process. Elected officials have never been identified as permit~ee contac~
per3ons in any city. It would be inappropriate for Regional Board staff to ~o ovo~ tho
he~ls of identified municipal staff. However, whenever requested, Regional Board
staff has been available to meet with elected officials. Regional Board staff has
provided technical assistance to the elected officials of the S~nta Monies Bey
Restoration Project who prepared a video directed to elected off¢ials on the permit.
The SMBRP also prepared a short policy version of. the permit which was sent out

The permit breaks away from the traditional command-and-control model of. reKulatioa
811owing the principal permittee, -tong with municipalities, to develop the programs
they will implement This is the approach that cities have said they desire. The
permit simply establishes timeframes (which have been modified to meet the schedules
cities indicated they needed) for the development of" individual elements of the storm
water management program. Public review is, indeed, incorporated at multiple points
into the storm water program development proces&

The permit has been written such that, if a permittee is implementing the provisions
the permit, they will not be exposed to third party lawsuitx A number of
modifications have been made to accomplish this objective. However, the Clean
Water Act specifically allows for citizen lav~uits if the perrnit’tee is in violation Of dm
permit The Regional Board has no power Io change this provision of the
Water A~t
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In our discussions with the Restaurant Association. leading last food restaurant
operators, and with the Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), we have been
told that the activities �~Iled for in the permit are consistent with alreadyestablished T
policies and procedures in the industry. Given the experience otr cities -Iready
operating business outreach education programs, and changes in the pen.it which
emphasize piggybacking on existing programs, we do not see significant �ost impacts
for these businesses.

Municipal permits must contain receiving water limitations language and all permits
adopled in the last year in the state do so. Those adopted most recently/’or Orange
County and Sacramento County contain language that Los Angeles County
municipalities have found objectionable. Under the Clean Wmer Act, municipalilies,
as the ovmers/operalors of the storm drain system, are responsible for lee quality
waters in the system and must use their unique municipal powers - not possessed by
the Regional Water Board or the County or any one else - ~o assure Ihat receivin$
water limitations - sl the poinl of discharge Io the storm drain syslem - sre met.
Because it is widely recognized that such receiving water limitations would not be met
. Ihat Ihere is indeed a waler quality problem - the receiving waler limitations
section of the permit h~s been written such tha! implementation o/. the
provisions is the equivalent of compliance with the receiving water limitations. Whm
municipal,ties file for a renewal in another five years, they must d~lermino whelher
any additional sctions are necessa~, to attain receiving wa~er limita6oa~.

The permit does no~ require cities to carry out any actions which are the responsibility
of the Regional Bowel However. every effort hu been made to eliminate duplic~la
inspections for essentially the same purposes by state and local government, and to
create complementary efforts between municipalities and between different levels
government. We believe such efforts to be good public polio),.

R0030926



State of California       "
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

101 Centre Plaza Ddve Public Notice No. 96-027
Monterey Park, California 91754 Meeting - July 15, 1996
(213) 266-7500 NPDES NO. CAS614001

PUBLIC NOTICE
(Govt Code Section 11125)                    "

CHANGE OF MEETING LOCATION AND TIME

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board regular meeting on July 15, 1996,
was previously noticed (Public Notice No. 96-025) to be held at the County of Los
Angeles Supervisors Hearing Room.

The location and starting time for that meeting have been changed as follows:

Place: Junipero Serra State Office Building
Auditorium (Room #t138) ,~.~ ~’- ~-’-~
107 South Broadway
Los Angeles, California

U
Starting "r’m~:    8:00

/’1
The _Public headn_o to consider the Los An_~eles Coun~ Munici.Dal Storm Water Discham_ e

UPelT~it will be_~in no sooner than 10:30

Please direct any questions to Carlos Urrunaga, Environmental Specialist III, at (213) 266-
7598.

Date: 05 July 1996
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~ Wat~

JUN 2 8
~.o~,~ A.L. VillarS~m.~.CA 1847 Roscamare Road95|12~t~ ~s ~geles, ~ 900??

~c~     ~ar A.L.

F~16)6~?-10il~16)6~?~?iJ~S ~GELES ~ ~ICIP~ NATION~ ~LL~ DIS~GE
ELIMINATION SYST~ (NPDES) S~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for your recen~ le~er ~o ~ve~or Wilson
regarding ~he ~s ~geles County Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES
Pe~i~. The S~a~e Wa~er Resources Control Board (S~)
has ~en asked ~o res~nd ~o your le~er.

The Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES Pe~i~ reissuance for
~s ~geles County is currently under consideration by
~s ~geles Regional Wa~er Quali~y Control Board.    The
pe~i~ is Ln ~he public commen~ phase of ~he pe~i~ pries8.
This is ~he appropriate ~Lme for any in~eres~ed par~y, such
as yourself, ~o ~ involved wi~h commen~s on ~he ~i~.
Because ~his is an issue before ~he Regional Wa~er
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your co~en~s will
fo~arded ~o ~hem for ~heir consideration.

We appreciate public Lnvolvemen~ in our pe~i~ing process.
We also appreciate ~he efforts of meters of ~he p~lic such
as yourself in helping ~o pro~ec~ ~a~er ~ali~y.

If you have any ~es~Lons, please ~elephone Ma~a~ Jones,
~he s~aff person mos~ knowledgeable on ~his s~jec~,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce ~jimo~o, Chief of
~he S~o~ Wa~er Uni~, S~, a~ (916) 657-0908.

Since~ly,

Jesse M. Diaz, Chief
Division of Water Quality

cc: Robert Ghirelli, D.Env.
California Regional Wa~er Quality

Control Board, Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156



MAILING LIST

A.L. Villar
1847 Roscamare Road
Los Angeles, CA 90077

Mr. Ronald Vincente Allen, Esq.
4041 E. Massachusetts Street
Long Beach, CA 90814-2826

Mrs. Terry Maglle~to
1233 W. 187th Place
Gardens, CA 90248

Mr. John M. Apolan
421 North Maria Avenue
Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Mrs. Laura
12547 Promontory Road
Los Angeles, CA 9004%

Mrs. Veronica M. Fletcher
23920 Anza Ave. 9121
Torrance, CA 90505

Mrs. Laurie Gooch
28721 ConeJo View
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Mr. Daniel Brown
219 Shell
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

Mrs. Robin Shean
533 Washington Blvd.
Venice, CA 90292

Mrs. Susanne L. Veneklasen
14010 Cap~ains Row %350
Marina del Re¥, CA 90292

Mrs. Nancy Jones
4304 BakmanAvenue
North Hollywood, CA 91602

R0030929



$1n1�Re,on r~-es W~ler’

L

P,o ~, ~ Mr. Ronald Vincente Alien, Esq.
~’~ 4041 E Massachusetts S~ree~9~812~1~ "

~ng Beach, ~ 90814-2826
~P~

~.~ ~ar Mr. Allen:
95~14
~)~n] ~S ~GELES CO~Y H~ICIP~ NATIONAL PCLL~ DISC~GE~ ~i~) ~.i011

ELIMI~TION SYSTEM    (NPDES)    STO~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for your recent letter to Governor Wilson
regarding the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Permit. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

¯ . has been asked to respond to your letter.

The Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit reissuance for
Los Angeles County is currently under consideration by the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.    The
permit is in the public comment phase of the permit process.
This is the appropriate time for any interested party, such
as yourself, to be involved with comments on the permit.
Because this is an issue before the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, your comments will be
forwarded to them for thier consideration.

We appreciate public involvement in our permitting process.
We also appreciate the efforts of me,~bers of the public such
as yourself in helping to protect water quality.

If you have any questions, please telephone Maryann Jones,
the staff person most knowledgeable on this subject, at
(916) 657-0783. You may also call Bruce Fujimoto, Chief of
the Storm Water Unit, SWRCB, at (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jesse M. Diaz, Chief
Division of Water Quality

co: Robert Ghirelli, D.Env.
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board, Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive

~ Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156
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Cont~l
au~ 2 ~ 1~

re ~,~ Ter~ Maglie~tos~c^ 1233 West 187th Place9ss,~ Gardena, CA 90248
~i P $~
s~...~,c^ ~ar Ter~ Magllet~o~
~114
~6~s~ ~SANGELES ~UNTYMUNICIP~ NATION~POLL~DIS~GE

ELIMINATION SYST~ (NPDES) STO~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for your recen~ le~er ~o ~vernor Wilson
regarding ~he ~s ~geles County Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES
Pe~it. The State Water Resources Control Board (S~)
has been asked ~o respond ~o your le~er.

The Munlc~pal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES Pe~i~ relmsumnce for
~s ~geles County ~s curren~ly under consldera~ion by
~s ~geles Regional Wa~er Quali~y Control Board.    The
pe~i~ is ~n ~he public commen~ phase of
This Is ~he appropriate ~ime for any interested par~y, much
as yourself, ~o be ~nvolved w~h commen~s on ~he
Because ~h~s Is an issue before ~he Regional Wa~er
ConUrol Board, ~s ~geles Region. your
fo~arded ~o ahem for ~heir consldera~on.

We appreciate p~llc ~nvolvemen~ in our
We also appreciate ~he efforts of meters of ~he p~llc such
as yourself in helping ~o pro~ec~ wa~er ~alL~y.

If you have any ~es~ions, please ~elephone Ma~a~ Jones,
the s~aff person most knowledgeable on this s~jec~,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce ~ji~Uo, Chief of
the S~o~ Water Unit, S~CB, a~ (916} 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jesse~M. D~az, Chief
Division of Water

cc: Robert Ghirelli, D.~v.
Califo~ia Regional Water

Control Board, ~s ~geles Region
i01 Centre Plaza Drive

~ Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156

,~ ~. ~, ~ ~ ,~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ R0030931



S~t¢ Wmt~
R~ure~s

Po ~i~ Mr. John M. ~olan.~-,,,~=.c^ 421 North Maria Avenue9sllI~i~ Redondo Beach,
~IPS~
s,=~,~’~.¢^ Dear Mr. Apo£an~
9S$14
~J6)~4~1) MS ~GELES COUNTY MUNICIP~ NATIONAL ~LL~ANT DISCI~KRGE

ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) STO~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for your recent letter to Governor Wilson
regarding the Los ~geles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES

? Permit. The State Water Resources Control Board (S~)
: has been asked to respond to your letter.

~ The Municipal Storm Water NPDES Pe~it relssuance for
~s ~geles County is currently under consideration by the
~s ~geles Regional Water Quality Control Board.    The
pe~it is in the public comment phase of the pe~it process.
This is the appropriate time for any interested party, much
as yourself, to be involved with comments on the pe~It.
Because this is an issue before the Regional Water Quality
Control Board,
fo~arded to ~hem for ~helr consldera~ion.

We appreciate public involvemen~ in our pe~i~ing process.
We also appreciate the efforts of meters of the public such
as yourself in helping ~o pro~ect wa~er ~ali~M.

If you have any ~estions, please telephone Ma~a~ Jones,
the staff person mos~ knowledgeable on this subject, a~
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce Fujimoto, Chief of
the Sto~ Wa~er Unit, S~CB, a~ (916) 657-0908.

L .....
J~s~ Dioz

Jesse M. Diaz, ~lef
Division of Wa~er

co: Ro~r~ Ghirelli, D.Env.
California Regional Water ~allty

Control Board, ~s ~geles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park,
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Coat~l Bo~

Po ~ i~ Ms. Laura Escandon
~mm,,~.~ 12547 Promonto~ Road~1:2~ Los Angeles, CA 90049
~1 PSu~o
s,,:,,,,~.~ Dear Ms. Escandon:
~814

~:~)~:~:l) LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) STORM WATER PERMIT

Thank you for 7our recent letter to Governor Wilson
regarding the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Permit. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB}
has been asked to respond to your letter.

The Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit relssuance for
Los Angeles County is currently under consideration by the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.    The
permit is in the public comment phase of the permit process.
This is the appropriate time for any interested party, such
as yourself, to be involved with comments on the permit.
Because this is an issue ~fore the Regional Water ~uallty
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, your comments will be
fo~arded to them for their consideration.

We appreciate public involvement in our permitting process.
We also appreciate the efforts of members of the public such
as yourself in helping to protect water quality.

ii If you have any questions, please telephone Maryann Jone.,
’ the staff person most knowledgeable on this subject, at~ (916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce ~jimoto, Chief of
~ the Storm Water Unit, SWR~, at (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

~igi~l Si~ ~
~e D~

Jesse N. Diaz, Chief
Division of Water ~li~y

cc: Robert Ghirelli, D.Env.
Califo~ia Regional Water Quality

Control Board, Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156
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Hs. Veronica M. Fletcher
23920 ~’~za Avenue �121
Torrance. ~ 90505

~S ~GELES ~Y ~ICIP~ NATION~ ~LL~ DIS~GE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) S~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for 7our recen~ le~er ~o ~vernor Wilson
regarding ~he ~s ~geles County Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPD~
Pe~. The S~a~e Wa~er Resources Control Board (S~)
has ~en asked ~o res~nd ~o ~our le~er.

The Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPD~ Pe~i~ relssuance for
~s ~geles County is curren~l7 under consideration
~8 ~gele8 Regional Wa~er Ouali~y Control Board.    The
pe~i~ is in ~he pub1~c commen~ phase of ~he
This ~s ~he approprla~e ~Ime for any in~eres~ed par~y, such
as yourself, ~o be involved wi~h co~en~s on ~he
Because ~hi8 18 an issue ~fore ~he Regional Wa~er
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your co~en~8 will
fo~arded ~o ~hem for ~heir consideration.

We apprecla~e public Involve~n~ in our pe~i~ing pr~e8s.
We also appreciate ~he efforts of meters of ~he p~llc such
as 7ourself in helping ~o pro~ec~ wa~er

If 7ou have any ~es~ions, please ~elephone Ma~ann Jones,
~he s~aff person mos~ knowledgeable on ~hls subject,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce Fujimo~o, Chief of
~he S~o~ Wa~er Uni~, S~, a~ (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jesse M. Diaz, Chief
Division of Wa~er

cc: Ro~r~ Ghirelll, D.~v.
California Regional Wa~er

Control Board, ~s ~geles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156
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~ou~i Boa~

M~.~ ~i’’,~ ’
~.o~,~ Ms. ~urie Goochs~mm~¢, 28721ConeJo View

Agoura Hills, CA 91301

~114

F~I6)6ST~(q16) 6~7-1011~S ~GELES ~ ~ICIP~ NATION~ ~LL~ DIS~GE
ELIMINATION SYST~ (NPDES) S~ WATER FE~IT

Thank you for your recen~ le~er ~o ~vernor Wilson
regarding ~he ~s ~geles County Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPD~
Pe~i~. The S~a~e Wa~er Resources Control Eoar~ (S~CB)
has ~en asked ~o respond ~o your le~er.

The Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES Pe~i~ reissuance for
~s ~geles County is currently under consideration by Ehe
~8 ~geles Regional Wa~er Quali~y Control Board.    The
pe~i~ is in ~he public �o~en~ phase of ~he pe~i~ pr~es8.
This is ~he approprla~e ~ime for any interested par~y, such
as yourself, ~o be involved wi~h co~en~s on ~he ~i~.
Because ~his is an issue before ~he Regional Wa~er
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your commen~s w~ll
fo~arded ~o ~hem for ~heir consideration.

We apprecla~e public involvemen~ Ln our pe~i~ng process.
We also appreciate ~he efforts of me~rs of ~he p~llc such
as ~urself in helping ~o pro~ec~ wa~er ~ali~y.

If ~u have any ~es~Ions, please ~elephone Ma~a~ Jones,
~he s~aff person mos~ knowledgeable on ~his subject,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce Fujimo~o, Chief of
Uhe S~o~ Wa~er Uni~, S~, a~ (e16) 657-0~08.

Sincerel~,

Division of Wa~er ~alL~y

cc: Ro~r~ Ghirelli, D.~v.
Califo~ia Regional Wa~er ~ali~y

Control Board, ~s ~geles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156



Mr. Daniel Brown
219 Shell Street
Manhattan Beach, CA S0256

LOS ~GELES ~Y ~ICIP~ NATION~ ~LL~ DIS~GE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM    (NPDES)    S~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for your recent letter to Governor Wilson
regarding the ~s ~geles County Municipal Sto~ Water NPDES
Permit. The State Water Resources Control Board (S~)
has been asked ~o respond ~o your le~er.

The Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES Pe~/~ reLssuance for
Los ~geles County is currently under consideration by ~he
~s ~geles Regional Wa~er Qual~y Con~rol Boar~.    The
permi~ is in ~he publ~c commen~ phase of ~he pe~ process.
This is ~he appropriate ~Ime for any in~eres~ed par~y, such
as yourself, ~o be involved wi~h commen~s on ~he
Because ~his is an issue before ~he Regional Wa~er
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your co~en~s
fo~arded ~o ~hem for ~heir �onsideration.

We apprecla~e public ~nvolvemen~ in our pe~i~ing process.
We also appreciate ~he efforts of meters of ~he public such
as yourself in helping ~o proCec~ wa~er ~ali~.

If you have any ~es~ions, please ~elephone Ma~a~ Jones,
~he s~aff person mos~ knowledgeable on ~his s~jec~,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce Fujimo~o, Chief
~he S~o~ Wa~er Un~, S~CB a~ (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jesse M. Diaz, Chief
Division of Wa~er

cc: Rober~ Ghirelli, D.~v.
California Regional Wa~er

Con:rol Board, ~s ~geles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156



....
Ms. RobLn Shean
533 WashLng~on B|vd.
Venice, CA 9029a

ELIMINATION SYSTFM (NPDES) STO~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for 7o~r recen~ le~er ~o ~ve~or Wilson
regarding ~he ~, ~geles County Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES
Pe~i~. The S~s~s Wa~er Resources Control Board
has ~en asked t~ respond ~o your

The Munlcipal StOrm Wa~er NPDES Pe~i~ relssuance for
~s ~geles County Is curren~ly under consldera~ion
~s ~geles Regicidal Wa~er Quali~y Control Boar~. The
pe~i~ i8 in ~he publ~c co~en~ phase of ~he pe~i~ proce88.
This is ~he appr’~Prla~e ~Ime for any in~eres~ed par~y,
as yourself, ~o ~e involved wi~h commen~s on ~he
Because ~hls is ~n issue before ~he Regional Wa~er ~ali~y
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your commen~s will ~
fo~arded ~o ~hem for ~heir consideration.

We appreciate public Involvemen~ in our pe~i~ing process.
We also appreciate ~he efforts of meters of ~he public such
as yourself in helping ~o pro~ec~ wa~er ~ali~.

If you have any ~uestions, please telephone Ma~a~ Jones,
~he s~aff person mos~ knowledgeable on ~his subject,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce ~jimoUo, Chief of
~he S~o~ Wauer ~ni~, S~, a~ (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jesse
Jesse M. Diaz, ~hLe~
Division of Wa~r

cc: Ro~r~ Ghir#III, D.~v.
Califo~ia ~egional Wa~er ~ali~y

Control B~ard, ~s ~geles Region
101 Centre ~laza Drive
Monterey Pa~k, ~ 91754-2156
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Resources

P.o ~m~ Ms. Susanne L. Veneklasens~m,~-~.c^ 14010 Captains Row #350
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

s,~,,,,,~¢^ Dear Ms. Veneklasen~
~114
~n~)~) LOS ~GELES CO~ ~ICIP~ NATION~ ~LL~ DIS~GE~I~) ~.I011

ELIMINATION SYSTE~ (NPDES) S~ WATER PE~IT

Thank you for your recen~ le~er ~o ~vernor Wilson
regarding ~he ~s ~geles County Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES
Pe~i~. The S~a~e Wa~er Resources Control Board (S~}
has been asked ~o res~nd ~o your le~er.

The Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES Pe~i~ relssuance for
~s ~geles County ~s currently under consideration by ~ho
~s ~geles Regional Wa~er Quali~y Control Board.    The
pe~i~ Is ~n ~he public commen~ phase of ~he pe~i~
This is ~he appropriate ~ime for any In~eres~ed par~y, such
as yourself, ~o be Involved wi~h commen~s on ~he
Because this is an issue before the Regional Water
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your co~ents will
fo~arded to them for their consideration.

We appreciate public involvement In our pe~Ittlng pr~ess.
}, We also appreciate the efforts of meters of the p~lic such
., as yourself in helping to protect water
~

If you have any ~estions, please telephone Ma~a~ Jones,
¯ ’ the staff person most knowledgeable on this s~ject,

(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce Fujimoto,
the Sto~ Water Unit, S~CB, at (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jesse K. Dlaz, Chief
Division of Water

cc: Robert Ohirelli, D.~v.
Califo~ia Regional Water ~ali~y

Control Board, ~s ~geles R~ion
I01 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156



StateR~ur~esWat~

p.o ~i~ Ms. ~ancy Jones
s.~.,,~.~c^ 4304 Bakman Avenue9~112~ North Hollywood, CA 91602
~i P $~

9~814
~16)6~3     ~S~GELES CO~~ICIP~NATION~LL~DIS~GE

ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) S~ WATER P~IT

Thank you for your recen~ le~er ~o ~vernor Wilson
regarding ~he Los ~geles County Municlpal S~o~ Wa~er NPD~
Pe~. The S~a~e Wa~er Resources Control B~rd (S~CB)
has been asked ~o respond ~ ~our le~er.

The Municipal S~o~ Wa~er NPDES Pe~i~ relssuance for
~s ~geles County is currently under consideration
~s ~geles Regional Wa~er ~uali~y Control Board. The
pe~i~ is in ~he public commen~ phase of ~he pe~i~ process.
This Is ~he appropriate Eime for any in~eres~ed par~y, such
as yourself, ~o be ~nvolved wi~h commen~s on ~he ~i~.
Because ~his is an ~ssue ~fore ~he Regional Wa~er
Control Board, ~s ~geles Region, your co~en~s will
fo~arded ~o ~hem for ~heir consideration.

We appreciate p~llc involvemen~ In our pe~i~ing process.
We also appreciate ~he efforts of meters of ~he p~llc such
as yourself in helping ~o pro~ec~ wa~er ~ali~y.

If you have any ~es~ions, please ~elephone Ma~a~ Jones,
~he s~aff person mos~ knowledgeable on ~his subject,
(916) 657-0783. You may also call B~ce Fujimo~o, Chief of
~he S~o~ Wa~er Uni~, S~CB, a~ (916) 657-0908.

Sincerely,

Jes~

101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156



Governor Pete Wilson
~st Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814
Fax: (916)445-4633

Dear Governor Nllaon,

Urban runoff Is the largest source of Coastal Pollution to ~he
Santa Honica and San Pedro Bays. As you know, the Santa
Bay Restoration Plan targets reducing storm rater pollution as
the plan’s most important goal. Los Angeles County has suffered
through a drastic reduction ~n the number of beach visitors (froa
over 80 million per year to less than 50 million) to L.A. beaches
largely because many people are afraid to swim in the runoff
polluted waters off our coast. Also, clogged catch basins cause
hundreds o~ thousands of dollars in property damage every year.
Urban runoff dumps tons of contaminated sediments at the
of the L.A. and San Gabriel Rivers an Balona Creek nest to
De1 Ray. The end Result is a boater safety problem that poses
severe hea11~h risks to local marine life and costly site

PLEASE PROTE~I" OUR CHZLDREN HHO HILL ATTEHPT ~) SHZH AND SURF AT
OUR BEACHES NO HATTER HOH POLLUTED THEY BECk)HE!

Protect the public health, marine life, local tea
County’s $2 billion a e              _ .           1.estate and the~ ar coastal tourism economy Dy supporting
~,,~ ~unx~lpa~ ~cor~ ~a~er HPDES for Los Angeles County.

Thank you for ~our support.

L).~’:~,u-~-- ’ " ’
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May 13, 1996

Governor Pete Wilson
Ist Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor Wllsonz

Urban runoff ls the largest source of coastal pollution to
Santa Monica and San Pedro Bays. As you know, the Santa Mortice
Bay Restoration Plan targets reducing storm water pollution as
the plan’s most important goal. Los Angeles County has suffered
through a drastic reduction in the number of beach visitors (from
over 80 million per year to less than 50 million) to L.A. county
beaches largely because many people are afraid to swim in the ""~
runoff polluted waters off our coast. Also, clogged catch basins

ncause hundreds of thousands of dollars in property damage every
year. Urban runoff dumps tons of contaminated sediments at the

Umouths of the L.A. and San Gabriel Rivers and Ballona Creek next
to Marina Del Ray. The end result is a boater safety problem and

na contaminated sediment hot spot problem that poses severe health
risks to local marine li£e and costly site remediation problems, U

Please protect the public health, marine life, local real                    ~
estate, and the County’s $2 billion a year coastal tourism
economy by supporting the Municipal Storm Water NPDES permit for
Los Angeles County.

Sincerely,                                                                                               2

R0030941
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Governor Pete Wilson
1st Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814
Fax: (916) 445-4633

Dear Governor Wilson:

Urban runoff Is the largest source of coastal pollution to Santa
Monica and San Pedro Bays. As you know, the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Plan targets reducing storm rater pollution as
Plan’s most important

Los ~n~eles County has suffered throuqh a drasti� reduction Ln the
number of ~ach v~sitors (from over 80 million per year to less
than 50 m£11~on) to the County*s ~aches largely ~cause aany
people are afraAd to s~i~ in the runoff-polluted ~aters oft our
coast. Also, cl~ed catch ~s~ns cause hundreds of thousands of
dollars ~n property damage every year. Urban runoff dumps ~ons of
�ontaminated sediments a~ ~he mouths of the L.A. and San Gabriel
R~vers and Ballona Creek nex~ ~o Marina De1 Rey. The end resul~ ~8
a boa~e~ safe~y proble~ and a con~a~na~ed sed~en~ ho~
proble~ ~ha~ poses severe health ris~s ~o local marine life and
cos~ly si~e re~edia~Lon

Please pro~ec~ ~he public health, ~ar~ne life, local real es~a~e,
and ~he County’s S2 b~llion a year coastal ~our~s~ economy by
supporting ~he Municipal S~ora ~a~er NPDES per~ ~or ~s A~eles
County.

cc: Michael Keston, Presiden~
California Regional Wa~er Quality Control ~ard
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May 14, 1996
L

Governor Pete Wilson
Ist Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814 Fax: (916) 445-4633

5

Dear Governor Wilson:

Urban runoff is the largest source of Coastal pollution to the Santa
Monica and San Pedro Bays. As you know, the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Plan targets reducing storm water pollution as the plan’s
most important goal. Los Angeles County has suffered through a
drastic reduction in the number of beach visitors (from over 80 million
per year to less than 50 million) to L.A. beaches largely because many
people are a~raid to swim in the runoff polluted waters off our �oast.
Also, clogged catch basins cause hundreds of thousands of dollars in
property damage every year. Urban runoff" dumps tons of contaminated "
sediments at the mouths of the L.A. and San Gabriel Rivers and

~.~Balona Creek next to Marina Del Rey. The end result is a boater safety
problem that poses severe health risks to local marine life and costly
site remediation problems.

PLEASE PROTECT OUR CHILDREN WHO WILL ATTEMPT TO SWIM
AND SURF AT OUR BEACHES NO MATTER HOW POLLUTED THEY
BECOMEIII

Protect the public health, marine life, local real estate and the
County’s $2 billion a year coastal tourism economy by supporting the
Municipal S~orm Water NPDES for Los Angeles County.

Thank you for your support.

Sincer_~
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Governor Pete Wilson
1st Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814
Fax: (916)445-4633

Dear Governor Wilson0

Urban runoff is the largest source of Coastal pollution to the
Santa Honica and San Pedro Bays. As you knou, the Santa Nonica
Bay Restoration Plan targets reducin~ storm uater pollution as
the plan’s most important goal. Los Angeles County has suffered
through a drastic reduction in the number of beach visitors (from
over 80 million per year to less than 50 million) to L.A. beaches
largely because many people are afraid to swim in the runoff
Polluted waters off our coast. Also, clogged catch basins cause
hundreds of thousands of dollars in property damage every year.
Urban runoff dumps tons of contaminated sediments at the mouths
of the L.A. and San Gabriel Rivers anJBalona Creek ne~t to Marina
Del Rey. The end Result is s boater safety problem that poses
severe health risks to local marine life and costly site
remediation problems.

PLEASE PROTECT OUR CHILDREN WHO WILL ATTEHPT TO SWIM AND SURF AT
OUR BEACHES NO HATTER HON POLLUTED THEY BECOME!

Protect the public health, marine life, local real estate and tile
County’s $2 billion a year coastal tourism economy by supporting
the Municipal S~or~ Water NPDES for Los Angeles County.

Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,
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Terry Maglietto ~ , , . ..~... __ .
1233 w. 187th Place

~~ -"~’ o.-. _.:.-. ..

Governor Pete Wilson
1st Floor, State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814
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May 14o 1996

L
Governor Pete Wilson ,
Ist Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814 Fax: {916) 445-4633

Dear Governor Wilson:

Urban runoff is the largest source of Coastal pollution to the Santa
Monica and San Pedro Bays. As you kl~ow, the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Plan targets reducing storl~l water pollution as the plan’s
most important goal. Los Angeles Coullty has suffered ~hrough a
drastic reduction in the number of ben~~h visitors (from over 80 million "
per year to less than 50 million) to L.A~ beaches largely because many
people are afraid to swim in the runoff polluted waters off our coast.
Also, clogged catch basins cause hundreds of thousands of dollars in
property damage every year. Urban rulloff dumps tons of contaminated
sediments at the mouths of the L.A. stld San Gabriel Rivers and
Balona Creek next to Marina Del Rey. The end result is a boater safety

sitePr°blemremediationthat poSeSproblems.Severe health risk, to local marine life and costly

PLEASE PROTECT OUR CHILDREN W] |O WILL ATTEMPT TO SWIM
AND SURF AT OUR BEACHES NO MAT~’ER HOW POLLUTED THEY
BECOME~II

Protect the public health, marine life, ]ocal real estate and the
County’s $2 billion a year coastal tourism economy by supporting the
Municipal Storm Water NPDES for Los Angeles County.

Thank you for your support.

_~/~erely, . -"~

John M. Apoian
421 North Maria Avenue
Redondo Beach, CA 90277
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May 14, 1996 O

L
Governor Pete Wilson
Ist Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814 Fax: (916) 445-4633

Dear Governor Wilson:

Urban runoff is the largest source of Coastal pollution to the Santa
Monica and San Pedro Bays. As you know, the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Plan targets reducing storm water pollution as the plan’s
most important goal. Los Angeles County has suffered through
drastic reduction in the number of beach visitors (from over 80 million
per year to less than 50 million) to L.A. beaches largely because many
people are afraid to swim in the runoff polluted waters off our coast.
Also, clogged catch basins cause hundreds of thousands of dollars in
property damage every year. Urban runoff dumps tons of contaminated
sediments at the mouths of the L.A. and San Gabriel Rivers and
Balona Creek next to Marina Del Rey. The end result is a boater safety
problem that poses severe health risks to local marine life and costly
site remediation problems.

PLEASE PROTECT OUR CHILDREN WHO WILL ATTEMPT TO SWIM
AND SURF AT OUR BEACHES NO MATTER HOW POLLUTED THEY

nBECOMEIII
U

Protect the public health, marine life, local real estate and the
County’s $2 billion a year coastal tourism economy by supporting the
Municipal S~orm Water NPDES for Los Angeles County.

Thank you for your support.

Sincerely.

R0030957
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M~. Beatrice J.S. LaPisto-Kirtle¥

Page Two

cc: Robert Ghlrelll, D. Env.
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board, Los ~u~geles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Mr. Eu~6ne Bromley
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Phll Richardson
600 S. Spring Street, Roo~ 400
Los Angeles, CA 90014

Mr. Gary Hildebrand
Environmental Program Division
LOs Angeles County Department of

Public Works
P.O. Box 1460

.Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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NPDE$ Perrn/t Proces8
April 17, 1996

pay for ¯
have ¯ pl~ce et the table cx a voice in the perrn~ proces8.

¯ There hal been ¯ lack of local OovemmentJpubll¢ parUclpetlo~ end heednoe
the NPDES permit

¯ If local govornment~ 8re part of the l~’oblem, they ere also ¯ part of the solution
end should be included in the doclsk)n making protons.

¯ There w85 no enforcement mechanism defined. The atandsrd$ am narret~e,
not numerical.

¯ Local governments feel that the current Exocutlvo Advlaorv Commltlee do
Contain the appropriate stakeholder8 and e~o concerned that their requelt$
not being casponded to.

¯ Local.O0v.e.rnmanta are concerned that the Lo~ Angele~ Water Quality Cofttr01
uoaro start are not willing tO �orridor medlalion In reeolving the woblM~ vv~h
the proposed permit proce~.

¯
r                       ...,,,v        u~ uurm m ~)are/4 It, UII

-eg~nal water uu~lJW ConUol Board do~ not addrm the n~,...k~.~ ;-’--"~- ’.,w

problem.       ---,- ........ =,,,, ,~, ,,~, ,~v~ me atoanw~tor nmoff ~

SCA  ,nd
,~mmen~o~ moaJetJ~ o~ foci~t#~ to exn-,4~- ~ ...........

outstanding issue~ Attached ~- ..... ¯ _...,-.,..,,-__,,_,,~._~,,u,.~ arm m tale/re the............ ¯       .    - - w~,v v, uw -mu~uon program. While vm--~N,~U,. u: u~ program, the medt~t    ~a nnt .~-’An ~ ...... - ---
r

0�8 ...... .r,~-.v m’ q~Ulm~. 811P ofessiorml$ medlet,,ro ~ ....,.r~ __,, ........ mney... -,u, ..,,,~ ~ ere ml government
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NPDES Permit Pmces~

O
Apdl 17. 19H

$CAG is wilting to help .you address, these Issueo end �oncerns. If You hove any
Lfurther Questions or need ~Jrther assistance, give Bat~,e Werthrr~n m call et 213/236.

"1832 o~ David Preece at (213/238-1948).

R0030964
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I~alth~Bag June 26. 1996

LosCalif°miaAngelesRegi°naIRegion Water Q~lity C~t~! B~
I 01 Ccn~ Pl~
Monte~y. CA 9 ! 75~21 $6

Attention: Carlos Urrunaga

RE: LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT, CAS614001,
’ TENTATIVE ORDER DATED MAY 23, 1996

Heal the Bay is a non-profit environmental group working through a variety of research,
education, public outreach, and advocacy programs to make Santa Monica Bay and southern
California’s coastal resources sail: and healthy once again for people and aquatic life. Heal the
Bay respectfully submits comments on the above.rel~rcnced permit and urges you to adopt this
pemfit on .July 15, 1996. Adoption and implementation of this permit is the single most
important action to prevent pollution to Santa Monica and San Pedro Bays, and their rcspoctive
watershed drainage areas. With over 50 million annual visitors to the Bay and a :5;2 billion
annual coastal tourism industry dependent on clean and safe beaches, the region cannot afford to
do anything but adopt the permit.

The arguments by some cities that there is no scientific basis for requiring a permit with thb
level of stringency is unjustified. Ileal the Bay will concede that there are very few studies that
specifically state that an individual BMP will eliminate a specific local source of pollution.
There are numerous studies, however, that document the results of non-point source pollution
and its effect on the beneficial uses of receiving waters as well as the potential risks of pollution
to humans and marine life. in addition, we must not lose site of the fact that pollution prevention
programs such as the one outlined in this permit will put us on the road to specifically identifying
what the sources of non-point pollution are, and how best to reduce or eliminate those sotu~es.

The results of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project epidemiology study have confirmed that
pathogens in storm drain runoffcause illness in swimmers. This alone should be enough impetus
to implement the programs outlined in the permit. Even though this study was performed in the
Santa Monica Bay. the results can be extrapolated to apply to any receiving water that has a

t
beneficial recreational use of swimming and is located at the end of a storm drain.

’~ The heart of the program outlined in this permit is education-we must modify the behavior of
every industry, business, and resident in Los Angeles County. The Los Angeles County has
awarded a $5.2 million contract to develop immediate and long-term strategies for education.
These educational elements will be available to all of the cities to use in their local programs.
The County’s responsibility for the success of this permit leads into another igsuc-the �ost of
implementing the programs required in the penniL
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an: three important points to remember regarding the co~ ofHeal theBay believesthat
implementing permit requirements:

!. Municipalities that instituted storm water management program~ under (he 1990
p~rmit should continue to budget for and run those programs. This permit in no way ~liminate$
the work already done. nor does it requir~ the development of whole new progran~ The permit
will require the cities to evaluate tbeir existing programs and how these progran~ ml~t be
modified to meet the requirements of the ncw permit. We recognize that there will be additional
costs, but we also have made numerous suggestions as to how cities can piggyback many oftbe

¯            requirements of this permit into existing programs such as health and fire inspections.

2. The models and guidelines for the programs outlined in the permit will be prepared by
the County and their consultant, liowever distasteful this may be to some entities, it may only
require Iransfi:rring the appropriate program elements onto a City’s letterhead. In other word&
the permit allows the cities enough flexibility to be efl~:tive and frugal, or to on=ate their ow~
program~

3. Finally, we believe that the costs ofimplementing the programs in this permit hay=
been greatly reduced by the changes in language negotiated by the participating patt~.
Specifically. industrial/commercial site inspections are now part oftbe educational outreach
at~ no longer inspections. The inspection requirements for construction site~ l¢~s than $ ~
also an: focused on education and have been rolled into the cities existing building
programs. Additionally. the Regional Board is investigating the possibility of reimbursing the
cities’ building departments for visits to construction sites grealcr than 5 acr~ which fall into
the NPDES construction program.

Heal the Bay believes that this permit is composed of common-sense practices that have been
negotiated with the County. the cities and their representatives, the business and industry
associations, and the construction industry associations. Hundreds of hours have been spent in
stuffy rooms literally ~,Titing line-by-line requirements to reduce pollution from storm water
runoff to protect the beneficial uses of our coastal resources. All ofthe participants are not
satisfied, including Heal the Bay. nor will they be. Consensus does not mean that every City
must like the permit, it means that every interested party was given the opportunity to participate
in. the negotiating process and offer suggestions to effect the outcome.

Just a reminder of how fat the permit has come in negotiations:

The receiving water limits section now reads so that full and timely compliance with the
permit requirements is the functional equivalence of meeting the receiving v,~ter limits.

¯ The industrial/commereial inspections were replaced with educational site visits and the site
visit frequency was reduced.
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V
¯ Tbe development/construction section, no longer opposed by the Building Industry

0Association (BIA), is tailo~-d to fit with existing building and safety inspection programs.

¯ The legal authority section no longer requires an ordinance, just proofoflegal aUthority and L
a number of common sense prohibitions of polluting activities.

¯ The critical source monitoring requirements ~re eliminated for the cities.

* The parking lot pollution control requirements were greatly weakened.

¯ A section allowing the substitution or elimination of BMPs was

o The administrative review proems ~as modified so that the Regional Water Board only
120 days to approve or deny a City’s submittal under th~ penniL

Many other changes were made to the permit that reduce the cost of implementation and, thin.
make the requirements less onerous. We emphasize these points and refer you to the
of support letters from the general public and the hundreds of letters from the business
community to underscore the necessity for the Regional Water Quality Control Board to
the permit on July 15 without any further v.~-,akening ofthe language.

The outcome of the efforts of those who participated is a permit that protects the cities with it~
specificity and comforts the environmental community with the same. It is critical to the health
ofour residents, us well as the health ofour receiving waters to get on with the busin¢~ of
preventing pollution-and away from the discussions as to how pollution prevention should
occur. The "how" will become more clear with time once the County and the cities begin
gathering data on the effectiveness of BMPs, but the time to begin is long overdue.

GENERAL COMMEN’I~

Receivin~ Water Limita

Heal the Bay is pleased that the Regional Board recognized the controversy with the receiving
water limits language presented in the May 23rd draft. We are comfortable with the June 17
language which we believe resolves the controversy. We do however, refer you to NRDC’s
comments on this drafL and support the expectation expressed therein that the Permittees
and abide by provision VII.A.2.b. in Part 2, as proposed in the June 17, 1996 revisions,"

Conditionally Exempt Dischar~_m

The Conditionally Exempted Discharges listed on this page should be r~vised as follow~:

i. The specific types offlows associated with potable water sources should be listed as in
previous draf~
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pi~ 2. "Except fiher backwash" should be stated in item j.. as in previous drafts. We realize that
the definition ofdechlorinated swimming pool water in the glossary inchld~ this
language,however,itismore appropriate to the r~quirement and not to the.glossary.
Why would anyone look up the definition of dcchiorinated swimming pool discharge?

3. Why is street washing and not sidewalk washing listed? Why ar~ you listing this activity
at all since it is a designated discharge’? Once the study is complete. BMPs will he
n:commcndcd to mitigate the impacts of municipal sidewalk and municipal street
washing. Again, wc strongly recommend that you not list street washing as a

¯ conditionally exempt discharge.

: Monitorin_~ ¢Watershed Pilot Pro_iects/Stt~41e,)

Heal the Bay strongly protests the removal of the r~luirement for watershed pilot projects/studies
and urges the Regional Board to replace this rtquin:mcnt. If the language made the City with the
largest population within the watershed responsible for taking a lead role in identifying and
conducting one study appropriate to its watershed within the term of the permit, the ~-quirmnent
would be enforceable. This would alleviate the burden on the City of Los Angeles for example,,
to take the lead on thrv¢ projects/studies since it is the largest City in three watersheds.

Furthermore, these projects will not necessarily be onerous or burdensome to the watersheds
since existing funds are available through Proposition A. the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Project, and other grant programs. Cities could carefully select and design meaningful studies
and consider that the results of the studies they conduct could ultimately reduce the requirements
for their storm water program (e.g.: ira potential pollutant source is found not to impair

, beneficial uses in the watershed).

’ Implementation Schedule

Many of the time lines have been extended by at least halfin the tentative draft. Heal the Bay
assumes that these extensions were made to accommodate the County’s schedule for
development of the guidelines and models. Some extensions may be appropriate for cities t~
have time to implement the County’s guidelines and models. We concur, however, with NRDC’s
comments that program requirements carded over from the first permit should have shorter time
lines than those elements that ar~ new to this permit. However, we allow flexibility in our
concerns with the schedule as long as all of the programs required in the permit are implemented
within the first 3 years of the term of the permit. The l~st txvo years only should focus on
optimizing the existing programs_ and tailoring and implementing watershed mana_~ement plang

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

P. 16 Is Part 2.1.A.(8.) supposed to replace the language in the December 18 draft that roqui~s
the Principal Permittee to "prepare and forward summaries..." of required reports, etc.? Heal the
Bay would like to see that report submittal is a responsibility of the Principal Permit1~:.
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Pan 2.1.C.( I .) has been revised so that public participation on the WMC is not stated. Does this
imply that public participation is excluded? Ifso, Heal the Bay objects to there not being even a
non-voting role for the public.

P. 17 Ileal the Bay requests that the following condition be put back into Part 2;!.C.: Support
the lead municipalities in the development and implementation of watershed pilot
studies. This is consistent with our request that watershed pilot projects/studies be put back in
the monitoring requirements of the permit.

P. 20 E.I.d. Please change to: "...control ofthe discharge of pollution from one portion of the
MS4 to another through inleragency or inter-jurisdictional agreements among Permittces is
encouraged."

P, 21 it is not clear what entity will approve the BMP or requirement substitution petition.
it now reads, the petition will be submitted to the Regional Board and approved by the Executiv¢
Officer. Is this correct?

P. 25 The time line for the development of the county-wide model illicit discharge ¢liminalioa
program was changed from 4 mos to 8 mos. We have no specific objection ifth¢ ov¢rall
implementation of this program occurs within the first 36 months. Howev¢r, since this was not
"negotiated," we would like an explanation for the change.

P. 28 The procedures for exemption described on this page do not include any time lines for
approval by the Executive Officer. or when the Permittee can implement the exemption.
the Bay recommends that the 120 day approval time line be reiterated.

P. 28 The development of public reporting requirements has been changed from 4 mos to
mos. See tl~ comment for p. 25.

P. 29 The program for reporting reportable quantity spills has been changed from 4 mos to g
mos. See the comment for p. 25.

P. 3..! Move the first paragraph on P. 34 back to P. 33 following f.

P. 40 3.a. The first sentence ofthis item still needs a verb.

P. 41 f.i.,ii. The references to Integrated Pest Management (IPM)and treatment ofwash
were deleted. The deletion of this requirement was not negotiated and Heal the Bay requests that
the requirement be reinstated.

P. 43 c. Please see our general comment regarding the deletion of the watershed pilot
projects/studies.
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P, 49 The time line for the development ofthe database format has been changed from 4 mos to
6 mos. Se¢ comment on p. 25,                                                                  .’

P, 49 The time line for compilation ofthe database has been changed from I0 mos to 16 mos.
See comment on p, 25.

L
P. 50 The time line for the BMP c~’cklis~ for source control measures has been changed from 9
mos to I 0 mos. S~ comment on p. 25.

P. 50 The BMPs list developed for source control measures will be approved by the Regional /,-
Board as written in this permit. Additionally. we understand that the City of Los Angeles has
requested Regional Board approval tbr the n.’commendcd BMPs resulting from their study of
municipal sidewalk and municipal street washing, and for the BMPs presented in the countywide
construction guidelines, i Ical the Bay would like to comment that we are not opposed to the
opportunity for public review and Regional Board approval of the general permit programs as
they are developed, Ho~ever, requiring Regional Board approval for numerous very specific
program components does not streamline [he administrative process. Please ensure that the
Regional Board does not have to approve submissions more than once per yem’.

In summary, as a lead participant in this consensus-building and negotiating process, Heal the
Bay strongly supports the May 23. 1996 tentative draft permit language, with the revised
receiving water limits language proposed on June 18. 1996. We imnel the Regional Board
adopt the permit as revised, and fulfill their responsibility to nrotL’Ct the beneficial uses of our

If you have any questions, please call me or Jaque Forrest at (310) 581-4188, extensions 119
142, respectively.

Sincerely,

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

Jaque Forum
S~I:" Sciends~
Heal the Bay

cc: Maribel Maria ~amral Resources Defense Council
Don ~olfe, County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Win’ks
Barbara Garrett, CiU,’ of Los Angeles
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Natural l’h~)ztrct~

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAll,         ,

Regional Water Quality Con~l ~

Monle~yP~k; CA 9175~21~
5

Arm: C~lo+ U~

RE: (’omments on the May 23, 1996 Tentative Pcp~it

This letter sets forth the comments of the Natural Resource Defense Council and the
Monica BayKeeper on the Tentative Permit. dated May
the "Permit"). We strongly urge you to adopl Ihc Draft Permit. ]’his is the single, most important
action the Board can take Io clean up slorm v,atcr pollution flowing into the ocean over the next
five yeats. Storm water pollution is the single largest contributor to pollution of th~ ocean.
result of this largely uncontrolled pollution, our beaches arc often covered with trash and out Waler~
are frequently not safe for swimming and unhealthful Ibr marine life. Adoption of this Permit is
good lbr Southern California residents and good for our economy. Resident~ and toutist~ alike
should be able to expect clean and safe waters in which to swim.

The yea~-Iong intensive negotiation process which has resulted in this Permit has helped to
identify the special needs of the Los Angeles
flexible, and is designed to encourage implementation of cost.cffective progt-am$. Rather than
forcing a "one-size-fits, all" program, the Draft Permit is uniquely tailot~! to allow the Permitte~ to
develop their own Best Management Practices and implementation measures based on a watershed

the effort which has been put into this Permit. the finalof all
clear than prior dra~. Regional Board staff have been very responsive to the many comments
submitted by the municipalities, environmental groups, and others mhich have pointed out
problems in prior drafts. As a result, ge feel this draft will provide Permittees with ample direction
for what they need to do to control their sources of pollution and to protect our t~egion’s critical
water sources. We are pleased to see that some of the weak areas which we identified in our last
comments have been strengthened. While we r~cognize that many other areas of the permit which
we requested be strengthened have remained the same, we believe the final compromise document
will achieve its

Overall. the Draft Permit addresses the activities which must be controlled and the
programs which need to be developed. We continue to believe, however, that cerlain sections of
the permit should be modified to be made clearer or more effective. We mill first ~et forth below
our general comments rega~,ding the overall Permit strategy ar, d then provide specific comments

New YorL Nr.c Y,,r{+ I~I~ $Vas~m3"k,n. l:~ -~’h.’~+5 .q~a l;r+ac~+,. C-A 94105
2~2 727-2700 2,~2 7.~3.7.qO0 415 777-~220
~ 212 727-1773 ~ P~’~2 783-5917 ~.a~ 415 4.~-5990



Commentson 5/23/96 Draft Permit

with proposed language and other modifications

We must also reiterate our extreme concern over the continued extensions of the Permit
adoption date. By now over a 3’car has passed since the last Permit was scheduled to expire. As
currently proposal, it will take at least two years or mo~ tbr program implementation to begin..As
evidenced by the Santa Monica liay Restoration Project’s study on swimmers’ health, every delay
results in more people getting sick from storm drain pollution runoff. We insist that the Regional
Board fulfill its responsibility to finalize the new Permit by approving it on July i :5, 1996.

GENERAL COMMENTS

I. Receivimz Water Limitatiop,

The language for receiving water limitations in the May 23. 1996 draft generated much
controversy among the various parties involved in the Permit discussions. We believe that th~ June
!?, 1996 revisions provide an acceptable resolution to the concems raised over this s~tion. We
have agreed to accept the new "functional equivalency" language, which essentially shields
Permittees from liability for violation of the Permit for continuing problems from storm water
pollution as long as they are in timely compliance with the Permit’s specific terms. This is mt
important concession by the environmental groups. However, we expect Permittees similarly to
agree to accept and abide by provision ViI.A.2.b. in Part 2, as proposed in the June 17, 1996
revisions which requires Permittees to conduct a sel f assessment of strategy effectivene~,

The revised language in section VII.A.2.b. is aimed at ensuring that Permitlee~ determine
~ether they have made the best program choices and that there are strong linkages between the
individual programs in order to develop a cohesive, complete, and effective overall storm water
pollution management program. Because under the new language Permittees can be in compliance
vdth the Permit notwithstanding continuing ocean pollution, this additional language enstu’~s that
Permittces help determine where their program is working and where it is not. Only with this
information can Permittees improve their programs and work toward a final solution to this critical

These two provisions should be considered as a package. We can only support the
"functional equivalency" language if it is accompanied by the self assessment provision. ~
that would weaken either of these two provisions are unacceptable.

Deadlines

As in our comments to the previous draft, we continue to be concerned over the lack of
sufficiently near-term deadlines. We must again point out that because many of the Dra~ Permit
requirementsare the same as those under the existing Permit, Permittees now in compliance shoukl
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"
Comments on 5/23/~6 Drafl Permit
Page 3

be able to me~t short-term deadlines easily v, hile Pcrmiuees tha! arc further behind can borrow
from tbe former to speed up their o~n program de~elopment and implementation.

We also urge again that the deadlines for the development of the model programs by the
Principal Perminee be set on a shorter timeline - at the latest to be completed by January. 1997 -
in order for Permittees to commence implcmcntation of their programs within the first Permit year.
in many ar~as the Permiuees will ne,.,d to wait Ibr development of the model programs by the
Principal Permittee belbre then can implement their o~n programs. Under the currant deadlines,
two more rain)’ seasons w’ill pass Ix’fore we set: n:al improvement in city practices.

The Principal Permittee is currently committed under a settlement agreement with the
Natural Resources Deft:rise Council and the Santa Monica BayKeeper (schedule attached) to
completing implementation plans for control of runoff from existing commercial and industrial
areas, private construction, public agency construction projects, illicit connections and illegal
discharges, existing residential, redevelopment and new development, sewer overflow and �ontrol,
storm drain system management and operation, sm.,et and road management, public education,
parks and recreation, and its own facilities, respectively during the months of May, July, August,
June. September. August, June. May. luly. September, September, and October 1996.

Moreover. despite our ongoing comments expressing �oncern over these long-term
deadlines, many deadlines in this latest version of the Permit have been pushed back even further
without an). explanation or rationale. The only logical approach is to adjust the timeline for
model program requirements to correspond with the development of the Principal Permittee’s own
implementa~ionplans.

3.
We strongly protest the removal from the last draft of the requirement that Permittees

participate in development of watershed pilot monitoring projects to compliment the critical source
monitoring ghich will he conducted by the Principal Permittee. This monitoring is essential fo~
determination of ~hat pollution flows from specific sources of pollution, such as from a specific
type of business, golf courses or horse stables. The results of these projects will ultimately reduce
the costs for Permittees and the regulated community by identifying the most cost effective BMPs
and determining which pollutant sources are the greatest (or least) problems.

These projects should not be onerous or burdensome to the watersheds if they take
advantage of existing funding and grant opportunities (e.g. Proposition A grants and Santa Monica
Bay Restoration grants, etc.) and given that several of these projects already have volunteer
sponsors (e.g.. the City of Los Angeles has already agreed to perform a project on sidewalk/street
washing. Calabasas has agreed to study runoff from horse ranches). Accordingly, the removal of
the watershed pilot project requirement is unwise and short-sighted.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

I. Program Mana2emen!

16 B.i. Compliance with the WMAPs has been left offofthis provision and should be
added.

16 C,i. The composition of the Watershed Management Committees no longer
includes public representation. Wc arc concerned by this modilication because
this draft has also removed the requirement that WMC meetings be public. We
believe that public representation is critical and should be reinstated because
participation up front by the public in the development of plans by the WMCs
will help create subsequent support lbr those plans and the Perrnittees storm
water programs, as well as more successful implementation, With respect to
the nature of the WMC meetings, we must assume that they will be open,
public meetings in compliance with Calilbmia’sopcn meeting laws. We would
object strongly if this is not the case.

7 C,3.f. We propose that the term "timely" be added preceding the phrase "submittal of
completed reporting forms."

17 C.3.g.i. The criteria for selecting additional SIC groups for public education should
specify that the "extent of exposure" includes the length of time that the
industrial/commercialactivity is exposed to storm water and size of area which
is exposed.

per our general comments, we strongly oppose the removal of the18 C.3.x. As
rt’quirement for the Permit~ees to conduct pilot projects. We propose that the
provision requiring the "coordination and implementation of pilot projects to
target pollutant sources, evaluate BMP appropriateness, and assess
effectiveness" from the 12/18/95 draft (section l.D.2.g.) be reinstated in this
section of the Permit

D.I. The 12/! 8/95 draft contained language setting forth minimum requirements for
the budget summary format required in this provision. These minimums were
appropriate and necessary, and we propose that they be put back into this
provision. The minimum items included: capital, operatio~ and maintenance
expenditures; funding sources; staff resources; equipment and support
capabilities; contract services; cost sharing arrangements for countywide
programs (e.g. Public Education. Commercial/Industrial education site visits);
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and an)’ foreseeable funding shortfalls.

I g D.2. The deadline for submitting a summary of resources dedicated for s~orm water
implcmcntalion by a Permittce has been raised from the 30 days after a
Pcrmittec’s budget is adopted in the previous draft to 60 days in the current
dral~. V,’e do not agree that a doubling of time is necessary because,
presumably, the Permittee will have already prepared this information in order
to determine the budget amount request submitted to its local approving body.
We propose that the deadline b~ limited to 30 days after a Permittee’s budget is
approved.

I $ E. I .a. Because the prohibited discharges listed after this provision may result from
activities olher than jus! industrial activities, we propose the following language
modificatiom:

"Control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 by s~orm
discharges from sites of industrial, commercial, construction, and residenti-!
activity and the quality of storm water discharged from sites of industrial,
commercial, construction and resider~lial activity ~’ough ~ following

\ prohibitions and requirements:"

! 9 E. I .a.viii. For purposes ofclari fying the intent of this provision, we propose the following
language modificattions:

"Prohibit the washing out of �oncrete trucks ~ which
results in a diseharae to tlg M54:"

20 E. The consolidation of all the legal authority provisions previously scattered
throughout different Permit sections has greatly improved the clarity and b~tter
defined the scope of responsibilities for Permittees in this area. We believe that
the re-organization of this section with a "checklist" format will make it easier
for Permittees to .comply and easier for Regional Board staff to determine
compliance. However, remain concerned with two aspects of this provision,

¯First, Permittees axe not required to obtain the necessary legal authority by
specified date. Rather, Permittees merely need to provide a "timely"
for obtaining adequate legal authority. The Permit does not define what
"timely" means. Because the existing Storm Water Permit contains the same
requirement to obtain adequate legal authority, and the new Permit provides the
Permitlees with an additional 120 days to make a submittal regarding legal
authority, there is no reason why additional time is necessary.
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L
Second. we remain dissatis,~cd wilh the provision which ~’quires ¯
municipality only to submit a statcmc~)t of compliance from their legal counsel
in lieu of submittal of the actual ordinance or guidance documem developed
pursuant to the legal authority s4.-ction of the permit. It is unclear ~y this
n.’quiremcnt was rcmovo.l. ~hich will impose on municipalities a minimal             ~’
burden Of providing to the Regional l~;oard the document which presumably
will be made available to the public. This simple task of providing the
document to the Regional Board will m’akc it easier for Regional Board w.affto
determine compliance and to answer any questions no! answered b~ the
checklist.

22 G.2.a. The term "completely" in the phra~. "~’ek clarification on the ~ to be
taken to completely meet the provisions of this Order" - does not accuralely
state the intent of this r.~luirement. In place of the word "�omplelely" the
phrases "more effectively" or "more adequately" m’e better suited to reflect the
need for a Permittee’s programs to be "sufficient to meet the requirements of
this Order." We propose that either of the two be substituted for "�o~ly."

22 G.2.b. This provision allows a Perminee to resubmit a rejected SPCA within 60 days .I,.
to remedy any deficiencies identified in the first SP~A review. This is
acceptable, but the provision should not also provide for an additional 120 days
for the Executive Officer to review the re-submitted SPCA. Becau~ the
Executive Officer ~11 have had 120 days to review the initial pcogram
submittal and another 120 days to review the first SPCA, the re~valuation of
the re-submitted and revised SPCA should re<iuire much less time to review.
As currently v, Titten, a problematic SPCA that ends up being routed through the
entire administrative r=view process could be held up for up to 420 days!

OWe propose that the SiVA review by the Executive Officer should be no more
60 days and that the subsequent t~view of an amended/revised SP~A also be
limited to 60 days. This timeline would at least keep this process to under ¯
year. We fuxl, her propose that the language providing Board and public tzo6cg
of a Permittee’s intent to implement provided in l.G.l.a. (as amended per
6/17/96 revisions) also he added to this provision after the final ~view stage.

2,3 H.2. We propose that this provision be amended to state that the 45 day public
comment period runs concurrently ~-ith the ! 20 day Board review period.

23 H. In order for the new language providing Board and public notice of ¯
Permittee’s intent to implement provided in I.G.l.a. (as amended per 6/17/96
revisions), a list of "interested parties" must be maintained. We propose that

1
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such a lis~ be prepared for interested parti~.~ who have requested to receive
announcemcntsand who have submitted comments during the public review of
submittals develoi~,d pursuant to the Permit. A provision to this effect should
be inserted in this section.

II. Illicit C’onneetions and Illicit Dischartea

25 A.I. We are unclear why the time frame for the development of the Illicit
Connection model program has b,,’en increased from 4 months after the Permit
adoption in the previous draft to g months in the cum:nt draft. This has been ¯
requirement under the existing Permit and. further, the provisions for this.
program in the Draft Permit remain essentially the same as prior dmlL~
Accordingly, the development of the model program should stay at the 4 month

25 B.I. Same comment as for A. I. on this page.

25 B.l.b. For purposes of general consistency, the word "maximum" should be ituerted
before "¢xtent ixacticabl¢."

27 C.2.1. Street washing should be taken offofthe "Conditionally Exempted Discharges"
category because it is already listed in the "Designated Discharges" section as
pollutant source of concern. Listing this activity under Designated Discharges
is appropriate and consistent with the legal authority prohibition in I.E. i.a.vi.
and vii., on page i 9 of this draft.

27 C.:~. For purposes of clarification, we propose that this provision be reworded as
follows:

"k4~m~/~ Street washing and sidewalk washing discharges from
municitmi, commercial and industrial land uses have been determined by the
Regional Board to be sources of poilutantsofconcem."

While it is acceptable to explain that the City of Los Angeles is conducting ¯
study to assess the impacts of municipal street and sidewalk washing activities,
non-municipal street and sidewalk washing arc also sources of pollutants of
concern. As such. the proposed language modifications clarify this point.

~,,
28 C.4. it is unclear what the time frame for Executive Officer approval is for this set of
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provisions. Presumably, it is the standard 120 days-pursuant to the
Administrative Review requirements in section I.G. tlov.~ver, this should be
made clear in this section in order to avoid confusion. We further propose the
following language mt~lificafions consistent with the comment we submitted
on this provision |br the previous draft:

"The exemption request for additional non-storm water discharges may
be subrnitted alontz v, ith a di,~ussion of the basis fi)r the r~ues~, beginning
with the first Annual Report."

28 D.|. We propose that the "may include" in this provision be ch-,nged to "~hall
include."

29 D.I. We propose that the following be added to this set of provisiom:

"A system to record the history of spill events, including but not limited
to Ihe number of spills, the identificationof spill substance, and the amount of
the substance spilled, if known, and said history to be reported in each Annual

IlL Develonment Plannin~ and Construction

30 A. Consistent with comments provided for the previous draft review, we reiterate
our proposal to put back a provision in this section, previously included in the
May draft Permit (~’ction IV.E.6.), for evaluating the feasibility of retrofitting
existing developments with treatment controls. This is a significant provision
that addresses existing pollution sources - it is important for the Permittees to
determine whether such retrofit opportunities are feasible in order to develop
appropriate requirements for redevelopment. Notably, this provision required
an evaluatior~ if, after the evaluation, cost-effective retrofit opportunities are
found, they should be pursued; likewise, exorbitant cost-ineffective retrofit
options could be ruled out.

31 A.2.a- We propose that the "Priority Projects" category should include all of the
activities listed in Identification of Sources, section V.B.l.b.(page 49),
regardless of whether they are discretionary or non-discretionary projects
because these are the activities that have been identified as potential pollutant
sources of concern.

.
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IV. Public Aeencv Activili¢~

38 A. We arc unclear why the time frame for the development of the Public Agency
model program has been increased from 12 months after adoption of the Permit
in the previous draft to 16 months in the currcnt draft. Adding the 4 months the
Permittees have to develop their own program ba,,~d on the model program, it
will be almost 2 )’ears belbre any implementation of this section begins. This
seems unnecessarily long. We discuss this in more detail in our "General
Comments’" concerning the time frame for development of model progranu
under the PctmiL

38 B. Considering the Principal Permittee’s phased program development schedule,, it
would be more eflkctive to phase-in the Permittecs’ implementation schedule as
well. In any case, phased implementation by the Permittees should begin no
later than January 1997. In addition, as we have noted in our earlier �omments
to this section of previous drafts, any changes to the model program should
require Executive Officer approval. To this end, we propose the following
amendmem at the end of the provision �ontained in this section:

"Permittee programs that are modified ,so that they eliminate model
program elements or make substitutions beyond what is ofli:rcd in the model
program must be submitted for approval by the Board consistent with the
requirements of Part 2, section I.F., Best Manaeement Practice fBMP) or
Requirement Substitution/Elimination"

! C.3.b.vi We propose that the provision requiring the "treatment of washwaters prior to
discharge to the MS4" be put hack into this section of the Permit. it is an
appropriate requirement and would be consistent with the prohibitions listed in
Part 2, section I.E.I.a-i. and ii. of this draft which prohibit the discharge of

42 C.5.a.i.    We reiterate our prior comments that the language in this section should he
modified as follows:

=Inspection and cleaning of catch basins at leas~ annually ~ May
I and September 30 of each )’ear." Otherwise. this provision will be less
stringent than the existing Permit.

~[~ 42 C.5.c.i. As above, we reiterate our prior comments, that the language in this section
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should be modified as follows:

"Procedures to identify and ran~k problem areas of illicit discharge for
regular insl~.’ction."

V. public Information and Particin~liq!

48 A.I. We do not supporl the deletion of the requirement for Perminees Io oblain and
document that at least one informati(m video on storm water managemen! has
been shown to appropriate community groups or televised on public ~m’vic~
stations and cable access programs on a regular basis. We believe tha! this is an
effective ou~xeach and education tool and that many good productions Ire
currently availabl¢. For these reasons, this requirement should
this section or added to the 5 )’ear education su’ategy section (se�tion V.C.
beginning on pa~e

49 B.I.a. ~k’e are unclear why the time frame for the development of the dal, tba~ format
for listing industrial/commercial facilities has been increased from 4 months
after Permit adoption in the previous draft to 6 months in the current dral~ This
provision does not r~luire the input of the actual dat~ but only the development
of a database format consisting of five simple items of information, it should
not take halfa year to accomplish this

50 B.2. Consistent with our prior comments, we reiterate our proposal to add the
following provision to describe the BI~1Ps that the Principal Pennittee will
develop for use by the Permittees:

"Ensure implementation of storm water and urban runoff control
measures and require adequate additional measures where necessmy to prevent
pollutants from flowing from the facility into storm water runoffand/or wbe~
appropriate for a facility’s unique operations." "

52 B.4. The criteria that accompanied this provision in the previous draft h~ve
deleted. We &re uncomfort~,hle with allowing the substitution of alternative
approaches to this very critical program area without any minimum criteria for
determining appropriatenessor suitability. We propose that the criteria used by
the E×ecutive Officer to consider the approval of an alten~tive
industrial/commercial site education visit program as enumerated in the
previous dra~ he put back in. They are as follows:
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L
a. Discharge pollut..mt charact~.~zation data;
b. Other quantified measures of pollutant reduction; or
�. Results of SlX.’cial ~udics/pilot projects.

In the altcmative, substitmion of the prcscri~.’d program should be t, equired to
abide by the substitution r~)visions of Part 2. section I.F. (page 2 !).

55 C.I.iv. Consistent with our prk~� comments, we reiterate our position that adequate
training of Pemlittee employees is the foundation for adequate program
implementation by the Pe~nittccs. As we have previously noted, this section
should provide a deadline Ibr accomplishing this task and specify a frequency
for ongoing/supplemcnr, d training. We propose that the initial deadline for
developing and implementing the employee training program be set for
Novemher I (~6. At a minimum, all applicable employees should be trained by
that date, and subsequent ~t’resher update trainings should be planned.

Additionally. the trainit~ of subjects listed can effectively be covered generally
in an overview session t’or all employees but should also be cover~ in ¯
detailed manner for specsalized employee activities. This is how the Caltratts ~’~!"
employee training progr’~m has been successfully designed and implemented
for District 7 (Los Angelgs).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the May :23, 1996 draft, if you have
questions regarding ore" comments please �~ll us,

Since~y,

Gall Ruderman Feuer, Esq. Santa Monica B4tyKeeper
Natural Resources Defense Council

Donald Wolfe, Los Angeles County ~t of Public Works

R0030981



Prot~:lml; Our
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3, 1~ Th~ Frank G Wcllsl-~m m~tdl 1 a~ ~’hn~.

"- I~’I
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C~enne T~ell, A~isl~nl Exe~u~ve Dire~lof                      ~
Regionel Waler Quah~ Con~l Boe~ (Lo~ Angeles)                 =: r,

I~I Cen~ Pl~z~ D~

AI we he~ i~l~ ~e "home llfel~h" on ~e new Muni~i~l Slo~w~lef P~i~
plee~e e~e~l our lha~ {of ell ol your her~ wo~ on ~is ~nli~l ~ul~lo~ ~. I
know il hi~ ~een ~ ~ull l~s~ wilh few ~le~r ~ho~e~ ~el ple~le ~e~o~.

II h~ ~e I~ m~ ~enl~on lh~l lhefe ~s some ~s~u~sion ~{ eli~in~n~ ~
~e new Pemil ~e fe~ifemenl ~I Pem~lee~ ~opl leg~l ~ulh~f~ fe~fdi~

pu~li~ ~eels ~n~ ~e~hes, pu~li~ p~ en~ ger~ens The ~e~ no~ ~ ~
Tehi~ M~nn~, where we de~k our o~e~oel, i~ ~ef le~on~ I~ ~e I~ ~{

enough to s~nd fl~ on ~s provision of ~e Pe~il. sin~ it has not only sto~8~
~llut~on Jmpl~bons, but senous public heal~ ~nsequen~s as well.

I ~n~ imagine who would oppose ~is Obvious BMP, but if ~e a~umnt                        .
~nte~ on enfo~ement, such concerns ~n be ~ised about any I~al au~o~.
Obviously, any Perigee is expecte~ to use ~eir ~sl effo~s and no one exp~
eve~ single "act will be curlier. Such laws are eff~bve sin~ many law,biding
~bzens will comply simp~ bemuse it is ~e law. That also ma~inalizes ~e s~ffaaws
and makes ~em an easier ta~et for enfo~emenl. As an example, I u~e you Io ~lk
to anyone who I~vea in He~osa Beach, pa~la~y along Valley D~ve, ~
an~ a~er ~e ~s~n~ of mgulato~ signage regaling ~l waste.

Finally. in ~se you ~aven’t yet received your ~py of our recent sto~dmn .
monitonng e~ I enclose a ~py. It shows senous, high total ~li~ and e.~i "
~unts at a~ins ~mughout ~e Bay. Ce~ainly ~t waste must ~ sus~ to ~ I
s;gnifi~nt ~n~butor to ~ese findings. Please help us k~p ~t waste o~ of ~ Bay~

Gall Ru~e~an Feuer, Na~l Resou~s Defense C~I

Mail: P.O. Box 10096, MARINA DEL REY, CA 90295 1Locabon: 13900 Tahiti Way I A231, MDR
(310)305.-9645 / Fax:(310)305-7985 / Ernail:SantaMonm.,aBay@Keeper or.q I Pollution Hotline:I(800)HELPBAY
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- JIll.V0 1996NEWSLE’UrER
IIAPP~’ 4th of JIlloY!

PARKING - JIII.Y 4th: This year the fireworks display will bring a record number OFl~)Ple Io
~ L

Ihc Marina "lhc~e will be I lair show each evening starli:l~ J.ly 3rd ’i’hi~ will yo Ilwoullh the
?lh el’July The show will be on t~ Main Channel ol’lhe Mari~ a~ will start ar~ 9:~ p.m.
~he lirew~rks on Ihe 4lh ~ill ~!~ II 9:~ p m The exits a~livily ~ill cau~ ~k~
a~ we are a~kinB I~1 y~ ~lp us by c~ratin~ wilh Ih¢ pa~kin~ ml~ l"~re
pa~kin~ on I~ 41h o~July Ify~ are ex~lin~ ~u~ls plea~ make I1~ aware ol’~blic ~rkin8
on Marque~ Way ~ Via Ma~. PI~ �~k wilh Ihe (’han)~ o~Com~�¢ f~r

We ask thai guests be dropped olT at the cnlrance oflhe apartnR-nl buildinll. Wc cannot let ca.
lie around the buildinl~ as we tried thai at the Christmas I~,oat Show and end..’d up with Ioo many
cars and not enough parkinl; I’or our regular lenmlls Pleas~ don’t ask ftw any exceptions

we have been in£ormed that the IralTic at the conclusion of the Fireworks may be delayed as Ionia
as 45 minutes. Plea~ nole that I~rkinll on Tahili Way is ilh.’gal Many people received tickets
from the Sheriff’s i)cparlment last year, They are lellinB us Ihal il i~ a hazard li~r emerllency
vehicles tryinll to lle~ inlo any complex.

PARKING PASSES: All car~ must have either a currenl parking tall or Pass in order to park in
our parkinB lot. If’this tall o¢ piss is not displayed, we will tow.I

DOGS AND CATS: You must have prior pcm~ission to have a cal or dog on Ihe docks. We are
findinB s~v©ral of you have pets and do not have ’pet permission’." It is nec~saty Io have
kind of �ontrol over lids Iop~ or no one will be able to enjoy thor visit Io Ihe Marina with all
the animals rum~in8 ioos~! P~ cJe, ml up Ifi~" your animal do~ their ’business’. Our
nmimenanc= staKhas been doing rids for son~ ofyou and it is not ril~kt to ask tkem to �ominue
to do Io. Please contact our ol]~ce t’or any concerns or questions rega~dinll lids.

CLEANING OF DOCKS: We have started painting the docks and ask your help in eliminatinll
anything Ihat is not necessary to Marine activity, l]ikes should not be stored on the docks. Plants
should not be left alanB side of’your boat. Please put items on your boat. Also, wind up your
cords and hoses, not only is it a hazard for someone waikinll but it is subject to ticketinll by the
Had)or Patrol.

The deck of’the clubhouse will be open for all to enjoy Ihe Fireworks. Attain, please help us to
make this holiday a fun one for all of you by cooperatinll wilh our employees when Ldted to
respect the rules.

We appreciate your understanding and cooperation. Have a safe and HAPPY 4th!

TAHITI MARINA STAFF
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June 9. 1996

To: Mr. Terry Tamminen
Santa Monica BayKeeper
139(X) T~iti Way. Slip A-231
P.O. Box 10096
Marina !~1 Rey, ~,A 90293

From: Jim Nobler     ~
Science Advisor

Re: Evaluation of the 1996 lkachgeeper Stormwater Project Data

Dear Teml:

I have reviewed the data obtained from the 1996 BeachKeeper Sto~’mwater
Monitoring projecL in order to look for any bight-wide trends in the data. I have plotted
the data on a single plot. right to left being north to south, in addition. I have plotted
potenbalJy related patameu:rs on the same graph so as to highlight any d~viafions in Iz’end~
The relation of parameters to e,~ch other wiU be de.scribed in the foUowing

pH and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)

The ’TDS and pH data am potent~l]y wJated because it is the dissolved species in
water .which cause changes in pH. In the absence of acidic or basic species, the pH of pure
water ts around 7.0. If the wau~" has had ~ime to equiJibrate with the (~O2 in ~e
~tmospbere:0~.n the pH, w.ould be about 5.8. Raindrops failing through the atmospbele
nave ¯ ~ry ntgh su~, aceJvom _.me ratio and therefore should have time to equilibrate with the
surrounding aunospnere, and mus pure r-~nwater should be slightly acidic. AIm~
~s~cl.~ such as SOx and NOx exacerbate the ~dit7 ~nd produce ~e wei~-imown

To give some se .n~e. o.f perspective with regards to TDS, note that the maximum

¢onuons .~,u~ - ,w,uuu m~A,. Most f~h surface waters a~ le, u than 3000

There is no �ie~" t~nd in the pH ~ The plot of the data shows that ~
oscillate around 8.0. Moreover the pH data zu~ remarkably ¢on.gigtffnt : [~t~.6 o 9.2,
me~n--8.12, median=& 10, and stand~’d deviationS3.34. None of these value¯ m
unt~,sonable for surface wate~. The plot pFDTD$ combination plot shows that the few
low pH value~ at~ probably due to d~lved speci~ other than

The TD$ values as~ aU below 20(X) rag/L, and most a~ in fact below tbe dginking
water standasd of 500 rog/L. The only clear u~nd is that thexe are very low TD$ for
sections 7 and 8 (Santa MonJca l~er through Mat~na DeJ

(:oliform Data

The £-~olJ and To~ Col~foan data a~ plotted on a single graph. Again no clear
t~nd is appa~nt in the bight from north to south, except that a~l levels as~ ~ high.
Although ther~ a~ no offici-~l watt¯" quality stand,’-a’ds for non-potable ~ tl~
commogdy suggest~l coliform ~ fo~ body contact and g~:w,a~onal wate~ at~ <200

/
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VE-Coil ~d < ~000 To~J Coliform per I00 mi. Again Section 8 (MDR) mostly
very low relativ~ coliform counts, and is the ordy section which does no~ uniformly exceed

Othe guidelines. Drum 90 in section 8 does have high lot:d coliform counts, This is Basra E
which is the major input point for slormwa~r into the h~ina. The fact that this is the poinl
which shows the higher vaJues makes perfect sense and supports the validily of the dala.               L

As you know. coliforms can originale from several sources: Human wts4e, animal
was~, and soils. Therefore the da~ must be evaluated in t~rms of the geographic location
of the sections and the most probable sources, Because of the large amounz of rural
drainage ~ near the coast, esl~ci~lly in the northern sections, a gmal deal
coliforms are undoubtedly due natural as opposed m,~thropogenic sources, However,

~u=u ~ uc.m~ly uns,~e lot human �ont,~-~ :~wlmming in or around
stormdrains should ~lways be ¯voided.

Color and UV Absoeblnee

Color or hues in w¯te~ can s~’m from v~rious soumes, nalur~ minerals.e.g., iron
and manganese, colored wasps from industriaJ processes.e.g., mining, n:fining, chemic~
manu/acmring, plating, pulp and I~per, and food proce.~sing. Color is ¯lso commonly due
to na.luraJ mawr~a/s derived from the bre~down of ~errestr~J plant and ~m~m~/debris- e..,hum~c subslance.~. The ~bsorbtion of ulu’aviole! (UV) light at 254 nm is ¯ reflection ot’~
�oncenu-ation of organi� compounds wkh �onjugated double bonds. Mos~
,,o~urring org~mic ma~-i-~is, i.e. humic substance, absorb suongly ¯l ~his
however, many organic pollutan~ e.g. PAHs, ¯bsorb UV light as well. Thus,/’or
color in sudace water¯ then." should be ¯ �orrelation between color and IJV ¯bsorbence

. .i~�~es. ~.onverse~y, u u~ere ~s no color, bm suong UV ~ Ibe

The UV and Color clam I~ve been plo~nd on ~e same graph m observe ~helr                ~j
relative behavior. The absolute wlues of ~ p~rameters am not as impormm as Ibeir
rela~ve valocs for iiden~ying po~n~l anUuopogenic pollution. The d¯~a show ~
general, there is ¯ suong �orre/a~n between color ¯ UV absorb¯nee. Howevm’, Ute~
~umemus drains which h¯ve high color and rela/Jvely low UV ¯bsorb~t~e. This indic~e~
¯ soume of color od~er than humic m~.ria/s. Them are ~vo points, one in section 2
one in sechon 6, which show high UV absorb¯nee but relatively low color. This ~lso
indicates the possibil~ty o[ anthopogenic pollution. The only possible trend in U~e dala
that the color and UV both appear lower and more �onsistent south of S~ Monica Pier
(Section ?).

Sincerely.
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SECTION CHAleT

Sec~on 1: Point Duma - North end of Malibu Road (Peppen:line University)

.Se~on 2: North end of Malibu Road and P.C.H. - North side of Malibu Pier

Section 3: North side of Mslibu Pier - Lss Floras Canyon

Section 4: Lee Floras Canyon - Tuna Canyon

Se~on 5: Tuns Csnyon. Sunset Boulevard

Section 6: Sunset Blvd. - North side of Santa Monlca Pier

Section 7: . North side of Ssnta Monica Pier - North side of Msrine del"Rey Channel

Section 8: North side of Me.fine del Ray Channel - South side of M.O.R. Channel

Set,on 9: South side of Madne dei’Rey Channel - Rosecmne

Section 10: Rosecrans - NortJ~ side of Manhattan Pier

Section 11: North side of Manhattan Pier. North side of Hermosa Pi~’

Section 12: North .side of Hermosa Pier - Yacht Club Way

Section 13: Yacht Ciub Way (King Harbor). North side of Monstad Pier

Section 14: North side of Monstad Pier - Torrance/Pslos Verdes city limit

SecUon 15: Torrance/Palos Verdes city limit. Point Vicanta

Section 16: Point Vk:enta. Point F’ermln
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BeachKeeper Stormdraln Project Samples: Coliform Data
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OeachKeeper Stormdraln Project Samples: UV and Color Data
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BIR
 building industry  ssociation % I0: 9southern california, inc.

FACSIMI~ & ~GU~ ~ ~,~ ~V"~:,~,~ ~,,. ,. ~
Ju~ 24, 1~

Carlo~ Urrunap
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board                     s~
I01 Centre Plaza Driv~
Monterey Pro’k, CA 91754.-2156

Re: Revised Tentative Storm Water Permit of May 23, 1996
and Update of June I?. 1996

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Tentative Permit for Waste
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the
County of Los Angeles. We are pleased that several of our earlier comments ~
in this revision and appreciate ~taff efforts to find ~olutions to me~t the �,otg~ of a
of inter~tt.

We would like to reinfogge those changes which we consider important to a ~
and cost effective program, especially related to construction and planning on Wivate iandg.
Considering the myriad of federal, state, t~gional and local regulations that control ~tmm
water runoff and grading, streamlining the interaction of these different levels of
with specific projects is paramount. Accomplishing such streamlining and �oordinatio~
~mong government entities should gesuit in superior storm water pollutant prevemi~ as well.

The "Development Planning and Construction" section of the permit has bee~t t~vi,~d
to incorporate the streamlining necessary for a workable program. We support the
that local Building Off’~ial$ will determine w,~at development projects ate ~idered
"priority" in respect to storm water quality. We also support the sentiment that the County
d~mid work with "stakeholder organizations" in developing countywide guidelines for BMPe
for construction projects. The Building Industry Association is very interested in contbming
our work as a designated stakeholder organization.

We appreciate the emphasis in this tentative permit in promoting education in all
of the permit. At this point, more work must be done to adequately identify the typ~ and
sources of pollution in the watersheds of this region. The focus of the water~nd
management area plans and resulting programs must be on cases where urban storm
runoff has cau~d real water quality use impah’ment~ to the receiving water~.
¯ducation should be the fundamental basis for ~olving nonpomt source pollution lWObkms and
we believe that such efforts will prove to be the most cost effective pollution conla~ method.

1330 S Valley V~st~ Drive
Dtamon0 Bar, CA
(~09) 396-9993
Fax (gOg) 396-~4~                                                                    An A~d~a~e o~ NAHB art~ CBtA
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~ 24. 1~
Page 2

are concerned about the financial resources to be expended by the O~ty andWe
cities related to this permit. Staff should continue to explore the opportunities for sharing
work products among cities in order to reduce costs to any one city. Furrier,
additional information as to whether development planning and inspection
{tgreased as a result of th~ permit.

provided suggested lang~ge that should further improve tl~Finally. have
tentative permit (see Attachment A). The emphasis of these suggestions is to
nongovernmental interests in developing watershed management area plans and in the
Countywide gu.;delines telat.~ to planning ~nd development. Should you hav~ any questions
or concerns, pleas~ do not hesitat~ to call m~ at (909) 396-9993.

$itgt~ly.
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Ar~chn~m A
Comments on Tentative NPDES Permit of May 23, 1996
by the Building Industry Association of Southern California

"Findings" section: Finding #6 from the 12/18/95 draft ~rmit has been eliminated. This1.
finding noted that studies by the USEPA found that construction sites where erosiolt
sediment controls and BMP$ have been implemented are not a significant source of Itonn
water pollution. This information should be included either in the findings sectiott or ill the
Development Planning and Construction portion of the permit.

Management Committees" Page 16: The composition of the WMCs has been2.
revised to exclude a member of the public and a member of industry. We previously
advocated for inclusion of.a member from industry with a vote. We believe ratongly that
watershed planning cannot be successful without early "stakeholder" involvement.

3. "Watershed Management Committees" Page 17, section 3.�.: reword to state "Prioritize
pollution control efforts based on identified impairments to designated beneJicial uses oj’
receivint waters from storm water runoff." The current statement is tou broad and does
emphasize the relationship of receiving water quality and storm water runoff’.

4. Development Planning and Construction. "Planning Process" Page 31. section l.a. and
l.b.: revise firsl sentence of each subseclion to state "The Principal Permittee in ~onsulttttoa
with the Pcrmittees a~d appropriate stakeholder organizations shall develop..." This is in
keeping with the *,,tatement for Countywide Guidelines in the "Development
~ection of Ihe permit on page 35. It is extremely.planningimportant to fosterPage~33, �ommunicatiOll4.b:
among regulated parties and other imerested parties in creating these guideline,.

5. Development Planning and Construction, Process" ~ction
reword the first paragraph in its entirety to state "F, ach Permittee shall review its Otneml

necessary, .this process shall be revised to include requirements for emluation of storm
water-related impacts." This language is borrowed from the permit recently issued by the
Santa Aria RWQCB for the counties of Orange, Riverside and San lkrnardino. To the extent
possible, consistency among the Southern California NPDES permits provides more certainty
to city officials concerning their responsibilities in this area. Especially in an area of
statewide regulation such as general plans, we believe the language above is an imgx)rtant
improvement to the tentative permit. City offk:ials throughout Southern California r, houkl
have the same expectations regarding general plans in these NPDES permits. The tecond
paragraph which begins on Page 34 describing resources should he retained.

6. Attachment D, p. D-3: Delete the clef’tuition of "development." Within the
"Development Planning and Construction" portion of the tentative permit, the specific
of the development process for which a Permittee has an action to undertake are clearly
identified (i.e., prior to issuance of any building or grading permit on page 36).
def’mition of "development" in Attachment D includes descriptions of paper exercises such as
lot splits which are not included under Part 2, Section Ill of the NPDES permit. Inclusion of
this definition in the attachment serves only to confuse.
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Under the present version of the permit, the permittees (i.e., the cities i~ Los Angek~
County) ~re responsible for surveying rtst~ur~nts to educgte them on pollufio~ pmvemio~. We
know that the health del~nment is already straining to meet its current inspeethm level. Neither
the permittees nor d~e county has the money to perform these visits, ~ it is inevitable ~
another fee will be charged to the restaurants. On top of this, under the proposed permit R0030994businesses could then be fined afar th~ inspection. The growing regulatory bur~ o~ tee -.
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restaurant industry has a chilling effect on the ability of’thes= small businesses to my-in
This is a dangerous way to allempt to support programs that the public ilself b unwilli~$
support.

Finally. the development ot’the permit seems to lack sufT~cien! input from the
industries it will regulate. The permit development process must continue until ¯ ~
creat~l that is workable for all affected

Thank you for considerin8 our position as the permit is firmliz~d. ~ do not
to ~ontact me if’you ~ish to discuss this l’unher.

Stinky g. Kyke( CAE
Executive Vice Pr~,,~idettt
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S~S No. lr’am:l B~’vtL,.Sui~ 1400 ¯ Olendei~ C, all~i’n~ 11:~’0~ ¯ (Ill) [d.,,~410~ ¯
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JUN 25’96 e?:47 FR IOSPR 818 545 ~954 TO IZ13ZES6787 P.BI/Bi
~

FA~LMILK MESSAGE I ~OVER SHEET

24. 1996

Te: M~ Wumie Jesmm FAX: 213.266.6787

Free: Ron Wilkniss    Tel: (818)S43-S324 FAX: 818.545.09~1

Number of naees In¢ludin~ lhi! cover IbfCt: I

D~x Winnie:

Thank you for sendin8 me ¯ copy of- the proposed wording for Finding No. 26 of the
L.A. County ~PDES P~rmh, The proposed insertion of the w~rd "potential" (for signifie,~nt
sources of pollutants). ~d, the addison of the I~st sentence reg~ding the beneficial effect
Blv[Ps, are dimctionally bdpful.

WSPA still hut concern with the implication of wh~t is said, as well as, wh~ is Ofll said.
~. While the addition of tho word "potential" is accurate and appropriate, we believe that tho
worst-case description. "significant sources’, is not jusufied. The study sponsored by WSPA
showed that paved surf-a~e~, which are subject to vehicular trat~�, can be sourc4~ of stOrXl~
water pollutants, but, wo would not necessarily regard any of these sources as being
particularly "s~gnific-,,t" when compared to other sotuce categories. WSPA is not acqusmmd
with the two other studies ret’erenced.
b. Significanc~ is a rol~ive term .. one which has meaning only in comp~son to othm’
possible sources. WSPA believes that, unless you discuss sources other than just perkins lots
and gasoline staUons, or. establish a ranking of various sources with respect to potential
pollutant loading, it is inappropriate to list just two specific source cmegories and to label
them significant - to do so says that these see the only two source categories of’ concern.

WSPA submits the following language for Finding No. 26:
"Paved surfaces subject to vehicular tra~� (e.g., p~4cing lots, gasoline stations,
Studies have indicated th~ these source categories axe potential sources of pollutants in
storm water runoff (Urban Storm FVmev Toxic Pofiut~on, Assessment, Sources, Pit1 et.al. V
67; Re~uiL~ of a l~etail Gasoline Oudet and Commercial ]~arkinE Lot StOre Water Runoff
5’mdy, Western Sta~es Petroleum Association and the American Petroleum ln~tuto, 1994;
Guidance .Yp¢¢~.~vmE Afanagemenl Measures/or ~ur~¢s Of Non-.oolnt PolluI~on bl
Wa~ers, US-EPA, No. 840-B.92-002, I993). The studies indicate tha~ tmplemeatation of’
appropriate BIV£Ps v..~ll reduce tee release of"pollutants in storm water runoH" from
types of sources~ It should be noted that meut~on of" these speciEc source categories is am
intended to imply th~ these are d~e only categories of" potential concern."



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

Change Finding 26 to read as follows:

26. Studies indicate that parking lots and gasoline stations are potential significant
sources of pollutants in storm water (Urban Storm Water Toxic PollufJon,
Assessment, Sources, Pitt et.al. V. 67; Results of Retail Gas Outlet &
Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water Runoff Study, Western States Petroleum
Association and American Institute, 1994; Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Non-point Pollution in Coastal Waters, USEPA, # 840-
B-92-002, 1993). However, these studies also indicate that implementation of
appropriate BMP’s will reduce the release of pollutants from these sources into
storm water.

U
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES MONITORING PROGRAM
NPDES MUNICIPAL STORM3~’ATER P~

program, including a study of receiving waters, willfollowingmonitoring
be performed by the County of Los Angeles (’County’) in full and complete satisfaction of
the waler quality monitoring requirements under the NPDES municipal stormwater permit to
be issued to the County and 86 other co-permittees pursuant to the Clean Water Act. ’,

This monitoring program also incorporates ce~,ain elements of the: monitoring
workplans approved or received by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (th¢~ -"Workplans’) with respect to the existing NPDES municipal stormwater permit.." ¯

I.    Land Use Station Monitoring                                        ;..

A. Evaluation et Land Um .."

The County will evaluate the location of the land use monitoring stations using
a methodology which is described in Attachment A, The methodology is intended to produc~
a marginal cost-benefit analysis for identifying the most important land uses for monitoring
in the County pc:emit area. The County will agree to monitor (subject to the station ~vent
limitations set forth in Section If(B)(3) below) stations reflecting land uses that arc iclentif~d
through the marginal cost-benefit analysis as appropriate for monitoring. Tbe County will
agree to include for monitoring at least five land uses before determining whether there i~ ~̄.- _ ,point beyond which monitoring would not meet the marginal cost-benefit analysis. Bxisting ...~land use stations which ne~ to be relocated, based on the methodology, will be relocated. "IThe County will decommission land use monitoring stations which are, as ¯ re.suit of the
cost-benefit analysis, not required to be monitored or which reflect duplications,

1.    Sampler Type: The County will monitor the land uses selected by the
analysis described in Section I(A) above using the same automatic samplers used under the
current permit.

2. Constituents: The County will analyze samples taken in the automatic
samplers for the constituents that were analyzed for automatic samplers under the existing
permit. Ira constituent is not found, at the method detection limit, in more than 25% of~e
samples in the first ten sampling events (and thereafter on a roiling basis using the ten most
recent sampling events), future samples will no longer be regularly analyzed for the
constituent (unless the few observed occurrences show unusually high concentrations and are
cause for concern). Also, once sufficient storms have been sampled to allow the
establishment of an event mean concentration (’EMC’) ~-t an error rate of 2..5% for ¯
constituent at a given location, that constituent will be deleted from the list of constituents for
which the samples will be analyzed at that location. In addition, the County will conthgt
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V
annual confirmation sampling for the non-detected consdtuents for as lon~ as the Land use                 0

monitoring station remains open (i.e., until all constituent of concern --~Cs are calculated or
the station is otherwise closed). The land use station shall be operated until the permit term is
concluded or until EMCs are derived, at the 25 % error rate, for the following detected

Lconstituents of concern:

PAl.Is (total)
chlorda~
Cadmium
Copper

Chromium
Silver

Total Suspended Solids
Total Nitrogen
Total ~

At the time of the closur~ of ¯ station, l-~lCs will be �~culated for all
constituents which have been detected during tbe operation of the station, although I~CI for
non-constituents of �oncern n¢~ not he calculated at the 25 ¯ error gate. The list of
constituents of concern may be amended by the RWC~B through addition or d~letioo of
constituents: if ¯ constituent of concern isadded prior to the commencement of the second
year rainy season (October 15, 1997), the County will analyze for that constituent until tbe
I~IC at an error rate of ~ ~ is determined. If the constituent of concern is added al~er the
commencement of the s~cond ye~" ntiny season, the County will analyze for it until the
station would otherwise close and will determine an F.,MC for that constitutent at the lowest
possible error rote or ~ ~, whichever is g~ater, achievable at the time of th~ closing of the

3.    Frequency of Monitoring: The County will monitor at the land use
stations at the frequency of ¯ total of !~0 station events (clef’meal as tl~ number of stmions
times the number of storm events monitored) in the first full rainy season aftex the
commencement of the permit, 200 station events in the second full rainy season and 200
station events in the third full rainy season. These station events represent both minimum
and maximum numbers, ~ch that the County commits to monitoring at that gate, but not
beyond, so long as there are sufficient monitorable storm events. Monitoring after the fu’st
three rainy seasons will continue (subject to a maximum 200 station event cap) until EMC$
are established for constituents of concern which have been found in the samples or until the
permit term ends. (Data from land use monitoring stations under the current permit that
continue to be used as monitoring stations under the new permit will be used for
establishment of the i~{Cs; however, use of the data will not reduce the frequency of station
events in the first three years of the permit.) When EMCs are determined, monitoring at the
land use stations will be ended. Dry weather monitoring will not he conducted at the land
use stations, unless such monitoring is required for a special study.

-2-
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4.    Can’yover Monitoring: The County will continue to monitor existing
land use stations established under the curr~nt permit and at the frequency comained in the
~/orkplans through the 1995-96 rainy season.

!I. Mass Emission Station Nlonitoring

A. Stations to be Monitored: The (~ounty will monitor four mass emissigm
stations, those presently existing on Ballcna Cn:ek and Ntalibu Creek, the Los Angeles giver
at Wardlow Road and the San Gabriel River. These stations r~present the four major
drainage points for the watersheds which discharge into the ocean from Los Angeles County.
Pdl other existing mass emission stations will be decommissioned.

B, Monitoring Methodology

1.    Sampler Type: The automatic samplers currently installed at the four
mass emission stations will continue to be used.

2.    Constituents: in addition to the constituents being monitored by the
automatic samplers, grab samples will be taken at the mass emission stations to obtain
samples for the analysis of constituents being analyzed for grab samples taken under the
existing permit.

3.    Frequency of Monitoring: The Ballona Creek and Malibu Creek
stations will he monitored during the current rainy season (199~5-96) and the 1996-9"/rainy
season at the rate of up to ten events per station per year, for a total of twenty station events
per year. This monitoring will include dry weather samples. The Los Angeles giver and
San Gabriel River stations will be monitored during the following two full rainy seasons
(1997-98 and 1998-1999) at the rate of up to ten events per station per year, for a toiai of
twenty station events per year.

* 4. Carryover Monitoring: In order to use data from mass emission
stations on Baliona Creek and Malibu Creek to assist the carrying out of ¯ receiving waters
study in the current rainy season, the County will focus its efforts on those stations and will
discontinue monitoring at other mass emission stations. The County requests the permission
of the RW’QCB to discontinue monitoring which might be required under the existing permit
for the upcoming rainy season to allow for the expanded monitoring at these two stations.

$.    Wide Channel Study: The County also will assess the accuracy of
single sample ports in wide channels by conducting a study at one wide channel compax~
the automatic sampler results with samples from grab sampling. If the wide channel study
reveaJs that there are differences in constituent concentrations de~nding on the iocabon of
the sampling point, it will develop adjustment factors to deal with this variability.

r-
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V
!]]. Storms to be Monitored

The County will set the automatic samplers to monitor storms of down to
inchesin In addition, Count), will, as a pilo( study, s~l one land use sampler to
record storms of down to. I inch in size. Based UlXm an assessment of I) the
effecliveness of the sampler; 2) the f~asibility and effectiveness of samples reUicvaJ ~
transport; and 3) the ability to r~-’program and maintain this s~tting at (Xher samplerk ¯
decision will he made as to whether to set some or all of the: rernaining samplers to ~ample
storms of down to. I inch in size.

~V. Pollutant Loads Study

The monitoring of mass emission and land use stations is intended to provide
input into ¯ loads assessment model to estimate ioadings of variuus pollutants for each of the
six watershed management areas established under the new permit. The pollutant loading
information will be used by the permittees and the RWQCB to better develop the stormwater
management program under the upcoming permit and future permits and to support ¯
receiving waters study. The model to be used for the loads assessment will be the BPA
Simplified Method. The increased frequency of sampling set forth in this monitoring
program is intended to provide EMCs for the constituents found in the watershed runoff to

; be used in ¯ loads assessment model that will be run at the end of the third year of the
’, permit, z

using IEe following steps:

Step !: The Count), firs~ will develop an initial list of candidate critical sources,
including industrial and commercial sources that are regulated under the state’s General
industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (’General Permit’) and those which ~re nc~.

Step 2: The Count), next will develop ¯ list of criteria for prioritizing the candidale
critical sources developed pursuant to Step I, including the following: number and/or total
area associated with ~ch critical source; runoff pollutants associated with each source; the iimpa~ of nonstormwater discharges associated with each source; whelher or no( the source is
regulated under lhe General Permit; and, ease of implementation of monitoring and

Step 3: The County next will prioritize the candidate critical sources based cm the
selection criteria develop under Step 2.

~ In addition to samples taken under the new permit, samples taken at the four ma~
emission stations and land use stations under the existing permit which will continue to be
monitored under the new permit also will be used to develop the loads assessment model.

R0031010



Step 4: The County next will conduct ¯ literature review and contact other State
municipal stormwater programs to identify what critical sources have been (or are planned in
the next five years) Io be studied elsewhere. Where studies have been conducted or ~re
planned to be conducted elsewhere, such studies will be reviewed to assess whether the
hydrologic conditions in the study area are representative of those in Los Angeles ~ounty,
the quality of the study and any conclusions from already-conducted studies. This evaluation
would be coordinated with the Stale Stormwater Quality Task For~.

Step ~5: The County next will take Ihe list developed up to $1ep 3 and refine and
finalize it based upon the review ¢onducled pursuant to Step 4.

B.    Design or Study: The County plans to examine five critical source types over
six rainy seasons. Following selection of the candidate sources, and during the 1996-97
rainy season, runoff from the first critical source type will be characterized. The County
will seek to find six similar examples of the critical source type, so ¯s to reduce the amount
of variability inherent in sampling only ¯ single example. (Depending upon the availability
of finding sufficient examples that can be sampled in ¯ single day with ¯ single crew, Ibe
number of test and control sites may he less than throe apiece.) Sheetfiow from the six sit~
will be split into two "pools" n:flecting Ihme control and throe test sites. Sht~tflow from
each pool, ¯s collected during ¯ targeted five storm events, will be �omposited into ¯ single
sample for analysis. The samples will be analyzed for those pollutants anticipated to be
found in the critical source runoff and such ¯nalytes will be partitioned, as appropriate, Io
determine the dissolved and undissolved portions.

Based upon the first year of characterization data, appropriate BMPs will be
selecled and installed ¯t the test sties. In the second year, sheetflow from the control sources
for each of a targeted ten storms will again be composited and analyzed. With re~pe~ to the
test sources, one or ¯ variety of non-structural or, possibly, structural BMPs will be

targeted ten storm evenls will be collected and analyzed. (If ¯ structural BMP wer~ instailed,
only the inlet and outlet of the BMP will be sampled and she~tflow from |hal location would

critical soun:e types, with the intent to finish all sampling by the end of the sixth rainy
sea.~on after the effective date of the permit.

In addition, the County will reevaluate, after the third rainy sea.~,on, the
progress made by other entities in California to evaluate the critical sources determined by
the County to be significant pursuant to the process described in Section V(A) above. If,
following that determination, the County determines that there are additional signifK:ant
critical sources which require monitoring (because they have not been monitored and there
are no commitments by other municipal stormwater programs to conduct such monitoring) or
if it determines that monitoring of a significant critical source did not include evaluation of
BMPs associated with such monitoring, it will commit to monitor up to three additional
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critical sources commencing in the fourth rainy s~ason and concluding by lhe ~I of the
eighth complete rainy season following the effective date of the permit. If the County’s
r~view determines that a significant critical source had been monitored, but that there was
not (and is not planned to be) an evaluation of associated BMP~, the County will undertake ¯
B]vIP evaluation only for that critical source and will not conduct the first year
characterization study. The County also nxluests the Regional Board to request other
permittees to assist in monitoring other critical sources and to evaluate o~her ~

The extent of this additional monitoring will be dependant on the County’s
ability to complete the monitoring/evaluation described above. If more time beyond the third
rainy season is required to complete the monitoring, due to a lack of monitor¯hie storms, the
extent of the additional monitoring will be accordingly reduced.

VI, Receiving Waters Stud),

The County also will agree to fund the largest part of ¯ receiving waters study
that will be ¯ joint effort of the University of Southern California, the University of
California at Santa Barbara and the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project
(’$CCWRP’). in addition, the study will he done in cooperation with an ongoing toxicity
study by investigators at UCLA. Co-funding, either direct or in terms of vessel support, alto
will be provided by the federal government through the Sea Grant progntm, by the City of
Los Angeles and through $CCWRP. It must he noted that while the County is committed to
funding a receiving waters study, the scope of that study will he affected by the availability
of non-County funding sources, as is discussed below. The County’s commitment is limited
to the provision of funds.

A. Outline of Study: The receiving waters study includes ¯ plume ~tudy to
determine the dispersion of stormwater runoff and associated sediment, a study of the benthic
environment near two principal storm drains, Malibu and Baliona Creeks and an assessment
of the toxicity of storm drain waters and affected sediments near Malibu and Ballofla Creek.,~.
The plume study will be carried out by the U$C ~ Grant program. The benthic and
toxicity studies will he carried out by $CCWRP.

The plume study will he carried out over two storm seasons, with the third
year used for analysis of the data obtained in the previous years. The County will ag, n~ to
commit to spend up to a maximum of $145,000 to support the plume study. Additional
funds will be supplied by the federal Sea Grant program, with research vessel time to be
provided by the City of Los Angeles. It should be noted that the absence of stgh noe-
County funds will necessarily affect the plume study and could result in it not being
undertaken. The benthic study will also be carried out over at least twO stOrm ~
County will commit to spend up to a maximum of $205,000 for the benthic study, plus up to
an additional $80,000 for a third year of study, if it is the consensus of the project
that a third year of research is appropriate. Finally the County will commit up to ¯
maximum of $118,500 for a study of the toxicity of stormwater and affected sediments, with
an additional up to $80.500 for a third year of the study if it is the consensus of the
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scientists that a thi~ year of n~ear~h is appmp~ate. Each e~ment of U~=se ~udk~ ~                   ~
outlined below.

Study: The plume study will examine the fogow~ ~m~,
L

1. Plume
among ~bers:

¯    Mapping the ~atial and temporal structure of the runoff plum~ from
and Malibu Creeks as they ~ow into San~ Monica Bay fol~wing ~mng
storms,

-.
¯    Examining the inte~ion b~ween the runoff plume and ocean
they affect the adve~ion, di~ersk)n, and mixing of tbe plum~

¯ Evaluating the imp~ of ~orm runoff plumcs on benef~ uses

¯    Cha~eHzing the o~ic~ properties c~ the su~ended ptn~-ut-te
(’SPM’) and dissolved orpnk: material (’DOM’) associated with nmoff source.

¯    Examining the effects of DOM and SPM on the water column optics
di~but~n of nut~em concentrations, as the ~tmc may affe~ phy~p~n~oa
prod.�  .

~rameten:          2. Benth~ Study: T~ henth~ ~ud, w,, measure Ule ,oBowMg

¯ Water qu~i~ (di,olved oxygen. ~=linity, de~ity, t~nper~ue, UgM

¯ ,~edin1~ll grain size, sl~l~m~It oi’gln~ �ol~:~ntratJolls Im:l ~ CX~llll~illlllt

¯ The ~u~u~ of Ore bcnth~ inv¢~ebrat¢ ~mmun~y.

The benth~ study will empty Uze same. m~hods u~d ~ smd~ ~ d~ weaUw.z
fiver dischug¢ a~as earned out by $C~RP in 1994 and 199~ in Uze emb~
Ca~on~a BigbL

annu~ck~e~s:3"    Toxk~y Study: The tox~i~ ~udy will involve ~ foBow~g pmpmed

Wa~r Column Tox~7
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¯    30 sea urchin fertilization tests taken durin~ two storm and one dry weather
event oft" each ot" Ballona and Malibu Creeks (including reference sites),

¯    3 Phase I TIE tests on up to.3 samples showing toxicity in the sea urchin
fertilization tests

,%dim~n~ Toxicity

¯    Amphipod survival lests of sediment samples from 10 stations (including
reference sites) will be taken 2 times (i storm and i dry weather period) in Year I.

¯    Amphipod survival tests of sediment samples from 10 stations (including
reference sites) will he taken 2 times (1 storm and ! dry weather period) in Year 2.

¯    Sea urchin growth tests will be conducted for chronic toxicity in sediment
samples from 6 stations, plus I reference site, with Ihe locations to be determined by
project scientists based on existing data and best scientific judgment. Biological
effects only (survival, growth, sediment avoidance) will be measured for all sites in
Year 2.

¯    Chemical analysis of sea urchin growth test tissue samples (gonad) win be
conducted for organics and metals. Duplicate samples from 4 stations (including one
rcference) will be analyzed in Year 2.

¯    Phase I TIE tests using sea urchin fertilization of interstitial water from up to
stations identified to be toxic in amphipod survival tests (4 samples total) will be
conducted in Year 2.

¯    Additional interstitial water testing intended to coordinate with the UC’I.A
midy noted below may also be carried out.

B. Project Flexibility: The exact parameters of Year 2 (and Year 3, if
necessary) testing will be determined by a review of the project scientists of the results of
Year i and Year 2 testing. Thus, certain of the steps outlined above may be modified
following the reviews.

C. Ceerdination with UCLA Toxicity Study: At the ~t time, researchers
from UCLA are involved in an ongoing Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project study of the
toxicity of stormwater runoff in Ballona and Malibu Creeks. The County receiving waters
study will be coordinated, to the extent possible, with the UCLA study to max~ize the
utility of the information obtained by both studies.

D. Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Study: In addition, the ~mnty will
commit to taking a total of three (two storm weather and one dry weather) water samples
taken at each of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River mass emission stations during each
of the two years that those s~ations will be monitored. The samples will be analyzed using
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V
the se~ urchin f’eniliza6on tests, it bein~ unde~ood that the Coun~),’s to~l ou~-of-pock~

0contribution for such [es~s shall n(x exceed $:~,600,
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V
June 6, 1996

O

L
to be impaired’, please identity studies which are speciEc to each ,,va~" body,
beneficial use of each water body, and the "[pJollutants found causing impairment"
to each such water body.

3. With reSlX~t to proposed Finding No. 6, which states that "the foregoing studies w~re
done on the Santa E4onica Bay, the results can be extrapolated to other water bodies in
Los Angeles..."

¯ plca~ identify and make available for review and copying any studies
which provide a scientific basis for that part of the proposed Finding to
the effect that "the results [of the Santa Monica Bay studies] mm~, be
extrapolated to other water bodies in los Angeles.

¯ Please identify and make available for review and copying any studies
which provide a scientific basis for the statement that "the r~sults [of thei Santa Monica Bay studies] may extrapolated ¯toothc~r
¯ ." which lie outside the City of los Angeles but within the County of
Los Angeles.

¯ Please identify and make available for review and copying all decision
documents or other action by the Board in which the Bomrd determined
that the "the results [of the Santa Monica Bay studiesl may be
extrapolated to other water bodies in los Angeles.

With respect to Finding No. 19, with respect to beneficial uses of water bodies in
County of Los Angeles, the second paragraph states, without attempting to distinguish
one water body from another, that all of the water bodies in the County have all of the
beneficial uses listed, including hydropower generation and ecean commercial fishing,
which statement is obviously not true. For each water body and each beneficial use,
please identify and make available for review and copying all documents are relied upon
as the basis for Finding No. 19.

5. With respect to Finding No. 25, please identify, and make available for inspection and
copying, the following:

A compliance review of municipal pretreatment and results to date o¢
storm water inspection programs in California confirm the USEPA
findings.
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Ms. Catheri~ ’l~r~l V
~une 6, 1996

0Page 3

L
Is the "compliance review" specific to the County of Los Angeles? By whom ~ it
conducted’,) Piea.~ identify by author, document title and record of determination
public records which establish that the "compliance review" confirms the EPA findings.
Please identify and make available th~ public records which reflect or document that
"results to date of storm water inspection programs in California confirm the USEPA
findings."

This request is made to enable the officials and residents of the Cities of" Sama Clzritl,
Alhambra, El Segundo, Downey and Bellflower to better understand how they might commem
on and implement an effective permit which meets the objective of the Clean Water Act.

This request is made pursuant to the California Public Records Act (’PRA’), Califomi~
Government Code §§ 6250-70.

For purposes of this request, the term "document" should be understood to include
all letter~, including, but not limited to ietter~ and all other forms of communication to or from,
by, or on behalf of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the State Water ge~ouree~
Control Board and its staff, Heal the Bay, the Natural Resources Defense Council and tho~
acting on their behalf, memoranda; memoranda for the record; memoranda of understanding;
contracts; agreements; agreements in principle; notes; notes-to-file; calendar entries; minute,
summaries or reports of meetings; talking papers, point papers, or any other briefing matetiah;
studies; analyses; reports; summaries; synopses; abstracts; telecopier cover sheet~; estimates;
and all other documents, regardless of form, whether paper, magneti~ tape, electronic dig,
electronic mail, microfilm, microfiche, or any other form, regarding, relating or per~ining to
the "Tentative Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff
Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles (NPDES No. CAS61400I)."

Please regard this request as severable, i.e., as a request to make document~ available
as they are identified, without waiting for all documents to be made available at once.

In view of the noncommercial nature of this request, and the fact that it is made On behalf
of public entities, for the purpose of informing public officials and the public, it is requested that
all copying fees in connection with this request be waived.

If any portion of this request is denied, or any record is withheld, please state the R~cific
grounds for the withholding or denial, the name and title of the o/~icial who made the decLdon
to deny the request or withhold the record and the name, title and address of the per~m to whom
the decision to withhold the record may be appealed. In addition, please provide sufficient
information to identify the record being withheld, including the title of the document, the nature
of the document (e.g., interoffice memorandum), the number of pages in -the docuJrte~t, a
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Ms. Catherine Tyrreli
June 6, 1996                                                                              ~’ ~

L
statement of the subject matter sufficient to enable the Cities to evaluate the b~is for the
withholding of the document, the location of the document, the identity of the custodian of the
document, the name of the author and the names and addresses of all persons to whom the
document {original or copy) was addressed, or shown or circulated.

Should you have any questions as to this request, or wish to arrange for a ghedule for
the production of the public records requested, please do not hesitate to call me or Gregory T.
Dion of our firm.

In view of the time requirements of the PRA, i look forward to hearing from you or your
representative in the near future, and in any event, within 10 days of your receipt of this letter.

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation.

Of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSF..N

oc: Honorable Mayor and Membe.r~ of the
City Councils and City Manage.r~ of
th.e Cities of Alhambra, Bellflower,
Downey, El Segundo, and Santa Clarita

oc: Jorge Leon, F..sq.

R0031019



V
OI.IVPR, VOS~, SANOI~.

July 2, 2996
5



~IV[R. Vo$[. SANOiF[R. MURPHY

Ks. Catherine Tyrrell
Assistant Executive Ottlce~
May 17~ 2996
~age 2.

Paae 31 seG. la

To hake this requtre=ent consistent vith the rest of the
permit Z think the lae~ sentence in ~h~s section should e~
the maximum extent ~rt~cable ~nstead of the max~m~ exten~
feasible.

Paae 43 8qc. ~a

Z do no~ ~lieve 1~ ~a cos~ effective or of receive ~
requlre a~eo~ aveep~ng once a non~h ~eqa~41esa ot ~he season.
This requtrenen~ tn~sea a large cos~ burden on �~tto8 vt~out

Paae 43 a~. 8bi

It is not practical to suggest that a BHP Of a~ldi~ say
cutting and paving of roads during vet weather. ~e~en~
operations may sometimes ~equ~re such work, even ~n ~et weather.
At ~e least the phrase, ~to the max~mun extent practicable
should ~ added to ~s sentence.

Tha~ you for ¢onsider~nq these suggestions. Please ~11
me If you have any ~es~ons regarding ~s ~tter,

of OLIVER, VOSE, S~IF~,

cc: Charles Redden, City of Covina
Carlos Alvardo, City of Bell
Jim Van Winkle, City of South Pasadena
Steve Craig, City of Calabasas
Charles S. Vose, F~.
E~ward W. Lee, Esq.                                                            ~r---j
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Attownoys s~

333 SOUth Nope S~reo~, 38~h P2OOF

Svl~chl~trd: (213) 626-8484

OUR FZX~O8 C1380.O0J10                                                        ~~

TOTAL PAGES (lncludLng ~hL8 ©ovor eheo~)8_~4                                      ~

ITS~ ~AT ~ ~.

XLcha~8, Watson & ~rshon uses Xe~x Node1 ~020/70~1
~elecepLers. ThLs e~Lpnen: Ls �onpa~L~le vL~ ~s~ G~p 3 e~
3 ~elecopy nachLnes. Z: you have dA:~Acul~y :eceAv/~ any ~g~,
please ~elephone eu: se~Lces ~n~e: a~ (213) 253-0430

B~111~ No. C~380.00980 User No. e~::
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RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON

~-- ~ J~no 26, 1~6

.̄..............

~s ~oloo Re~on
101 Con~o ~le~a

S~o~ Mater Xn ~s Angales County (NFDES

Me have receAved and have reviewed the RegionalQualL~y Control ~R~da8 ~8y 23, 2~6 Tentative "Waste DIsease

�ounty of ~o ~gele8" (the "TentatAve po~/~s). Me have
asked by the CIties of Carson, ~es~ Holl~o~, Westl4~ V/ZZag@~
~o~lk, ~d~y. ~ Nsbr8 Heights, San ~rLno, D~a~
~o111ng ~/lls and A~os/a to s~nLt ~ose �o.ants on ~oLr

~ol~ :lgh~ bo~ to raise ad4L~Lcn~l conce~s and
to ~o pe~/~ as a whole. We htve addresse4 many at ~ose
mstters in ~e at~ch~ �o~onts which lncluda svggest~
m~f~tions ko s~�~f1� prov~s~ at ~e Yen~tlve

Me appreciate ~he ~me ~8t you hava ~8ken to ~oo~
us ~o d~scus8 our ¢once~s rega~Ang the Tenta~Avo ~t
~W to ~8f~ lan~age ~o address ~e concerns o~ ~e
¢~t~es, while ~ng ~o balance the leq~ma~e �once~s of
env~ro~tal ~roups ~ha~ have also been ~nvolved in the
Your personal involven~ has been e~tec~ve ~n resolvl~
~os¢ differences. Those e~fort8 have resulted in a Tone,lye
Po~ which ~8 8 8~L~canC ~mprovement over ~e te~s Ot
~ce~ ~8, ~995 dr8~ pe~*t vh*ch generated �on81der~le
controversy. £1~ough we have worked v~th you ~o ~to
~es~*ons over ~e lan~age of the Tenta~,ve Pea*t, 8
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~a. Catherine ,1~yr~eZZ
V

cost of the Sto~ Water ~a    completely se~tl~.

The �~tes which w
~ro~lens associated v..~e_~epresen~ e~o ce~nlv
--e~aon~s ~nd bus* .... -~ s~o~ wa~or nolZu~;--

cACAos, ¯ the va~e~ ~al~t~ ot ~ co~n �~ncewn to rese~tAscaZ end a~in he ocea.. ~o~ov P

b~nt o~ ~o responsAb~;~ty
pollution, as t~ ........ ~ontroZl~n ..

address matters of VerdUn
fundamental noZ.~ . ....̄ . the Tentative Pe _ pt to
_.~?enen~ P~ran set to-*~ ~d-~y ~he ex~enslvo

word~ng, bu~ rather ~es~ion

~*-~,en, trio sources -* .... ~s Angeles Count ~o
3us: estt . _-* ~n are 11~-de ¯ Y     ~dross

¯ one o~ un~undoa =a . tamed. ~eso
hrAnkAng tax ~ovenue8 An an .e~ort8 ~ aPP2F ~eAw ~o1

e.tectlve ma~er.
One vew ~Portant area which d~8 not ap~ar tO

recoLvod a groa~ deal ot ana
~nPZenon~ln, ~ ..... lysts has been the ~..~

~ ii~ ~ ~ "

~ant~£~le ~no~lts -- ,~_~auai P~riis end ~t ~on
can be lade by individual cities.           ---~:~�

io~ rou~h fl~8                                     "
already ~r~o~e tin be derived b
cos _ d by some Pe~ __ ~ �os~

_ t o~t~ite~ derive _t~eo citers.
onti~a:es a~a- .... d ~om the ~an G~ri-" ..... ~ple,
Covini and /alidl~l, at 18 98 let
t~nd to diminish somev~_. ~ ~ers~n ~e~ yea .

.a~ :or SialZer, rims " ~    i-lnise
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Xe. Catherine T~rrroZ1

Page 6

~f~ce o~ ~infs~s~ive La~,~, l~ Cal.App.dth ~97 (19~3).
case, the court concluded that the regulatory hatters �ontellted
In water quality control plans were actually regulations. Those
reg~lationa are neither e~ressly nor ~npl~odly ex~pt

the Cou~ ~nval£da~ed a va~er ~al£~y �ontrol plan.
CaI.App.4~ ~ 70~) In do~ng 8o~ ~he �our~ held ~a~ ~... It

agen~ ~n ~ostAon 8o labelled At.; (12 Cal.~pp.dth 8~ 703)
various proceduraX s~eps tolloved or lssu~ng waste
red,tenants �on~tnod..ln 23 C.C.R. J2200, ~ ~. are no~ a ......
n~bstltute tot this pr~oss.

The principle ~nderly~ng the APe’s red,tenants Is
ota~e agencies are no~ alloyed to adopt or enforce
laws, ro~lation8 or ~licIes. ~en applying for a
appl£can~8 haVe 8 rlgh~ to kno~ £n advance wha~ re~1renen~a viii
be Imposed u~n ~hon. Applying for a eto~ wa~er po~£~, or any
o~er pe~, does no~ g~ve the 8oard a blan~ check to lm~so
retirements l~ believes are approp:Ia~e, no ne~er hw
well-Intentioned ~he ~ard’s ob~ec~£ves amy ~.

RogLon81 ~ard start has e~ressly stated on a n~r
of ~ca81ons th8~ the S~ate wa~er Resources Control ~ Is
8~temp~ng ~o develop 8~ £nplemen~ pe~t �onditions vhl~
~ �ons~sten~ ~ron one region to the other. Such action 18
~l~8k~nq In Its mos~ basic fo~. However, no notice of
~lenak/ng v88 ever Issued, nor va8 any regulato~
s~nl~ed to the OAL =o~ approval.

~e procedural re~lrenen~s of ~he APA 8e~e a
tn~n~ function o: ensuring that the pol~�F~ �os~ a~
scientifi� ~ssue8 raised by s regulato~ £n~t~et~ve, such 88
~s, are full~ �onsAdered. Before adoptAn~ a regulatAon~ a~
agen~ Is re~ared by Gover~ent C~e J 11346.~ ~o
provide a ~ull s~a~enen~ of the reasons ~o: ~e re~la~lon,
~ncludes 8 d£scuss~on o~ ~e speclf~o pu~ose of ~e re~at£on~
"an lden~if£ca~lon o~ each ~echnlcal, ~eo:e~lcal, and
study, ro~, or s~m~la: doc~ent, ~: any, u~n wh~ ~e
relies ~n proposing ~e 8dop~ton, anen~en~, or re~al o~ ¯
:egula~lon...., and "...~he alternatives to the r~la~lon
considered by the agency end the agency~o reasons ~or
~ose al~e~t~vej...-, among o~e: ~ngs. Tha~ sec~Jo~ tin
alloys ~e ~ to
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Xs. Catherine ’1’~’~21

~irect, ~ ~ publi� ~ency necessarily

¯ e~la~ons. ¯

Govew~ent C~e I 11346.3(�). and Gove~en~ Code
11347.3. Gove~en~ C~e ! 11346.3(8)(11)

The need tow ~e enalysL8 Lnherent An te~al
~nder the APA As readA1y eppa~en~ An this case.
h,v., .~,n,tlc,nt Lnp,ct no~ only on the ,ndLv~du, l
�~es, but 81so on thetr residents, businesses

The Pr~eduwe~ set to~h In ~he APA ensure~po~sn~ poZ/cy, cost and scLen~LtLc ~ssue8 ere ~ully

ePPlLcatlon be made to the Otttce at AdmLn/s~=st~ve

~lenekLng to develop ~e vrL~en guidelines vhLch
applied Ln thLs or any other ~unLctpal sto~vater
attempting to es~ablLsh the te~8 o2 thLs

~ow t~sCk~ng ~e Tentative Pe~t, ~t adopted, on
~a~ the ~8rd ta/led to �omply vL~ the APA,

~e Tenttt/ve Pe~/~ L8 also exposed to critLcl~
~e ~d ~hat L~ is *unfunded nsndate.- The
ro~;ros n~orous nay profane vhLch ~ndlv~dgal
to ~d 8~ implement, despL~e ~e tact ~a~ no tundl~

C81L~ornLi Cons~Ltu~Lon :o~Lros . Stite agency whL~
nay pF~FSn or 8 higher level ot se~/ce to p~v/de
"s~ven~on. of {unds ~o ~eJ~urse local gover~mnt8
�osts st ~e p:~:~ o: ~ncreased level o~ so~ce.
~ovledge, ~he S~a~e B~rd made no su~ Prov~slon
p:~:~s vh~ 1~ has propose4 In ~ho current

~e Bo8~ pu~s �o be ImPlementing
~e Clefs Wa~e: Ac~ ("~A") end ~he U.S. Env~:o~en~l

~o~e~Lon Agency.s re~Z~ons under ~e ~A.
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5We have reviewed the revised findings �ontained in the May 23 Tentath~e
Permit. Certainly the organizational structure of the findings hu improved greatly over
prior dra~n. However, we still have a number o~ �oncerns reg~ding the factual luxl .......
lciemfirl~ basis/’or many of the sp~�Irlc nndin~.

We previously submined i ’Public Records Act request unde~
Cede 62~, ~ 2., to obtain the factual data upon which U~ Board relied
each of the findings set forth in the December lgg5 Dralt. While many ~ the
documents ic~.mi~ed in the propo~d Gndings wen incluck.d in the docum~ts prm4dad
for.our, renew, we did not receive a �ompile respons~ to our PRA request.
reviewing me produced documents, we t’ound that, in ma~y cas~ the docoment
nm provide a substantial I’acmal basis for the rmclin&

Findin_~ No. ~.~ ~

purportedly i~ntifi~ the impairment oi’ a numher of water bodies in Los
Count. We have not t)e~n provided wir~ these water qu;lit~ a.~-,um=a= In order

the proEran~ dictated in the Tentative Permit. Accomingly, the second sentence
i’md~ng should ix: modified as follows:

identJf~ed in ~ assessments are either impaln~l ~
threatened to be impairuL.-

The epidemioiogical study referred in Finding No. 6 haa I:x:en

y .mlte~ oy its ep,oem~oiogicaJ focus, as opposed to ob~’tive data
bas~ upon monitoring, etc. More significanUy, the fincling uates: "’]’ae results gan beextrapolated to othu water bodies in Los Angeles.,, We do not believe~/t/t~ the~ h ¯

~4MZS =1~0-00~0 jr. I,)11~43 (1)
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¯~don !!I~.4.[ 033 ~lannin~ P;~,

~b ~ion ~ld ~ m~i~ed
f~ ~ ~nlng or Ihe    ’
m~er ~ ~ i1~ ~mltl~,s ~

~ion lll.R.b, n37 (~o~ion Site

from ~� ~inning of ~e

~ ¢I,MO-OOIIO It. l|lll~l fl) - ? o ~    F
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Se~ion V,B~.. _~_~0 (Source Control Me~

~ific ~t~ B~ for distfibut~n by Pe~
~d~ial/~m~ial faciliti~ ~uifing ~at~nal
~i~ un~r P~ II.V.B~, not Mt~ ~ ten (I0) mon~

~ ~ ~ ~nt~ (following su~ion

~tion V.B3,b, ili and iv.. V~2 (Educational Sl~e

We ~ ~n ~idM for a ~n~ from the ~nw
whe~er ~e ~unW Fi~ ~ent or oth~ Coun~ agencm will ~ able
~ ~u~ site visit p~m ~i~d ~ ~b ~tion
~ndu~d on ~ of ~nva~ citi.. If ~e Counw
~R~ ~at ~ wn~ ci~ will ~ ~e ~iu;ion

E~n ~ ~e C~n~ b p~pa~d to Implement such a p~
B3.b.(lil) ~d (iv) ap~ to ~ the li~ ~n a t~ly ~tto~l
administrati~ ~ion, wh~ ~uld require an administ~ti~

PR~ ~~ ~D ~ALUA~ON

~all submit a P~ ~n~ R~
~ ~n or ~fore each annis~ date
fi~ Annual R~n ~ due one ~r from the ~i~ ~te

;

/
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Ple.a~e modify thb sectk)n to read, as I’ollow~

p~or ~o the ~i~tion ~e, by ~he R~gional B~ ~
a~~ ~ ~e p~edu~ ~ui~men~ of ~ Wat~
~ ~d Title ~ or ~e ~iromia ~ of R~lafi~ fm

"~t for.enf~em~nt p~ and appli~bili~ m ~
State of CaGfomla Dep~ment ~ Tr~nation (~1~         .

a~l~ ~y P~in~ of liabiliw for ~uct which may hl~
~titut~ a violation o~ ~e previous Bo~d O~r ~

: a~tion of this O~r." -

~ ~Se]~ ~ Wate~ ~ ~e San 0~ Ri~r Wat~

Hindus Material. n.~.-
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JudsdlPtlon. _n.D.uTL.
" V

Modit’y d~e tim senti.nee o1’ this �lc~kiou as IPollows:                      "-- 0
"The ~m ’jurisdiction ’. when used in �onnection wj., (~

LPerminee, ~ the geolp-aphi� a-ca wJthirl th~ Pennittee ,l
Ix~ndaries ~nd under Lhe Perrnirtee’s r~ul/tor), �OnlJ’oLn

n



BY: F,-26-9�5 : ]:~II~W : RLT,~\ ,~ TL(XER- 2132667600 ;J !/16

Rutan & Tucker, LLP                                 V
AI"rORNEYS AT LAW

611 ANTON gOULk’VARD. 14TH FLOOR

O
COSTA MESA. CALIFON~IA 92626-1998

MAILING ADDRESS: Post Off;ca |ox 1950. Colt| Mess. Cdifomla $~28.1550

TELEPHONE: (714) 641,$100    FACSIMILE: (714) 544-~03S                            L
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RUTAN & TUCKER, I_L~

....

~:,. ".’~-" . ~ ¯ o..-.-: ~ :.,... ;:,’;..." .., ¯ ,.~--*~,. .... ’.., ¯ .... ..-,-,;. ., ¯ ...... ".~,. ".: ~. .,.~... - - :~-. ,~- ,-

::’. ~,,’~’.£ ......_... ....... . ,~ ,. ~,.~,-,

VZA IP&C~BZNZL~ AND O,I. MITTS-                                    "r ’    ~,o ¯ "

Cal/forn/a Regional Hater OualLt¥ Control ~

101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Pa~k, Cal£tornla 92754-~25~

� # &ttn: He. Catherine q~rl~e21 ~"~/"~ ~’ ! ....
Ammimtmnt Executive Director                                        ,

Dear Board Nenber~

Tha purpoae of ~h~a letter ~ to provl~e ¢o~enta ~n ~)ehalf
the C~tie~ of Baldwin Park~ Lavndala, Signal HIll and ~ee~ CorOna
to ~ha Tentative NPD~S Permit No. CAS14001 dated Nay
along v~Lth ~he 3une 17, 1996 rev~mlonm to the

We vould like to first thank the Board for the opport,nttY to
comment on the Tentative Permit:, and hope the comments prov2ded
here2n prove useful in adopting a Perm2t that meets the ~alm and
ob~ect2vem of the Clean Water Act and the concern~
2nterested parl:2em.

The follov~ng couents correspond vtth the mpec2flc ~ecttona
of the Tentative Permit, v2~h general �o~ents ~eln~ provided at
~he end of the letter.
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I. ~’~qX~8 ON FZNDZIIG8

A. ~_~,~_J_~. This flndlnq 4 states that studies have
tha~ sto~ water runoff froa ur~n Lndustr/al areas typ/callF
contained ~e sa:e qeneral ~ypes of ~llu~an~s found
vas~eva~er in industrial dlscharqes. The s~udles It relies
u~n are, unfortunately, not cited in ~e ~ndinq, a~ ~e
reference to the federal ~Guidance Nanual for the Preparation
of Part 2 of the NPDES Applications for Discharge
Municipal Sto~ Sewer Systems, U.S. Envlro~en~al Protection
Agency,~ d~m not address ~o~ ~ater or ur~n runoff
v~th/n the ~s ~eles ~sLn. Th~s ~LndLnq ~s thus ~
sup~rted by any s~udles and should ~ a~lfled to reflect ~e
fac~ ~hat ~ Is not ~sed on s~udles vlthln ~s ~qeles.
O~he~lse, 1~ Is an overbroad generall:atlon ~a~ viii
taken ou~ of

~. This tlndln~ refers to ~neflclal uses of
~es ~ ta~lred or threatened ~o ~ la~red; h~ever~

~ ) Lt does not identify which water ~/es or receiving waters
vL~Ln ~he County have ~en Impaired and/or are threatened to
~ 1apaLr~, nor d~s Lt address ~he fac~ ~at ~e ~enta~Lve
Pe~L~ calls for a "receiving wa~er 8~udy~ ~o de~e~Lne ~e
Impacts, Lf any, on stora va~er and non-sto~ water discharges
~hroughout ~e County. Accordingly ~is fi~l~ should
revised to ~den~fy ~he s~ctflc water ~les and recelvl~
va~ers 1~ ~s referr~n~ to as ~n~ ~:palr~ a~ ~eaten~
~ lapalred, ~sed on s~udles ~a~ have ~en ¢oapleted ~o da~e
and/or ~s~ on anF other relevant evidence. I~ should
refer to ~e R~onal Board’s retest for f~er studF
dateline ta~c~s on o~er ~a~er ~les a~ recelvln~

C. ~. ~e last ~ra~raph of ~s f1~1~ states
s~ud£es ~rfo~ed on ~e Santa Hontca Bay can ~
¯ o o~er water ~es ~n ~s ~eles Co~ty.    There are
however, ve~ un~e probl~s assoc£ated w~ ~e
fo~d ~n Santa Hon~ca Bay, and ~he results of ~e studies
~rfo~ed on Santa Hon~ca ~y should ~ ~ applied to o~
va~er ~es ~n ~e Co~ty. Th~s f~nd~n~ should ~erefore ~
a~f~ed to reflect ~e uncertainties ~n apply~n~ ~e resul~
of ~e s~ud~es ~n ~e Santa Hon~ca Bay ~o all o~er
~es v~n ~e County, and additional s~ud~es should ~
�onducted and ~e P~ appropriately rev~s~ ~o
f~nd~n~s and te~ ~sed on ~ese additional stud~.
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D. ~Lq-~--.~_~. This finding isplies that all storm water/urban
runoff discharges are significant sources of pollutants,
regardless of the location of the runoff and the receiving
water bodies In Issue. The finding is not lupported by
previous findings set forth in the Order, and should be
modified to reflect only those areas of the County where the
Regional Board’s finding supports a determination that
water urban runoff is a significant source of pollutants
Impairing the water quality and beneficial uses
receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

11. 8TOilX IrAT~/t NAI(AG~:NT ~ROGRAN

A. Paoe 18. Part 2. ¯ I.E. (NLeoal AuthorltyN). This
requires each Peraittee to have demonstrated ~leqal authority~
to comply with the Tentative Permit. The legal authority of
~he Persittees is linited by state and federal lay, and oltlee
may only adopt ordinances end regulations that are consistent
with their general police powers end that are not in �onflict
with controlling state end federal authority. Thus, stating
that the Peraittees ~shall possess" the legal authority to
comply with the Permit does not change the authority a local
entity otherwise has.    For example, the Tentative
effectively requires that the City prohibit certain discharges
from industrial facilities, regardless o£ whether these
facilities are covered under an existing NPDZS General
Industrial Activity Permit, which Itself amy alloy for cerl~aln
non-storm water discharges (if these discharges cannot
o~hervise be eliminated as certified tot he Regional Board).
Such a prohibition, therefore, If covered by a separate
Permit is not within the City’s legal authority.

Requiring cities to adopt ordinances and/or regulations and/or
permits to carry out certain obligations under the Tentative
Permit ~s appropriate, but requiring Peraittees to have
authority outside of wha~ state and federal law provides
inappropriate. The language within Paragraph 1.£. should
aodi£ied to state wha~ is Intended, i.e., that ~eachPer~lttee
shall adopt appropriate ordinances, resolutions and/or
regulations ~o ensure co:pliance with ~he provisions of the
Per:it applicable to their ~urisdictlon, to the
permitted by state and federal law.~

~ B. Paoe 18. Part 2. ¯ ~.~.1.~.    ~hts provision requires
,~ Peraittees to control pollutants and ~e quality of
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water discharge from "sites of industrial activity." We
propose that this language be made more specific and limited
to Industrial Facilities to be defined in the Permit, rather _r~than sites of "industrial activity,- which is ambiguous. D
Paoe 18. Part 2. ¯ I.E.l.a(i|. This section prohibits the
discharge of untreated washwaters from cleanlng gas stations,
auto repair garages, or similar use facilities. The language
is overbroad in that it prohibits washing of ~ on
such facilities, including even window washing of the
building. The Paragraph should be narrowed to address the
specific activities of concern, and to avoid the overbresdth
of the existing language. In addition, other provisions of
the Permit prohlb|t ~jIZ non-storm water discharge to the MS4,
treated or untreated, and this provision, therefore, creates
an internal ambi~ult¥ within the Permit.

~ D. Paoe 19. Part 2. ¯ I.E.l.a(vl}. This provision prohlblt~
vashlng "toxic matsr£ale" from paved or unpaved areas, ~_.~_..~
resulting in a discharge to the MS4. A definition of "toxlo
materials" should be added to avoid any a~lguity.

E. Pa=e 19. Part 2. ¯ I.E.l.a(vii). This provision prohibits enF
Uwashing of impervious surfaces in industrial or �ommercial

areas, which may result in a discharge to the MS4. It is J
plainly overly broad, given that it would prohibit any
connercial business, even a card store, office building or any
other seemingly innocuous business, from washing sidewalks or
walkways. If this is not the intent of the Paragraph, It dm
should b e amended to address the issues of concern; othe~wimm,
it will prohibit a business from parfor~ing any cleaning of
its promises.

F. Paae 19. Part 2. ¯ I.E.l.afx~. This provision, which requires            ~
the placement of machinery or equipment "to be repaired or
maintained in areas susceptible to or exposed to storm wmte~
in a manner where leeks, spills or other maintenance related
pollutants are not discharged to the MS4," is broad end
ambiguous, and will be nearly impossible to codify in any
ordinance to be adopted by the Permittees. We would ask the
Regional Board’s intent with this provision be clarified.

G. Pa=e 19. Part 2, ¯ I.E.l.c(il}. Thls provision prohibits the
disposal of leaves, dirt or other landscaping debris into a b~.~.~
storm drain. Read literally, it would prohibit leaves from
trees from falling into the street, it would prohibit any
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blade of grass from being svept or blovnonto roads, and vould
prohibit any sweeping of sidewalks or streets. We vould ask
that this provision be modified and tailored vlth such sore
specificity to address the Issues of concern, or that it be
deleted In Its entirety. Without chanoe, it is so overbroaQ
that 2t Is unenforceabl-.

Paoe 20. Part 2. q I.E.l.c(iy). This provision requires the
"proper disposal- of food waste by the food service and food
distribution Industry. There Is hoverer no description or
definition of what constitutes "proper disposal" of such
vests, creating an ambiguity for Peralttees and the regulate<l
Industry. We would ask that some definition be provided on
vhat Is meant by "proper disposal" or that some alternative
language be used In Its place.

Paoe 20. Part 2, ¯ I.E.l.�(v|. This provision requires
Peralttees to adopt ordinances to require the disposal ot
"hazardous vests, at appropriate disposal sites.    Local
entities have little, If any, authority to regulate the
disposal of hazardous vests, given existing state and federal
lay governing the �ollection, treatment, transportation end
disposal of hazardous waste. Such a prohibition In a local
ordinance vould likely be ~ by state and federal lay.
Thus, ve vould ask that this provision be deleted.

3. Paoe 20. PaFt 2. ¯ I.~.2.a(l) and (11|. This section requires
each Per~tttee to obtain a "statement by Its representatlve
legal counsel- that the Per~lttee has obtained
legal authority to comply vlth this Order. First, whether or
not the local entity has sufficient legal authority under
existi~j state and federal lay cannot be changed by the lo¢al
entity Itself. If the Regional Board is requesting that an
appropriate ordinance be adopted to enforce the ter~s of the
Permit, then t.he Permit should state this. Further, no
counsel can guarantee and/or certify that "all necessary legal
authority to comply with this Order" has been provided.
Permittees rill be ~ to obtain this certification, and
this requirement of e certification should be deleted as
rill guarantee ilmedtate noncomDltance vlth the Permit.

Paoe 27. Part 2. ¯ ZI.C.2. Some of the conditionally
discharges include landscape irrigation, water line
potable water sources, air conditioning condensate, trrl9atlon
water, lawn vatering, [residential] svi~ing~ool dischar~es,
individual residential carwashing, and street washing. All of
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these conditionally exe=pt discharges should be claesiftedes
~Exempt Discharges~ under ¶ II.C.l. unless clear and
convincing evidence is presented showing they constitute
significant sources of pollutants to receiving waters.

L. Paoe 28. Part 2. ¯ ZZ.C,a. It is lnportant that specific
periods be included in this Section In vhlch the Executive
Officer has to review and respond to applications made by
Permittees for additional categories of Non-Storm Nater
Discharges. If the Executive Officer has not responded within
this time period (we would propose 120 days, see Section
ll.G.I), the requested exemption should then be deeaed
approved. In the event the Executive Officer denies
requested exemption, the Permittee                              should          be entitled to                   a
hesrl~j before the Regional Board.

¯ ZZZA.I..brvli). requiresN. ~a~e ~1. Part :. This provision the
in~rzn~xpal Permittee,     consultation with the Permitteee, to

s2ngle-femily dvelling(sl.m Further definition is needed on
the aeanl~j of a "hillside-located single-really dwelling,m

N. Paae Sl. Part 2. S V.3 SEducational Site Visits."
section requires each Permlttee to implement an industrial-
coaaerci,l ~ducational Site Vi.it Proqra. to , number of
different types of facilities and operations throughout Its
~urisdictlon. These £ducational Site Visit Progress will

~b~l~uslybeextremely.time �onsualng and expensivei~e~y a~ount to nothxng other than site inspections. We
would suggest that rather than have the Permtttees vlaitea~h
site for educational purposes, that as an elternetlve~
educational ~raining/vork shops be aade available to the
various types of facilities at a designated location to be
sponsored by the Peraittees. This w~ll allow for a auch aK)re
efficient educational process with an exchange of questions
and answers that say ~e �o::on to ~he various facilities
attendance. It viii aoreover si~nif£cantly reduce the
and expense to the Per~tttees.

The sound goals and objectives of the Tentative Permlt will
ult~aately require a number of significant changes in the aind-set
and l~ves of the general public and £n ~he operations of lndus~;rial
and coaaercial businesses throughout Los Angeles County. All
the needed cha~jes and aeasures to be~pleaented are unfor~unately
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’     The Tentative Permit requires implementation of ~any
programs wi~in a set time period after ~le "adoption- of ~e                ,
Order. This fan.age should ~ m~ified ~oughout, v~
implementation to ~ ~sed on ~e "Effective ~te" of ~e Order.
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L~BT DAY
ZHPLFJ(EI~AT~ON DEBCRZPT~ON OJ’ PROGILM( GR

~O develop 821. Pedigrees
~r~ram for construction activltil~
~ith~n 6 aortas after
Officer approva~ of
Guidelines.

PP, in �onsultation vlth
to develop a H~el Const~Gtion

~eckl 1st.
(Part 2, I

23. Pe~ittees to 2mnlemen~
Construction A~Iy~y

O:~ce: approval of County N~el

(Pa:~ 2~ 5 ZZZ.B.3.b)

H. :S non~ stt~ 24. PP, in �onsul~tton vt~ Po~2t~os~
Ord~ to evaluate ~stl~ p~11c

activities a~ develop
Pr~ram to r~uce tm~act of

25. Pedigrees ~o de, lop a p~11c
agen~ p~ ~s~ on Co~y N~el
P~an w2~n 4 ~n~a of
off2ce~ approval of Co~y p~.

26. PP ~o conp~le ~fom~on
by ea~ Pe~2~ee on ~
2ndus~al/co~e~c2al fac~li~e*.
(Pa~� 2, 5
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DAY
IMPL~J(~IiTATION DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM OR

~o~ths ~t~ez 27. PP, ~n consultation
~o develop a l~s~ ot
B~s (Coun~y-w~de Guidelines] fo~
use dur~na Dlann~na and
o~ all developaenE

2S. PP, In �onsultation
~o develop S~andard Ur~n
Wa%er    Ml~iaat~on     Plans     and
~ w~h~n 6 monks
Regional Board approval of

In �onsultation
~o develop 8 H~el
~, such as a ~ecklt8~, ~O
dete~ne "~tent~al 81gn~tl~n~
~npacts" tron develop~nt pro~ectm.
(Part 2, 5 IZI.A.~.b)

30.     Pop,trees tO     2,�o~ra~e
Documented SyStem    ~nto    ~oIw
pr~edures vi~n 8~x (6)
troa Executive Officer approval.

31. Pe~ttees to develop a pr~
car~ out Dlann~nu control
for Drlority Dro~ects
mon~8 after ~ecut~ve
approval oE Co~y M~el Systa.

32. PP, ~n consultation
to develop Sto~ Water Manaqement
Guidelines for CEOA do~ment-
for p~ses of li~i~ sto~
~ality mitigation co~itio~
local    discretionary    project
approvals.
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LAST DAY
IMPLEMENTATIOM DE8CRIPTIO~ OF PROGRAM OR

40. PP to submit ¯ ropor~ on assessment
of the ~~ss of B~PI
implemented end recommendations on
performance standar,~s for each
vatershed management ~rea.

N. Augvst &S, &9,? 41. PP to submit separate ~DDUAI
Monltor/no Renoz’~.
(Part 2, VII.B}

O. S4 ~onths after 42. PP to prepare end submit an
O~4e~ Inteorated Recefv/nU Water

(Part 2, VII.D}

P. ]UmuallF 43. PP, Ln consultation wj~h
to submit
April 1S of each yea~,
(Part 2, VII.A.2}

44. PP, in consultation with
to submit Annual Mo~torina ReDor~
on August 15 o~ each year.
(Part 2, VII.B.)

Tentative Permit Imposed on the Permittees, ~he co~pact t/me~ra~e
in which these requirements must be completed, an~ ~he necessary
multiple tracking ofthe preparation of all such programs, reports,
�ouunications, inspections, monitoring, education, ~rainLng,

The above also Illustrates the extreme difEicultles the
Permittees will have in complying vtth these time requirements,
particularly given that the magnitude, complexity a~$detail needed
in most of these programs are unknown at this time.    These
stringent time requirements combined with the shear volu~e
programs to implement (44), will likely force perm~t£see ~oarrlve
at proqra~s that are made In haste simply to c~ply w~th the
mandates of the tentative Order. The result will likely be an
overall program that ~s superficial, ineffective #~d lack~j in
substance.
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We must strongly urge the Board to reconsider ~hsse time
requirements and the quantity and detail required in these reports,
and ask that the Tentative Permit be sent back to Board staff for
turther review and revision.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide t~ese celesta.
If you have any questions with respect to the above colents,
please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TU~KER, LLP ¯

Richard Montevideo

Mr. Bill Woolard,
City Manager~

Interim City Manager, Signal Hill
Mr. Jim Starbird

Mr. Sid Moussvi
Director of Publio

Mr. Richard Lundahl
City Engineer, Signal Hill

Mr. Patrick Glover
city Engineer, West Covtn~

Mr. Tom Mayer
Principal Planner, West Covlna

Mr. John L. Hunter
Hunter & ~ssoclate8

David 3. Aleshtrs,
RoJ~’� S. Bower, Esq.
Elizabeth Manna





Ms. ~a~herine Tyrrell
June 26. 1996
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1, In order to strengthen Finding No. 4 of the Tentative Permit. the "studies" felt.fred
should be specifically ideslified, lesl critics attack the Fi.ding as being withou!
basis. The t~llowi~l quole illustrms ¯ ~akness in the Finding:

Studies have shown that stom~ water ru,~iY frOnt u~an ~
industrial areas typically contains the sanw 8eneral typll Of
pollutants found in wtslewater in industrial

Contrary Io the assertion in the finding, no "studies" are cited as prOviding 8 fteluId bMil
for this finding, lmlead, only the EPA Guidance Manual is cited, and k b not Ipecilc
IO waters in the Coumy of’ L~ A.geles. Unless the Board strengthem this Findln~
demurrer¯ling tlta~ tier¯ are "studies" specific Io los Angeles County on which
proposed linding is based, this "finding" is vulnerable, and, in the imet~ts of
strengd~ening the permit, should be deleted from the permil, If such $~dies ~ in fact
exist, they should be identified and made available for review by our technkd e.xpe~.

t            2. Wilh r~spect I0 thai portion Of Finding No. $ which rerer~ tO Ihe "imptirmenl of ¯

tmmber of’water bodies in Los A.geles Cou.ty. which are either impaired or threaMrled
to be impai~d’. ~o studies wbkb are specific to each .ater body, or wbkh estabUak
the benef~iaJ use of each waler body, and the "[p]ollutantS found cam~
imp¯lime¯t" as Io each such water body are ideotHied as providing ¯ basts fw ¯hie
flndi,tg. To strengthen this F,~li.g. the Board should demo~rata thai them act
"studies" specific ~o each water body in los A~seles County which provide ¯ basis 50g
this sweepi.g proposed finding. Of co~rse, it" there are no such studies, this ’~llnd~g"
sbouJd be deleted from the permit. The permit will gain strength by identifying the
studies, and making them ¯vail¯hie for review by technical experts. Afl~’ that
accompli.ded, the Ten~tive pem~it should be muned tO the Board.

With ~spcet to proposed Finding No. 6, which states that "the foregoing studks
done oct the Santa Monica Bay, the results can be extrapolated to other wa~ef bodies
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?. With respect to Findln& No. 23, the Findi:t& m~ers to, b~l does no~ klemiF7 ,,,

A Compliance I’~Jew of’ munkfipal pr~tr~ahn~,f J,~d re~lts to date o~

US~A

alleg~ fl~i~. ~v~ly. ~ u~ngd~, U~ ~dL I~ "�ompli~ mv~" ~d

�~d. Simil~y. ~ "~IL5 tO dale" ~uld ~ ~mifled by autO. ch~r~ ~.

~u~t tit~ ~ ~ of~em~h~ tim ~ "~n~loa~ ~v~" ~ ~ "~
tO date" ~ne~ ~ EPA n~i~s, m~d pmv~ a m~able ~niq ~ e~
~y~w ~ "~iim~ ~v~w" aid "~115 Io dave" a~ I1~ q~i~M~ ~

~rmil. ~ i ~ ~ ~k~.

8. W~ ~ ~ F~ml ~. 26. pi~ ~d ~ fol~’inl t0 b~e me ~
" ~ ~h~ ~

~ ~ ~ ~nstra~ ~ ~ n~s, the

("R~ ~noff w~ ~ are Io~r th~ I~,S. EPA ~m~ ~d
~~ d~king ~ter mximum �~tamlnanl I~ds
Stud~ ~r ~dic~� m~ Y~ ~o~ation~ fo~ ~ ~om~
~no~r~ t~ ~mmt at RG~ a~ ~ow th( ~PA MC~. ~

1~6, U.S. EPA. 1983. A s~d)" o~ vehi¢l~ in (J~ S~ ~

~ ~o~ ~mf Pm~. cited ~ Weir, i~.
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9. WiUI mS.�! IO Finding 29. aS revival lxl 6/1"7/96, pl~.Ir~ ~ lhe follolving ill Older to T

The Board recolnizes that Penniltees have no ¢onlrol over how mu<:h
t~ls and onJy lunJ~d control over the amount of pollul~nlz wilhbl lbeil’

[\boundares which fl~.’ing s4ormwaler may pick ul;. Accordingly,
occurz~nc~ of ¯ violalion of ~,’zler quzlit~, ob~cliv~ mx¯ =oOdilimZ
nuisance ~all not �onsli~u~e a violaliOn of lh~ order.

Failure to incorporaze thb chan~ �~uld subject the P~rmittee# to liliplio~ zeel~nl Io
hold U~em to an impossible "~Ir~�l liability" llai~lard, Tl~e Ocan Wller A~I doel
~nd zhould ~xx Im construed b), the Bo~zd, to w.quire the imposzibl¢ or to ~qub~ ~bzunl
re~ulzz, H~,he,), ~,. JM$ Oev~/o/xue~t Cot.o,, 42 ER~ 1449 (I llh Cir., April I, 1996).

I0. T1w zeco~M ~enlence of Findin$ :31 would be clarified and zlrensthemd if’il were mvlmd

/ Each Perminee iz pequ~d to compl), or, l), with the
of’ lhe Order ~pplicable Io those di~har~e~ which o~i~inlll from
tho~e .pl~ within i~ boundarie~ over m’hich it hm mll~’ll~ I~

I !. In Part I .I, Di~,har~ Pmhibilion, in order lO #~mn~hen ~nd ¢laril~ Ihl Ilrl ImXln~l,
pleme rev~ it Io read m followz:

Each Permilz~ 111~1 prohibi[ non-slorm woler dischlr~ll ~
murdcipa] zzorm rewe~ zTstcm (~$4) ~nd into wazermurzez wizbrm
~risdiczion exert wlzem such di~charg~ arl ....

12. In Part I.I, Discharge PmhibiliOn, in order to atmn~tlzen lnd �lari~r I~il

The Bom’d recognizes that Permittee.s have on]:y limized ~mzml
over lhore who ma~ unla~rl~Jlly or inadvertently dump pollularlz
inlo a slorm drain iniel. Accordingly. lhe occurrence of’ l non.
storm wafer discharge, per re. ~za]l nol �onsti[ule a viOlalio~ of
thiz Order.
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1~. Pan 2.1.£.l.e.v, under ~[al_~X. is obviously and un~�~s~il.v mlundanl,
possibly futile. ~s ~ ~uld ~ui~ ~it~s ~ legisl~e i~ m~ a~ ~m~ ~p~
~ ~ ~na~y p~e~t=d, b~ ~z~ ~ state les~lm~.

in tr~ ~n~il~ u~d f~ mun~ ~ d~.

m~l~ ~he,~s ~ tl~ fe~ral a~ ~ levels. ~. e.l.,
~ R~ Act, 42 U.$.C. ~ 6~i el ~eq. ~ the ~mp~hem~

pu~ ~uld ~ ~d b~ ~tem~in~ ~ m~lale a~ prohibit

~nte~r~uctiT~ a r~undant Im~ pr~ibition might w~l
p~pt~ by fl~e ot the pr~i~lni t~e~ ~d gate pr~lbltio~
to ~e ~u~ the 6~d. For th~ ~ th~ profldon
the ~.

A ~ by ~ ~nt~ive I~ ~1 ~ t~
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¯ V
"after adoption of Ibis order" a~d that sl~>uld be replaoed svith "afler ~ effective dal~ t
of l~zis Order." In this manner, in each i~wzce in wh~h the Order prescfibe~ ¯
�ompliance daze, Ihe dale would be de~:Hbed as running from Ihe e~ll~ ~ 0~
the order, a~ toilo~" ,,, no~ later Ihzn Ix] month~ atler the dTecti~ dale otlhls
Order,"

22. General Commem: Budget Cyc~s. In nun~rous places throughout ~he Older,
~,~li~ d~ h~ ~n ~� for imple,~n[al~n of pm~rmm ~m of fl~i~
of ~d~s ~[ m ~ ~, a~ withal ~gard to n~n~ budge ~. ~ 8

Order Io i~le~i a p~ l~r ~’b~h ~ pmv~n hM. or Rmily ~d ~,
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To: Ms. Cmth~Pin~ TyPP~ll Dmt~:
From: Rurum C. Young. JP. Pmgi I o!
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LO~ :,?I3[LES

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

June 14, 1968

I~. Michael Keston, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Ortve
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2168

I arn writing to express my support for the new stormwater permit for Lo4 ,~oelee
County. This permit will call upon the 88 cities within Los Angeles County, as well M ~J
Los Angeles County itself, to iidopt practices that will reduce urban mncdf.

Over the last twenty years, urban runoff has increased and now accounts for over fifty i
percent of water pollution. Not only does this pollution account for the debris that
poisons our coastal waters, contaminates fish and afflicts marines mammals, it also has
caused illness in many of the thousands of people who swim near storm drains. O
Over f’dly percent of the Plan to restore t~e Santa Monica Bay depends ort N
implementation of the stormwater permit. Without this permit to spur coffection
the water quality in the Santa Monica Bay and along ~ Southern California coast will
continue to deteriorate. Furthermore, our e~onomic vitality is dependent on a clean
Santa Monica Bay as coastal tourism amounts to billions of dollars a year for Southern
California businesses.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES V

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 0
~ SOUTH FItEMONT AVENUE

ALHAMBIEA. C’ALIFORNLA ~110).1.1~1                                                        "~’

PO~OX Itt~



PerYnr.~n~ ~e~nd~rds. Development and implementatlon~of the
Countywide Storm Water Management Plan during the five-year
permit term will be an ambitious undertaking. Developing
Performance Standards, a good concept, is beyond the scope of
what can successfully be accomplished during this Permit.
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Dr. Robert Ghlrelli 0

June 2Go 199~ "r

LPage 2
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O3MMENTS ON M~Y 23, 1996                                                        L
DRAFT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELININATION SYSTI~

STOR~4WATER PERMIT (TENTATIVE ORDER)



For clarl~y, ~he fir8~ two sentences in ~he fir8~
paragraph should ~ ~f~ed ~o read: "Each
shall develop a pr~ram ~o car~ ou~ planning ~n~rol
measures for priority projects {Par~ 2.III.A.2.a.)
consis~en~ w~h ~he pr~ra~ develope~~.~~
~~ The pr~ram shall ~ imple~n~ed no~ la~er
six ~n~hs after approval of ~he pr~rm_dev~~
~~~~ by ~he Execu~ive Officer.

Re~rd ~his ~em ~o say "Re~re, ~o the ~xlmum ex~en~
practicable, �on~ain~n~ of ~noff f~ e~n~

The County will not commit to performing a formal
evaluation of the Permittees existing practices and
procedures.     This would be a very costly and
time-consuming effort. This wording must be deleted. In
developing the model program0 if we elect to conduct ¯
limited or focused assessment of existing activities,
that should be at our discretion.

Delete the words "follow-up tests" since they do not |-"
apply in the context of responding to a sewer overflow. n
Requiring an analysis of the success of the education
program only 2-1/2 into the Permityears is
premature. At this point in time, the Permittees will be
using the Immediate Outreach materials plus beginning to
implement the five-year education strategy. It would be
far more productive to allow the five-year education
strategy to be implemented for the course of this Permit
and then gauge the success of the strategy. Therefore,
have this assessment completed 54 months after adoption
of the Order, so this information can be included in the
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD).

C. Developmen~ and implementa~ion of the Coun~y~ide Storm
Water Management Plan (CSI~P) during the five-year pereLtt
term will be an ambitious undertaking.    Developing
Performance Standards, a good concept, is beyond the
scope of what can successfully be accomplished during
this Permit. Also, evaluating the effectiveness of the

.
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Best Management Practices (B~P) should be sub~itted along
with the ROWD so as to allow maximum time for BMP
implementation.

Therefore, the ~ording for this item ehouldbe reviaed to
state that 54 months fro~ Permit adoption, the Principal
Per~ittee0 in consultation with the Per~ltteea shall
repor~ on

a) the effectiveness of the CSWMP co~ponents~ and
b) Identify CSk~4P components for which performance

atandarda~ouldk~developed under the next

D. We will not agree to conduct receiving water impact ~onitoring
beyond the ter~ of this Permit, as is suggested by this item.
Therefore, we request that all the language after =feasible
envlron~ental indicators’ be

This item should be .K~difled to read: "Co~pl¥ with any
appllcable requirements, guidelines, and[or regulations
issued or approved pursuant ~o the Clean Water Act
Section 402(p) ~¥_raauLh~riza~~;

Various changes have been m~de to the previously agreed-upon
~onitoring program that could signlficantl¥ expand the resources
need for the program and are therefore not acceptable. Please see
the attached portlons of Attachment C which indicate the required
changes to return the program to what was previously agreed-upon.

GH:do\P:\..\LETTERS\DRPERMIT.GH

Attach.

R0031080



R0031081





R0031083



City of Alhambra



Mor~ legal clarification on the issues of federal storm water provisions
statutoD’ exceedance of the Clean Water Act is necessary.

4. The order’s receiving water limitations would place the City into a state of
instant non-compliance, exposing itself to citizen law suits, The City suggests
using language similar to that used in the Santa Clara permit.

5, Street washing is listed under conditionally exempted discharges and
designated discharges.

6. It is not clear ifthe cities will be required to implement a county-wide storm
water management plan or the watershed management plan or both. The
content of these plans should be outlined.

7. Legal clarification is necessary to explain why cities should establish legal

~ authority to control pollutants into MS4 when this is to be regulated by the

$. The tentative order contains a provision which, contrary to what has been
asserted by the regional board, would require site visits of industrial activities
and commercial facilities, for the purpose of inspection and enforcement, in
addition to providing public education. Clarification and a statement in the

~j permit outlining vdtat the regional board staff has been vet4mlizi~ -

i
"...education only, no emphasis on enforcement..." is

9. The tentative order contains a provision that would prohibit the discharge of
potable water applied to sidewalks and ~ without any explanation
anywhere in the permit, including the findings, as to why potable water
discharges are a problem. This is another example of an area where research
should be conducted first before implementing a program that may be in-
eff~:t~l ~ expensive lin addition to ¯ t~ ~o pub|i�

~ith Co-Permittees." Each representative from the Watershed Management
Committee should have voting power to approve plans based on majority
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The City of Alhambra is commined to continuing its efforts to p~vent pollution of ota"
v, ater ~ys and oceans. We v,~uld like to see an emphasis in the permit on team work
from ALL involved groups to come up with creative and practical solutions via
research and studies, to actually meet our goal of cleaning up the pollution threatening
our ~tersheds and beaches.

We appreciate your time to note our comments. Please feel free to �ontact me at (818)
570-3274 or I~zi Daniel, Environmental Compliance Specialist, at (818) 570- 3259
with any questions, Thank you.

Sincerely,
City of Alhambra - Utilities Division

Manny J. Mhgana V
General Manager - Utilities

Julio J. Fuentes, City Manager
Terry L. James, Assistant City Manager/Public
Leland Dollcy. City Attorney
Dr. Robe~ Ghirelli, California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Donald L. Wolfe, Deputy Director, Department of Public Works, County of

Los Angeles
Uzi Daniel, City of Alhambra, Environmental Compliance Specialist
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5. The permit indicates lack of understanding for local
government decision making and budgeting process.

6. The permit exceeds clean water act authority.

7. Our comments to the last draft permit were not
adequately responded to.

8. As we objected to *inspections= in the previous permit,
we are opposed to =site visits=. If the goal is to
disseminate e~cational materials, why not lea~ t~
~ethod to the discretion/capabilities of each
~tcipalitF?

9. The permit language is poorly constructed, ~t needs to
be fine-tuned (specifics will be cited later in this
let~er~.

10 ~ 1~57 r~uires a state agen~F0 prior to
~ajor regulations, to evaluate alternatives to
proposed regulation and consider whether there is a less
costly alternative that would ensure full compliant.
~he Board developed such alternate strategies?

Findings

Findings numbered 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27 are not
supported by hard data, nor scientific studies; they
should be deleted.

Finding numbered 23 is self-serving and should be deleted.

Receiwlng~aterLi~itations

The word "prohibition" anytime associated with discharges
should not be utilized.

As written in the Order, the Receiving Water Limitations
are unachievable and the permittees could he in violatio~
from day one.

The Executive Advisory Comuittee should be in the Procjrm
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portion of the Order and hav~ its role defln~d.Management
Each watershed should elect its representatives.

In this section, as well as other parts of
is repeated that, -...~he principal ~~,
consultation wirh o~her ~i~ees, shall...
s~a~emenl is no~ accep~le ~o ~he ci~ies and
re-written as -wi~h approval" or "wi~h ~he ~neral
consensus of

~e Board should ~ar the bu~en oE pr~f ~o
s~s~i~u~ion of

~e legal authority re~ire~n~s and ~he ne~
In~er-agency agree~nls are I~ spec~fl¢. Agencies
~ allowed ~o achieve ~he same resul~s In ~he~r

~is will ~ a cos~ly i~em for ~ny agencies;
~re cos~-effec~i~, ~h~s should ~

~e r~ire~n~s of ~hls secglon are hog ac~p~le
as s~a~ ~ve, sige visigs should ~

~r ~1 ~tt~ o[ t~ ~:

~e ~ n~s to ~ ~ch shorter, concise, ~ all~
~he ci~ies ~o achieve ~he s~ipulat~ objectors l~ally.

~e Boa~ should evaluaUe Uhe proscri~ p~~
~heir effectiveness.

Sincerely,

Nasser ~szad~
C~F ~gin~r
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
May 28, 1996
Page 2

¯ Addressed various businesses at a City-sponsored environmental wol’kshop
discussing NPDES, AB939, and used oil recycling, as well as, BMPI.

¯ As part of National Public Works Week, an open house was held at ll’le City’s
Maintenance Yard. Attending were school age children from local schools who
watched a video (public serve announcement) on NPDES, received NPDES posters
and NPDES temporary tattoos simulating the stenciling of Catch basins.

¯ At 4:00PM on April 13, 1996. City crews responded to a fuel spill at the ARCO
Station on Francisquito Avenue and Ramona Boulevard. Several gallons of fuel were
spilled due to e customer driving away while the fuel dispenser was still attached to
the vehicle. Sand was usecl to control the spill then picked up and eventually hauled
eway for disposal as hazardous waste. No catch basins or storm drain were affected
by

If you have any questions for this matter please contact Arian Idnanl at (818) 960-4011,
extension 254.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Director of PuNic Wodm

~JM~AWv

co: Gary Hildebrand, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
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CITY OF BELL GARDENS
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

8327 GARFIELD AVE., BELL GARDENS. CA 90201-~122
(310) 806-7770       FAX (310) 806-7"/~

Ms Catherine Tyrrell
Assistant Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board                   ~ "-
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91734-2156

Subject:    City of Bell Gardens’ Comments on the Tentative NPDES Permit

Dear Ms Tyrrell:

We have reviewed the tentative Waste Discharge Requirements for Mun~pal Storm Water
and Urban Runoff DLsct~arges within the County of Los Angeles transmitted to this City on
May 23, 1996. The following are our comments, stated in the order as presented by
Permit Sections, on the cited documenk

FINDINGS

concern that these findings were made based on specifics found on one particular
water shed not necessarily appropriate f~ the L.A River watershed. Assuming that
the required monitoring of the watershed will be undertaken once the permit is
issued, specific pollutants will be reported and acted upon by all cities within the
LA. River watershed.

2. Finding No. 23 should be deleted. We feel that the finding is too confusing
espeoally with regards to intent. If anything, the finding should just state that local
agencies should not be involved in any oversight of the State General Permit.

DISCHARGE PROHIBITION AND RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

1. This section should be removed from the permit. If not mandated by Federal
regulation it should not be inctuded.
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June 26, 1996
Page 2

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

1. All plans and programs should include an active role of all permittees in their
development and approval. D

2. Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees within the set period of time
under the Permit should constitute approval by t~e Water Board of the particular
submittal. The state should respond to all submittals in a timely manner just as it
is incumbent for all permittees to initiate requirements of the permit within a
prescribed time limit.

3. Unless proven detrimental to water quality, more exemptions for non-stormwater
discharges should be given. Specifically, street and sidewalk washing,
dechlorinated residential swim pool discharges, and potable water line flushing,

4. Delete Part 2, Section II.B1 .d of the tentative order. To further minimize the cost
of the NPDES program, municipal employees should be allowed to be observant
of illK~t discharges dunng their normal course of performing their daily assignmentl

’"~

rather than establishing separate illicit discharge surveillance program, n

We apprac~te the opportunity to comment on the tentative permit. We would also like to
U

express our appreciation to the negotiating team for reducing the original document down
to its present form. A job well done, and it is my hope that our comments will contribute
towards a more cost.efficient permit which would facdltate attaining our common goal of
a cleaner and more liveable environment, n
Yours very truly, U

William C. Pagett
City Engineer

w:il=

R0031094



CITY OF COMMERCE
. h. .~. - ~.-~. ~, ~’~,~. . ~- ~ ....’ ~ u~ S. Jo~on

. ~.~/ ~torlC~ En9~

June 25, 19~

Ms. Cathe~ne T~
California R~ional Wat~ Quali~ C~ Board
Los ~ge~s R~ ~,.... ¯
101 Cen~ P~za
Monterey Pa~,

SUBJECT: Commen~ Regarding TentatlVa Waste Diacharge Older

Oear Ms. Tyrrell:

The City of Commerce is in receipt of the r#vised permit bearing the date of May 23,
1996, which authorizes the reissuance of the NPDES municipal storm water permit for
Los Angeles County (now referred to as th# tentative permit). It is also in receipt of
revisions made thereto in a letter from yot~ dated June 17, 1996, in re: finding,
receiving water limitations, and administrative review issues.

The City was very pleased to find that the t#vised permit is written much more cleady
than your December 18, 1995, draft version. Also gratifying is the resolution of several ~
problems regarding the permit’s programm~"c requirements that were celled to your U
attention during the comment period by this {~dy and a number of other cities. You and
your staff deserve substantial credit for devollrtg so much time and energy to improving ,~J
the clarity and reasonability of the permit.

Nevertheless, we note that the tentative permi! still contains problems that we and other n
cities found in the December 18th draft perm~! that were called to your attention by way U
of our comments. In addition, we note that the tentative permit contains provisions that
are either new or revised and, therefore, warrant a response. We are confident, ’~
however, that with your continued open-mind@dness and sensitivity to City needs, these
outstanding problems can be easily corrected:                                             ~

The following problem areas require attentiofli

1. The tentative permit contains conflictir~g provisions which, if not corrected, could
impede or prevent effective compliance, that could expose the City to citizen
lawsuits.

...)
2. Findings 4, 5, end 6 are either too oeneral or inaccurate for the purpose of

.̄J justifying current and future requirements under the tentative permit and,
th~r~fnr~=..~hntflri ~ ~_xnl,~inL-=d mare fuiI.v or deleted

2535 Commerce Way ¯ ~.ommerce, Ca!~on~ta 9(~040 ¯ (213) 722-4805 ¯ FAX# (213) 888-6841
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3. The tentative permit contains provisions, which if adopted, would impose "r
requirements on the City that exceed federal storm water provisions of the Clean
Water Act (hereinafter "CWA’). In many cases these requirements are
redundant. Furthermore, the Ninth Circuit Court is now leaning toward the
judicial belief that state-mandated requirements contained in an NPDES permit
are covered under the Clean Water Act. Therefore, any violation of such
requirements could expose the City to citizen lawsuits. In order words, local ~"
ordinance requirements could literally be transformed into federal issues.

4. The revised tentative permits receiving water limitations, if adopted, would still
place the City into a state of non-compliance, thereby exposing it to citizen
lawsuits. The reason: Permittees can only be excused from receiving water
violations if the discharges are allowed under the tentative permit. Regional
board staff should co,’~sider using the same receiving water limitation language
used in the Santa Clara permit-notwithstanding that it has been reputed by the
USEPA as being the most stnngent permit in the state.

5. The tentative permit still contains provisions that are unclear and confusing which,
if not corrected, would lead the City into partial or non-compliance, thereby
causing the City’s exposure to citizen lawsuits.

6. discharges.Street washing is listed under conditionally exempted discharges and designated
~,~

U
7. The tentative permit, as in the case of the December 18th permit still contains

provisions that call for the development and implementation of a county-wide .,J
storm water management plan and/or a watershed management plan. neither of
which is adequately defined. Furthermore, it is not clear which of the two plans
cities will be required to comply with: The county-wide plan or the watershed
management plan--or both?

8. The tentative permit is redundant in that it requires the City to prohibit littering
(even if the litter does not enter to the MS4), and the disposal of leaves, dirt, or
other landscape debris into a storm drain. However, it overlooks the fact that the
permit also prohibits illicit discharges, which broadly includes the discharge of any
material other than storm water to the MSA, unless such discharge is exempted
by an NPDES permit.

g. The tentative permit calls for the "proper" disposal of food wastes by the food
service and food distribution industry, but it does not define what "proper
disposal" means; nor does it provide a definition of food service or food service
distribution industry.

J

:2
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10. The tentative permit contains a provision that would prohibit the discharge of

potable water appliedtosidewalks and streets, even if such water does not cause
the delivery of refuse or other pollutants into the MS4 (includes streets, alleys,
curbs, catch basins, and other conveyances.)

11. The tentative permit requires the City to establish legal authority to control the
pollutants to the MS4 by discharges associated with industrial activity. These /"
facilities are already regulated by the regional board. Therefore, cities should not
have to establish legal authority to control pollutants from these facilities.

12. The tentative permit, under legal authority requirements, contains provisions
which contradict your assertion that industrial/commercial site visits for the
purpose of inspection have been eliminated in deference to public education
visits.

.. 13. The tentative permit contains legal authority requirements (mandated by the
federal storm water regulations), that are stile vague and offer no guidance on
how to achieve compliance with them.

14. The tentative permit contains ¯ provision that would prohibit the discharge of
(_.) potable water applied to sidewalks and streets, without any explanation as to why ~-~1

potable water discharges are ¯ problem,
n

15. Several terms that are contained in the permit such as "proper disposal" and U
hazardous waste are not defined.

16. The tentative permit refers to a document prepared by the Amedcan Water Works
dAssociation relevant to the conditional discharge of potable water, but is not

appended to it. In order to understand and evaluate this requirement, it is nimportant that we see it.
U

17. The tentative permit, because of comment #16 end other reasons, is incomplete
and is stile being revised by the regional board staff (most recently, on June 17,
1996).

We also concur with many of the concerns identified by the Executive Advisoqt
Committee.

It should also be noted that the City is concemed about the short time frame it has been
given to comment on the revised permit. Thirty (30) days really is not enough to fully
evaluate and respond to its provisions, especially since the permit is not complete.
Beyond this, the City is concerned about how the regional board intends to respond to
its comments, given that the tentative permit is scheduled for adoption on July 15th-
about two weeks from now. V~II the regional board, in response to the cities’

3
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comments, continue issuing revisions to the tentath~e permit right up until the July 15th
regional board meeting? Clearly, cities should have sufficient time to comment on a full             T
~ instead of an incomplete one that is still in the process of evolving. Therefore,
the City recommends that the adoption date be extended to a time mutually agreed
upon between the cities and the regional board.

We look forward to the opportunity of discussing and resolving these problems with you /,,,,
andlor staff as soon as _oossible. Their correction will further improve the quality of
permit and facilitate compliance with its requirements--a goal that we all share. To that
end, if you or your staff require any assistance, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Samuel S.
Public Works Director/City Engineer

SSJ:mdg

F~: ’~P.W
NPOE$ F~
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EAC CONCERNS ON TENTATIVE ORDER NO.    96-XXX

(NPDES NO. CAS614001}¯
Findings (Nature of Dimchargss and Source of Pollutants}

Statements on ~he impairmen~ of receiving waters, water
quality data, and extrapolation of data to o~her wa~er
bodies (Findings Nos. 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27} are
not supported by hard data nor scientific s~udles and
should be deleted.

Finding No. 23 regarding duplication of regulatory
efforts clearly suggests ~ha~ local agencies should not
be involved in oversigh~ of the State General Permit,

I ~his finding is confusing and should be deleted.

, Dis©barge Prohibition and Receiving Water

} - This section will pu~ Permittees into non-compliance
immediately upon the issuance of the Permit. It ser~ee
limited purpose and is no~ mandated by the
regulation. It should, therefore, be removed fro~ the

t
Permittees should be given a more active role in
developing and approving all the plans and programs under

~ the Permit. Merely soliciting their input is not
sufficient.

Legal authority requirements and the need for
inter-agency agreements for cooperative efforts are
written ~oo specific in ~he Permit. Each agency handles
legal issues in a different manner and should be a11owed
to deal with legal authorities more in-line wi~h their
current practices provided it is in compliance with
Federal regulations.

The Wa~er Board should bear the burden of proof to
disallow any substitution of BMPs and/or their
modifications.

Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees
within the set period of time under ~he Permit should
constitute approval by the Wa~er Board of ~he particular
submittal.
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V
Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge

Exemptions for non-stormwater discharges are not
sufficiently inclusive. Examples, such as street and
sidewalk washing, residential swimming pool discharging,
and reclaim and potable water line flushing should be
allowed unless evidence can indicate that it causes major
adverse impact on the receiving water.

Program should allow munlcLpal employees to be observan~
of illicit discharges during their routine assignments
and initiate follow-up actions rather than establishing
completely separate illicit discharge surveillance
program. Part 2, Section II.B.l.d of the tentative order
should be deleted.

Formal evaluation of all public agency activities al paT.
of developing the model program for public agent/.
activities is not needed.

0
~., - Site visit requirements which also require follow-up

visits are no different than inspections. Such visits
should only be for public information purposes. Perhaps
utilizing a check list for self assessment would be
appropriate. Such visits should not involve any follow-
up activities which will likely require enforcement
actions.

Requirement to analyze the success of public information
programs in only 2-1/2 years upon the initiation of the
program is too short. Such evaluation should be at the
end of the five-year program.

Monitoring ProgT~ll

The focus of the program should be on developing baseline
data.

The Permit should clearly state that the water quality
monitoring program shall satisfy the requirements of
monitoring for all parties to this Permit.
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Compliance da~es, for many of the programs, are ~oo shor~
and do no~ fi~ into ~he budge~ cycle. This will make
vir~ually impossible for man7 local agencies to-implement
the programs. Implementation of approval programs ls not
required until Permi~ees are able ~o include them in
nex~ available budge~ cycle.

Permi~ compliance da~e should be ~ied ~o ~he effective
date of ~he order and no~ ~he da~e of adoption.

Develop~en~ and Implementation of Coun~ywlde S~orm Wa~er
Management Plan during ~he five-year Permit ~erm will be
an an~i~ious unde~aking~     Developing Performance
S~andards, a good concept, is beyond ~he scope of wha~
can successfully be accomplished during ~hls Permit.

Evaluation of effectiveness of BMPs should no~ be
separately reported0 bu~ should be a part of ~he end of
permi~ report (Repor~ of Waste Discharge).

FK:pI\P=\...\MEMOS\PRMTCRNS
EP-3/06/ 7/S6
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125 East College Street Covina, Ca i " - L

m

June 20, 1~                                                                               ~

Mr. Frank Kgo
Los Angeles Count/Department of Pul)li~ Wod~ r-~ . ~c~
Waste Managemen! Division ~,)~-- ~ _-’~.
Storm Water Discharge Program ~_~*:" r~oP.O. Box 1460 ~,-~�~., m
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460 ’-;~"

::=
~-- F3 ":Dear Mr, Ku~: ~,c,, ,...,

We have reviewed the May 23, 1996 drall of me new NI:~)ES permit. As ¯ P¯rrnltt . w~
the following specific mmments:

3, Page 18, I)~. 2: Delete this requirement to report on resources in the budget thlt supporl
the program. Someone will fry Io use this |nlonnation to juc~e the effectiveness of ¯ City’s
sto,’m watec program and It Is not ¯ valid indicator.

4. Page 2S, par. 2: Delete the requirement to inspec~ for md identify ,licit connodlon~
ThIs is ¯ very expensive procedure which cities canno~ altonJ.

S. Page 27, par. J: Remove -encr" from the end of the paragraph and place it ¯t the end of p¯r. i
k.

6. Page 32, par. 2.b: Replace ’fmpact" with "effect" in the ~ line to be consistent with b~e
prev~us paragraph.

7. Page 47, par. i: Clarify the phrase in the pa~antheses. Where IS qisted below’? Do yog
mean the next sentence or in following paragraphs?

8. Page 47, par. iv: Having each Permitlee assemble the raining program listing is nc4 very
efficient. The Principal Permittee should have this respo~s~iity.

9. Page 46, par. B: The inclustriai/commercial site visit program is an expensive t)ur0en on
the cities which they cannot afford.

10. Page 52, par. 3.¯.iv: Place a comma after "visit" in the r,.st Ene on this page.                           "
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Mr. Frank Kuo V
Los Angeles County Depanmen! of Pubrx:
June 20. 1996 ~rPege 2.

If there am any questions about Ihese comments, please oontac~ Charles ~ al (818) 858-
7204.

Sincerely.

Environmental Services Direclm’

WBD:¢rr

~ ~ Catherine Tyrrell. Assistant Executive Officer. California Regional Waler Oualily ~
Board-Los Angeles Region

Man/ Mc, Masler. Oliver. Vose. Sanclifer, Muq:)hy & L~e
Fran Delach. Cily Manage~
Vince Mastroslmone. Public Works DirecK)t’
Charles Redden. Aclmintslral~ve Analy~
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 udahy........ City of Cudahy, California L
P.O. l~,~X 1007

Cudahy. CA ~i

California Regional Wat~
Quality Cmtrol Boanl
Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaaa Ddve
Monterey Parlg CA 91754-21~6

Subject: Tentative Municipal Store1 Wat~ Pcal~t

Comments on Tentative Municipal Storm Wat~ Permit for the County of Lo~ Angeles
(CAS614001), dated

1. The Acceptable Requirements outlined in the "Alternative Countywide Storm Water
Management Program’, as
April 23, 1996 to Catherine Tynell, should be incorporated into the Tentative Storm
Wate~ Permit.

2. Compliance dates, for many of the programs, are too short and do not fit into the budget
cycle. This will make it virtually impossible to implement the im:}grams. Implementation
of approved programs should not be tc~quired until l~’mittees art able to inchate them in

3.    Pemfit compliance date should be tied to the effective date of the orc~ and not the date

4. Development and implementation of Countywide Storm Water Management Plan during
the five-year Permit term is an ambitious undertaking. Developing Performanoe Standards
is beyond the scope of what ~an be successfully accomplished dm’ing this Pemtit te~m.
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.~ 5. Evaluation of effectiveness of BMPs should not be separately reported, but should be ¯
part of the end of permit report.

6. Statements on the impairment of receiving waters, water quality data. and extrapolation
of data to other water bodies (Findings Nos. 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27) ate not supported
by hard data nor scientific studies and should be deleted.

7. Finding No. 23, regarding duplication of regulatory efforts, is not ¯ finding and should
be deleted from the permit.

8. The Receiving Water Limitations section will put Permittees into non-oomplisnce
immediately upon the issuance of the Permit. It serves limited puqx~se and is n~
mandated by the Federal gegulation, it should, therefore, be removed from the Pe~nit.

9. Permittees should be given a more active role in developing and approving all the plans
and programs under the Permit. Merely soliciting their input is not ~uffgient.

!0. Legal authority requirements and the need for inter-agency agreements for �ooperative
efforts ate written too specific in the Permit. Each agency handles legal issues in ¯
different manner and should be allowed to deal with legal ¯uthorities more in-line with
their current practices provided it is in �~rnpliance with Federal re~ulatiorta.

I 1.and/orThe WatertheirBoardmodifications.should bear the burden of proof to disaUow any substitution of BMPe

12. Failure to oomment on any submittal by the permittees within the set period of time under
the Permit should constitute approval by the Water Board of the particular submittal

as street and s~dewalk washing, ge~dential swimming pool discharging, and reclaim
potable water line flushing should be allowed unless evidence indicates that it causes
major adverse imp~ on the t~:eiving water.

14. Program should allow municipal employees to be observant of illicit discharges during
their routine assignments and initiate follow-up actions rather than establish~g completely
separate illicit discharge surveillance wogram.

15. Formal evaluation of all public agency activities as part of developing the model program
for public agency activities is not needed.

16. Site visit requirements which also require follow-up visits are no different than
inspections. Such visits should only be for public information IXtrpos~

17. Requirement to analyze the success of public information programs in only 2-1/2 yea~ ~               ~
upon the initiation of the program is too short. Such evaluation should be at the end of ~-
the five-year program.
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V
18. The focus of the Mordtoring Program should be on developing baseline data. O

19. The Permit should clearly state that the Monitoring Program by the Principal Permittee
Lshall satisfy the Monitoring Program ~-quirernents for all parties to this Permit.

5
City NPDRS Coma~

cc: Jack J~, O~ ~
Nick Mull, A~t Oty ~

2
I

9
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Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharge_

inmate follow.up ~clt~s ~1~ I~n esmbltshmg a completely ~le ilhcil dl~ ~ill~

-
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Many of these comments were submitted to the LARWQC’B dunng the comment l~nod for the Decernb~ C
199.~ draft permit. While CI~ staffrealize many modd’ications haYe been made to improve the Decernbe~
1995 draft permit, there remains several issues that should be addressed. The legal counsel’s comments to

T.the LARWQ~’B have been most helpful; however, those comments should be incorporated into the draf~
P~’~’mit to ~msure those currtn| ml~prttations are not changed by futurt and differ-hi inlerl~’~tio~.

Sincerely,

Public Works ~r~ctor ~ City Enginc~’

copies Jody H:II-Es~et, Chief Administrativ= oflricct
Norman llemng, (::’ity Allorn~
Pam Keyes, A.uo~ialc E~lin~

:-.~
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- - FUTURE UNLIMITED

June 26, 1996 --       .-,

Ms. Catherine Tyrrel ;’, ""
Assistant Executive Of~cer
California Water Quality Control ~
Los Angele~ Region
! 01 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey PaA. CA 917$4

SUBJECT: City of Downey
,’, May 23rd Draft NPDES IN=mtt

Dear M~. Tynel:

This letter is in response to the most recent draft (May 23. 1996) NPDES Stormwater Permit.
The following comments, by the City of Downey, are in addition to the interim comments by Burke,
Williams and Sorenaen.

Discharge Prohibitions and Receivin~ Water Limitation.:

¯ ~ Modify or remove this section from the Permit

Pro_p.ram
! ¯ The legal authority requirements and the inter-jurisdictional agreements for control of

pollutant discharge are too specific. The methodology used in dealing with legal issues
should be left up to the individual Permittees. Each agency has their own current practices
in working with legal authorities.

¯ Subslitution or modification of BMP’s or requirements in this Order by a Permittee should
be allowed without petitioning the Regional Board. The burden of proof to disallow any
substitution should be borne by the Board.

Failure to comment on Permittee submittals within the set period of time should
automatically be considered approved by the Water Board.
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V
Ms. Caffeine Tyrrel
June 26, 1996
Page 2

L
Public Information and Partici_nation:

¯ The public outreach site visit ~-quir~ments are just a colored version ofth~ inspection visits
as called out in the September ! S, 1995, draft Permit. "lbese educational visits should only
be used for public information purpos~

;,

¯ The compliance dates for many ofthe programs axe too short, thereby placing a lurse burden
- on many of the Permittees. Implementation of these programs will be out of reach for
¯ i agencies short on stsffand/or funds. Tben~ needs to be sufficient lead time to include many
" l " O f ~ programs in the agency’s I~dl~,~

-;
Thank you for the oppommity to respond with our comments. We look forward to an evea

better permit for all
i"

Siam ,

Robert M. Brace

q
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To: CsthorLno Tyr’r’oll

From: Rufus C. Young. Jr. Pout or
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I~LI6 .~+3oJ!I~3 ’~lxd ~auamo~
~ mid ~la~ I01



In the interim, plea.so �onsider the attached comments in preparing your ~evisiom. The
City reserves tl~ rigtl! I~ subm~ I~rther

Very truly yours.

RUFUS ¢, YOUI~’G. JR.
Of" BURKE. WILLIAMS & $ORENSEN

~.ity of AlhamMa:
Julio Fu~n~$. City
Terry L. J~nes. Ami~am City M~r ~
~blic Works Dim~



June ~. I~, Interim Comments
Submitte~i oo

tar
Mu~ci~l Sto~ Water ~d U~ Ruoo~

~’ilhin the Count) of ~ AngH~
(~DES N0. CA~I~D

1.    ~ ruder ~o ~l~n~hCn Fh~ding No. 4 of

Studi~ have ~ th~ stom~ water

2. W;th
IIUITI~r orw~er ~s itt ~s A:~geles Couzzty, which

the ~1 u~ or ~h sater b~y,

firming To ~ngthen this F~z~mg.
"stud,s" ~ci~c to :zch w~cr ~) zn

~di~. ~zd m~ir~g Zhem availab;e for

~ ~ tim Santa Moni~ ~y. Ihe r~lts





have a~’ of the btnefi¢ial us~,~ Its]e~l i11 this fil)(:Itt)g While we bel;eve Iha~ such
argu.le~s would I~ ¢ompletel.,, ,.v,ltK)ut merit, the P~n.iltees ~ould no( I~ ex]x)~ed to
po~entia~ li[igaIiml ml [his ix)ira.

I.A~ 1~I’~�1.1                                                                                                                   I -
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g. 1,Vt~h respec! Io Fielding 29, as revised o~ 6/I’//96. please add {he follo~ing in order

T~e Board recognizes that Pemlittees have ,o cow~rol over how much rain
Z’~ls a~d o,d) iunized �o~ltroi o~er ~he amount oZ" pollutants within
bou~dar~es which flov,’m~ slormwa(er n~a) pick up. Accordingly,
occurre~]ct oi" ¯ v~ol¯t~oli or’ ~at~r qua]it), o~eclive l)or ¯ �ol|ditj~z
nui~e shall ~zo{ �ol~,lilule a violalio~l of" lifts order.

Failure Io incotpor¯le Ibis chan.~e could subject the Permitlees Io litigalion se~kin~ to
hold tl~em to an impossible "slri¢! liability" Ma,dard. The Clean Waler Act doll
and should no~ be �onszrued b:)’ the Board. Io re(iuzre tile impossible or to require zbsunl

I0. The s~eo~l ie~e~ o~" Fib)dinE :31 would be �lariEed az~l ~rengllmned if’ il were mv~d
as follows;

Each Permitlee is required Io comply only wilh Ihe requiremenll
of’ Ihe Order applicable to ~l~)se discharges which orilill~l~ ~
¯ o~ae pl~’e~ within its houndaries over which i~ has ~uthod~ Io
enforce [he re~uireme~ll$ of zhi$ Order, ~md no~ Zl~ose di~h~r~
OUl$ide its Ix~mdaries, nor discllar~es wilhi;i ill Ix~mdariel evil’

I I. In Part I.I, Discharge Prohibilion, :11 order ~o s~ren£tten a,~l �larit~ Ihe tim lenient,

Each Permi~zee shall prohibi! non-$1orm ~’aler dir~hnrg~i tnlo its
municipal szorm sewer s.~s~e,n (?H$4) and into wazercouraes within ~
,jurisdiction excep! where such dischar~s ere ....

12. In Part I.I, Discharge Prohibilio~z, in order Zo Slre~gllwn aeKI clarify this provision,
please add the l~[IowinE new last sentence:

The Bo&rd recogn~es that Permiztees have onJy limited
over those who m~" ulda~’fully or inadvertently dump pollutants
into a szonn drain i~dez. ,Acc~rdi~zgl)., the occurrence of’ a ~
storm wazer di.~zarge, per se, shall mx co~tizule a viola~i~
this Order.
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Failure to irgorporate this cha~ge could sub.~¢t tire Permittees to litigation seeking to
hold ti~em to a~l impossible "str~¢t habili(y" sla~glarcl. The Clea~l Water Act. O0es not,
a~gl slg~uld Itot be �ol~rued b) the Boarcl. to require Ihe impossible, or to require absurd
results, h’#,g/te.). ~.. 3M$ Oe,,lo~,~.,~ Corp.. 42 ERC 14d0 (I Ith Cir., April I, 1996).

I.’I. We understated that Pa~ I .It has bee. cl)anged i. its el)tirely as reP~cled in Ihe l~ll’d’s
teller of Jurte 17, 1996.

14. Part 2.I.E, ~ is iltcortsiste~! with tl~e remahgler ofthe peml~ and CreMeS
doubts as to the arcaded s¢o~ at" the gemainder at’ the Fermit. In addition, it
ir~covrsistelzt wilh, and exceeds tile provis~ol~s of 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2XiXD) and the
Guid~uz~ Manual For The Preparation of Part 2 Of The NPDE$ P~rmit Applica~iom For
Discharges from Mulli¢ipal Separze giotto Sewer gyslems (EPA
November, 1992), Sectiorz 3-3, page 3-4. This seetiolz of the Tentative Penvzit should
be revised accordingl),.

I.~. Part 2.I.E.I.a.i. under 1~,1]..~. uses a vague term where precision is required.
It ~tates that each Pcrmine¢ gs to i~seu the authori.~. ~ do the foliowil~:

Prohibit the diacharge of ul~treated wash water~ to tire M$4 when |m
statiogt~, auto repair garages, or similar t~s¢ facili~’es are �leared.

At no definition of "$imilm" t~s¢ facilities" is provided ill tie order, mgl "si~//ar
facili~fes" is obviously too vague to serve as a basis for prosecution. Please ~q~ocify. by
SIC number~, juat wh~t ia meant by the term "~lnfflar ~$e .f~ci/it/e~" ao th~ ~ will be
able to ilglude ,qll such facilities m appropriate ordi~alrce$.

16. Part 2.I.E.I.¢.iii. under kgg~. is obviously a~gl unneeessarily radund~t, and
possibly futile, as it requires Penllittees [o errac( ordmarlees in ~ut area already arggably
f~ily occupied by federal ar~�l state Jegislatio~t. it would require Permittees to prohibit
conduct already prohibited by the t~der~ a~gl sta~� Sovermne~ts. It s~at~s that each

Prohibit the use of any pesti¢ick, fungicide, or he,icicle, the u~e of which
is prohibited by the USEP,~ or tire Califon~i.~ Department of Pesticide
Regulation.

No useful puq:~ose would be served by prohibiting that which is already prohibited.
Moreover, for t~e Board to req~re a redundant loca~ prohibition might wee be
�ounterproductive: it could ~dl be that a local ordinance ~ould be held to ba~e
preempted b.v ~Lrtue of the preexisting federa~ and stale prohibitions. S¢~, ~4-, tb~





V
0

As poinled oul ahoy, II~ is �onsiderable doubt as to whether local ~gulalions ca]led
for by th~s or¢;ler ’would be void for ’,ague~ess (wh~ ~ I~eanZ by "similar u~e facilili~"

Larid "proper d~oosaJ’). "

We poinl out that the order might I~ot take effect at all if" it is appealed io the Stale Water
P,c~ource~ Co~rol Board. Some might question ~hether ~J~ Board ha~ the aulhorily to
seC a co,zpl i~ce period m begirt with the date of ado~tK~z, fifzee~z d~’s before the Oz’der
become~ ell’eclin. We recommend thal ¯ ,global search be pertiprmed with the won
processor used for the preparat~n of the order. The search should be conducted fo¢
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Submittal on B~alf ~ ~e

Stu~ have ~o~ ~ ~on. wa~r ~ ~mm

~m~r ofw~er ~s in ~s Angeles C~n~. ~h~h are eii~r impai~d

"~ud~s" ~ci~� to ~h ~’mer ~y in ~ ~gel~ C~ty



ma)’ ~ ~ra~la~ ~o ocher wooer
k~w, W exisl). ~r example.

Un~ and u~m ~t BoaN can idler). ~d
~d �ommml I~ ~udi~ whkh p~vlde

smd,esJ ma~ ~ ~Ira~lat~ to ~l~r water

the ~ Io Id~lir)" the ~l~ti~
~alemenl, ~d add II Io thl~ flndin
~ou~ be dd~ ~m the

4. Propo~d Finding No. 7 i~ based o. d~e exlrqmla~;o, referred Io in ilem ~, dram.
pointed out there, no ~¢knl~� bmm h-, be~n provickd ~ ~ poflion of
which sidles Ihal "the foregoin8 s~ud~es were do.e on ilR Sa,~ia Monica Bay, fir
can be e~trapoloted to m~er water bodies in ~ Anseles .... " A~ F~ding 7
on Finding 6. ~ as ~he "extrapolaled" Mn~elll~11| ill Fi,.JinB 6 hM r~
acientifl¢ basis, Findin~ ? would be stren~lllejled also if Ihe scisnlifl¢ I~ldi~
sp~¢~cally idemi~ed. Unfonunm¢iy. the convene is also t~ue: if thelz ate I~ soch
81~die~ Finding ? must be deisted.

In the imem, sts of’ grammatical clarity and legal accuracy, please revise the
sen~nce of’ Proposed Findin| 13 in mad ~ follow~:

The regulatiorm recognize that �~rtain categories ot" no,-morro w~er
discharges shall no( be prohibited unless the)" have been determin0d in bo
signitieam ~ of

6. With ~spe~ to Finding No. 19. with respect to ~neficial uses or" water bodies
~o~nry of" Los Angeles. t~ second paragraph clearly permits an inference to be drmem
that all Of the -~8ter bodies in the County bare tll of the beueOcial uses listed,
including hydropower ge,eratmn and ocean commercial fishing, which sta~nemt is
obvio~Jy not trig. It" i~ is the intention of the Board to incorporate by ~ference the
Basin Plan, ~e Boa~’d sJ~ouid say so, and saying so would strengthen I~e permit.
Otherwise. the Board should s~me, for each water Ix~l) each beneficial use, and dmuld
identi~ and make available fo~ ~view ~ �omm~m ~l] Ooeuments are ~lied upon as tbe
basis fo~’ such findings. If this Fi~ing is not �orrected, i~ could be argued that
PcrmJ,ee,5 haw violated the Permit if ~my of the I:~:~lies of wate~ in the �ount7 ~
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We poin~ ou~ th~ the order mighz noz take effec( m all i~ ~ b ~ W ~ S~ W~

~ a ~mpl~ ~r~ m ~gi. with ~ d~ or ad~, fi~n d~ ~f~ ~ ~r

~~
~ �ff~i~. We ~nd t~ a glo~ ~b ~ ~d w~ ~ ~
p~r U~ f~pm~ral~n o~or~r. ~ ~rch ~ ~~
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Sixt(~,o H¢,r)~ H~tir~ltor~ D~i¢~, D¢,or~to, ColiF¢)r~r~ic] 91010 - (~1~) 357-7931

l~ I~ I~

~alifomia R~i~ Wat~ v,_

~-.~ ..-
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pa~e 2 or2
CRWQCB
Pt~mit Comments

The ~nvironrn=ntai groups have good reason to want to p~rticipate in tom, Ix)rtio~ or the
ix’~’mit First. this is their busine.~ l’m ~ure they. want their narn, a.~ociated with the
of the of the river¯, ~trtanlS lnd b~ch~ With the cltle~ Io~o pl~t~ed ~II ov~ brochur~ ~nd
door hanger~, they’ll get non= of the credit when this program tmoon~t tuect~sful.
trtn~ate, into few~ doll~rs coming into their �ofl~ Secondly, ¯ oooper¯tiv= effort
municipaliti~ ~:I ~vironm~mi IVoups might ~ credibility to both oq~tizatiom tnd wh~t
~ ~r= trying to

Selfishly. I would bop¢ tlmt by utilizing their mtrketing contacts, technical exptsli~ and
incoming contributions, the cities could reduce their costs for funding this phase or¯he permit.
Additionally, if spe..ak~s were avtil~b~e to nutke presentations to schools and �omrmmity
groups.., well this task is IxTond what ¯ 2 person engineering depmm~ can effectiv~
handi,. Believe me, we ~lre,~dy have our hands full, and with this new Immit it isn’t So~ to

Please k’t me know your thoughts on this matter. If¯his is ¯ mrategy that has alrtsdy b~m
considered, I wotdd appreciate any infontmtkm

.
Pubfic Works Coordinmor
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These are El Mantes comments on the tentative order of Waste Discharge Requirements for
O Municipal Storm water and URBAN runoffdischarge~ within the County of Los Angeles.

El Monte stands tMt finding No. 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27 should be ddeted since they are not
supported by hard data. That No. 23 is confusing and should also be deleted.

Dischar=e Prohibition and Recciving Water Limitation~
If it is not mandated by the Federal Regulations we should remove it from the permit.

legal authority requirements end the need for a inter-agency agreement for coope~tive efforts
are written too specific in the tentative permit. Each agency should be allowed to deal with lesal
authorities in-line with their current

Illicit ConneXion and Illicit Dischame
Reclaim and potable water line flushin8 should be allowed as well as tamp pump

Program should allow municipal employees to report discharges dwi,8 routine assisnmema. Part
2, Section ll.B.I.d & � of the tentative orde~ should be deleted.

Proper ~hedulin8 to comply with cities budget cycle should be of consideration.

Development Plannin= and Construction
Permit requiremem$ ~,ith respect to development and construction activity i~ an intrusion of the
cities LAND USE POWERS and are not needed, it should be left to cities own dLu:retloa.

Public A~_eno~_ Aetivitiet
Again this is infringing on City matter& Cities know what has to be done to �ontro~ activities
~ to prevent pollution.

Public Information and Particinatioa
Program requirements ofhow a city is to educate their citizem shoeld al~o be lea up to the City.
Evaluation should be longer then 2 ~ yrs. more like 4 yean or lo~,~’.

Monitoring
This program should be ¯ developing baseline and if~y spikes arise they should be investigated
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" " VMay 28, 1996 Page 2
NPDES COMPLIANCE REPORT

~

~ Some of El Monte’s noteworthy accomplishments in connection with NPDES Compliance are:
T

I. We invited speakers from Heal-the-Bay, L.A. Co., & the California Regional
Wate~ Quafity Control Board to speak at community club meetings (i.e. Rotary Club & Kiwanis).

2.    We have regularly published NPDES rues.urges using the stormwater mascot in the
local newspaper, the "Mid Valley News’.                                                     ~

3.    We organized ¯ gutte~ patrol program. The purpose ofthi$ program is to regularly
inspect the gutte~ in residential & commercial zon~ and to make the public aware of any
violations ofNPDES requiremenLt.

4.    The City of EI Monte, has distn’buted posters on "Good Cleanin8 Practice" and
copies of the El Monte Municipal Code, chapte~ $ entitled "Stormwat~" M~msemenl/and
Di~.h~ge Comxol" to local restauraatt

l~blic Works Depmmem                                                         ._~
Harold O. Johamoa
Victor Meade~
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"’"’ ( lendale
’,

June 26, 1996                                   F~: ~10)~1~

~A~ VIA ~ACS~I~ ~ ~IT, "

Dr. Robert Gh~relll
Executive Officer
California Regional Wa~er Qual~y Control
~s ~geles Region

;I; ::101 Centre Plaza Dr~ve
Monterey Park, ~ 91754-2156

Re: ~y 23. 1996 Draf~ NPDES Pe~t--Co~n~-

~ar Dr. Gh~re111:

We apprecla~e ~he oppor~un~y otEer~ us as a co-pedigree
~o revSew and c~en~ on ~he draf~ ~i~. We have
reviewed ~he draft, and, wh~le ~he ~y 23, 1996 Tentative
Order (’Dra~ Pe~i~") contains a n~r ot ~rove~n~s
over ~he previous Dece~r 18, 1995 Drat~ Pe~i~,
continue ~o have serious conce~s wi~h ~he de~ails.

~ will ~ ~re tull~ e~lained below. ~he Dra~
S~ill contains sections -hich are proble~ic
unnecessarily e~enslve ~o Implement. The tollowlng
s~ of ~he mos~ critical areas of concern
pedigrees.

(I) Fisoal Resour=e=. ~e Draf~ Pe~i~ gives
insufficien~ a~en~ion to funding issues In es~abllshing
and ~in~aining ~he ~Ps and ~he ~nda~ed progr~ ~ha~
will be developed in ~he future. Es~i~es of costs
~he pedigrees and, u1~i~ely, ~o ~he ~a~yer range fr~
$2 million (Long Beach) annually ~o $15-20 milllon
~geles County). More funding will ~ necessa~ ~o c~ly
wi~h ~he as-ye~ undefined ~nda~ed Dr~r~. Therefore,
i~ is reco~ended ~ha~ ~he Draf~ Pe~i~ be given close
sc~iny in order ~o: (1) eliminate duplicative efforts
wi~h ~he S~a~e Board such as inspections of
indus~rial/c~ercial facilities already pe~i~ed by ~he
S~a~e and (2) develop cos~-effec~ive ~s ~ha~ ~ve proven
effectiveness in reducing s~o~ wa~er ~llu~ion
do~s ~ re~.

(2} Info~l Rut@ ~klnq. ~e process by which ~he Draf~
Pe~i~ is being developed does no~ ap~ar ~o be consis~en~
wi~h ~sic principles of Califo~ia ~nis~ra~ive ~w.
The EPA ~s general re~ir~en~s for ~DES pe~
applications bu~ i~ does no[ se~ forth s~cific
re~ir~ents for the contents of such ~ts. 40 C.F.R.
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Dr. Robert Ghlre111
June 26, 19%6
Page 2

SS122.26, 122.41. The Board staff has attempted to
provide more specific requirements by importing excerpts
from different guidance manuals0 reports, portions of
other permits and suggestions and ideas generated by Board
staff. However, in so doing, the Board staff may have
violated the California Administrative Procedure Act,
California Government Cod~ SSI1340, et ~.~.

"Regulation. is defined as "every rule, regulation,
Permit, or standard of general application ... adopted by
a state agency to implement, interpret, or make specific
the law enforced or administered by it, or to govern its
procedure, except one which relates only to the internal
management of the state agency., Government Code
S11342(g). The APA prohibits state agencies from
utilizing any rule which is a regulation, as defined
herein, unless the rule has been adopted as a formal
regulation. Union of American Physicians and Dentists
~ (1990) 223 C.A.3d 490. Ru1~maklng is required
whenever an administrative agency creates a new rule
future application, as opposed to applying an existing
rule to existing facts. See Twentieth Century_ Insuranc~
M_~ (1994) 8 C.4th 216, 275; Grier v. KiEer
(1990) 219 C.A.3d 422, 434.

State water quality control programs such a8 that proposed
in the Draft Permit are subject to the APA.
Code ~11353(b) (1) requires that "any policy, plan, or
guidelines, or any revisions thereof, the State Water
Resources Control Board has adopted or that a court
determines is subject to this part, after June I, 1992,
shall be submitted to" the Office of Administrative Law.
In State Water Resources Control Board v. Office of
~l~rative Law (1993) 12 C.A.4th 697, a water qual~ty
control plan was held to be a regulation which must comply
with the APA. The Court remarked ,... if it looks llke a
regulation, reads llke a regulatlon, and acts llke a
regulation, it will be treated as a regulation whether or
not the agency in question so labelled it., Id. at 703.

Board staff legal counsel, Jorge A. Leon, asserts that
"the fact that the draft permit makes use of materials not
previously subjected to the APA does not    . . impose upon
any group, any perceived requirements in those materials
and documents. That would be rulemaking subject to the

However, upon review of the Draft Permit it appears

G:\FILES~4~CFILES\LTR\IiPO~.CSL
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Dr. Robert Ghlrelll
June 26, 1996
Page 3

that such studies and other materials were incorporated
into the document and are the basis for the imposed
requirements. Two separate Public Records Act requests
for dlsclosure of documents pursuant to Government Code SE
6250 e~ ~.~. were made to the Board. After a delay of
over a month, the Board responded by maklng available four
boxes of unmarked, unindexed materials. There was no
indication as to which box or boxes contained the
documents responsive to the items requested. No attempt
was made to determine whether there were any documents
which could be identified in response to the specific
requests. Because there was Insuf~iclent information to
identify each record, the party making the request deemed
the Board non-responslve. Without a review of such
documents, a determination as to whether the requirements
constitute rulemaking in violation of the APA would be
impossible.

Mr. Leon essentlally contends that even if the process can
be construed as rulemaking, the permlttees have had the
benefit of *safeguards not unlike the APA’s procedural
requirements.* Mr. Leon did not provide any statutor~ or
case law authority for his contention that the APA may be
by-passed by a =similar* procedure without filing notice
with the Secretary of State and publication in the
California Code of Regulations. The procedure used by the
Board staff for developing the Draft Permit was
insufficient in that it consisted of meetings on short
notice in which only a select few permlttees were invited,
a failure to report the results of such speclal meetings,
contradictory statements between staff personnel which
tended to mislead and confuse the permittees, and general
inconsistencies among the Board staff as to how the review
process would proceed and how notices would be given to
permittees.

(3) Unfunded Manda%o. The Draft Permit will require
numerous programs which the cities will have to fund and
implement with no funding for said programs or provisions
for financial assistance. These programs and mandates go
beyond the specific requirements of the Clean Water Act or
EPA regulations. Article XIIB, Section 6 of the
California Constitution requires a state agency which
mandates a new program or a higher level of service to
provide a subvention of funds to reimburse local
governments for the costs of the program or increase in

G: \ F 1 ~S~43CF I ~L ~IPOM~ .�~,
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level of service. The Board has not provided for such
funding.

Mr. Leon asserts that because the state is implementing a
federal mandate pursuant to federal laws, It is exempt
from the requirement for reimbursement. He claims
¯ the permit requirements are intended to require the
minimal programs and activities necessary to carry out the
intent of the Clean Water Act, which is to assure
reduction to the maximum extent practicable the discharge
or pollutants in storm water." However, the Draft Permit
states that the Board is imposing "more stringent
requirements, than required by the Clean Water Act.
Therefore, reimbursement should be required.

Furthermore, In many cases, the programs in the Draft
Permit are dupllcatlve of those which the State Board has
the responslbillty to fund and implement. Article XIIIB,
Section 6 prevents the state from shifting the cost
government from itself to local agencies without providing
funding or reimbursement therefor.

(4) Undefined Program..-. Certain requirements of the
Draft Permit have not yet been developed. For example,
Table 2, page 24 and Table 3, page 30 contain tlmellnes
for development of model programs which will require
mandatory City compliance. Performance standards will be
developed at a later time after which implementatlon by
the permittees will be mandatory. This uncertainty makes
it impossible for permittees to plan, budget and fund the
mandatory progranm and locks permittees into a mandate
without procedural safeguards against excessive
regulatlon.

The City of Glendale recommends that before any model
program or other requirements are incorporated into the
permit they be subject to a public hearing before the
Board.

(5) Cities" SCODe O£ Control. It may not be posslble for
one permittee to comply with all requirements of the Draft
Permit that affect all permittees. Individual permittees
only have the responsibility and ability to prohibi~ non-
s~orm water discharges within their ~urisdic~io~. 40
C.F.R. ~122.26(b) (I) (a "co-permit~ee" is a "perm!tcee to
a NPDES permit that is only responsible for permit

\F 1 ~S~DGCF I LES\L ~llq)[~ .�:~.
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conditions relating to the discharge [or which it is
operator.’) Thus, enforcement of the Draft Perlnlt without
proof of causation for individual permittees may be
considered excessive.

Pgrmlt Im~roDerlv Shifts(6) The Draft
~. As indicated above, the Draft Permit attempts
to shift the Board’s own statutory responsibilities for
industrial and commercial sources of pollutlon to the
permittees without providing any funds to carry out those
burdens. Inspections for state general
industrial/commerclal permits are the role of th6 State
Board. The Draft Permit attempts to shift this duty to
the permittees by requiring site visits to ensure that
storm water pollution from these facilltles is controlled,
check to see the facility has a notice of intent
and a storm water pollution prevention plan (’SWPPP=)-.all
requirements of the state permit. Furthermore, the shift
of responsibility raises the issue of informal rulemaklng
in that the state permitting and enforcement requirement
for general Industrial businesses and commercial
developments over 5 acres is established by state law.

(7) Findinas Lack Scientific Base-. The Findings section
of the Draft Permit are intended to present the
qualltative and scientific bases for specific requirements
within the Draft Permit. However, the Findings fall to
establlsh a scientific basis for the stringent controls
over some discharges compared to federal standards.
Further, federal regulations, 40 C.F.R.
S122.26(d)(2) (iv) (B) (1), provide that certain identified
discharges in excess of the federal standards are to be
addressed only when the ~ identifies the
discharges as a source of pollution. Therefore, Draft
Permit requirements should allow the permittees to
determine which non-storm water discharges should be
regulated. The findings should focus on facts verified by
sound scientific studies appropriate to the areas in
question. Accordingly, Findings 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26 and
27 should be deleted.

Finding No. 29 should be modified to read as follows:
"The Board recognizes that Permittees have no control over
how much rain falls and only limited control over the
amount of pollutants within their boundaries which flowing
storm water may pick up. Accordingly, the occurrence of a

G: \F I LES~J)~CF i ~S~ T|~IeO~. CSL
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violation of water quality objective nor a condition o£
nuisance shall not constitute a violation of this order."

($) Receivln~ Water Limitations. The permlttees may be
found in non-compliance as a result o£ the language
establishing water quality objectives and water quality
standards contained in the Basin Plan which establishes
receiving water limitations which are non-attainable.
Accordingly, the City of Glendale requests that the
receiving water limitations be deleted or, at a minimum,
the use of ~he Basln Plan for water quallt¥ standards be
deleted.

(~) Inspections Mtscharactert~edJ~ Educational
V~t~". In the previous Draft Permit, dated December 18,
1995, the Board required permittees to establish and
implement an inspection program for all industrial and
commercial facilities. The new Draf~ Permit
recharacterlzes the si~e inspection requirements as
educational "site visits" while retaining enforcement
language such as mandating that Permittee. verify permits,
make return visits to evaluate compliance, and refer
apparent non-compllance to other agencies.

If the intent of the Draft Permit is to require permlttees
to provide educational information as to how to prevent
s~orm wa~er pollutlon0 ~he permit~eee should be allowed to
disseminate such information by alternatlve means without
si~e visits. For example, such information may be given
by mail, telephone0 video tapes and televlelon
announcements. Records containing NOIs and SWPPs should
be able to be verified ~hrough state records and can be
checked without site visits. Again, ~he State Board
should shoulder this responslbili~y.

As drafted, the inspection/site visit program is more than
mere education. Cities do not have the authority to
inspect without a search warrant or a finding of probable
cause of a violation. The program should be a public
education program and eliminate specific requirements,
such as mandatory site visits, as to how the information
should be disseminated.

(I0) Excessive and InaDDroDrlate ReDortln~ Recrulreme~ts.
The Draft Permit requires "all reports or submittals made
directly to ~he Regional Board or through ~he Principal
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Permittee shall be signed under penalty of perjury by the
principal executive officer or the ranking elected
official of the Permittee     ~ Requiring such an officer
to sign under penalty of p~riu y is excessive and
inappropriate in this context.

(II) Proaram Development Should not Rest Solely with th|
~h%k~. Too much responsibility and authority is placed
with L. A. County. Watershed Management Committees
(WMC’s) or the EAC should be given more responsibility to

plan, oversee, and approve all studies. The WMC’s do not
have staff and should not be held responsible for any work
items.

(12) Insufficient Administrative Review Pzo~es-. The
Draft Permit fails to provide an adequate administrative
review and appeals process in the event the Board intends
to proceed with enforcement efforts against one or more
permlttees. The review process, as drafted in the Draft
Permit pages 13-14, generally provides evaluation by the

administrative appeals process. Mr.       Leon stated that                     the
provisions were drafted to create "an informal dispute
resolution process for the benefit ofthe cities."                 The

Permit provides "As anyDr~ft _ . appropriate, determination
unoe~_.._._ITS? t~rm~, of_the Draft Permit] may becons~aerea Dy one ~eg~onal Board in a public hearing.,
However, this provision does not go far enough. Because
of the fiscal and practical impact of the requirements of
the Draft Permit and in order to adequately address
complianse issu?~, ~t is recommendedthat a         formal appeals
process De estamiisned beyondthe level of                 Executive
Officer to allow full noticeand opportunity                    to be heard
at an administrative hearingby the Regional                    Board and
State Board, if necessary. Such an administrative appeals
process would be more cost effective and would reduce the
likelihood of litigation.

(13) Conditionally ExamD_ted Disohara¢o. The draft permit
should include reclaimed water line flushing, residential
swimming pool discharges, and sidewalk washing as
conditionally exempted discharges.

(14) Implementation Schedule,. As written, the
implementation schedules are too short and out of sync
with the permittees normal budgeting cycle. The
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implementation schedules should be flexlble enough to
allow the cities the opportunity to budget for the
necessary activities required to Implement those programs.

(15) Monltorln= Pro=r--. Los Angeles County recently
settled a federal lawsuit with the environmental group,
NRDC, for failure to control storm water polluting Santa
Monica Bay. As part of the settlement, the County agreed
to embark on a comprehensive monitoring program to
determine where the pollution is coming from and to target
how to effectively remove the pollutlon. The Draft Permit
contains a monitoring program and it is likely that the
program will be an outgrowth of the monitoring plan
required by the settlement. This situation appears to
present a conflict of interest in that the County will be
driven by the terms of the settlement rather than
establishing a monitoring plan which is the result of a
collaboratlve effort by a11Permlttees. This being the
case, the permlttees not had a fair opportunity for
comment and input into the plan. Since the monitoring
plan required by the Tentative Order impacts all the co-
permittees, it is only fair that they have input into the
plan.

~. The Draft Permit does not achieve the goal of
targeting and addressing identiflable, controllable
pollutants in a cost-effectlve manner which complies with
state and federal law while taking into account the
practical difficulties which cities face in trying to
develop effective programs. The new Draft Permit should
be adopted only after full compliance with proper
administrative procedures. Full public participation
should be allowed and the permit should realistically
reflect the cities, individual capabilities.

This letter is intended to provide interim con~nents only.
The City of Glendale requests an extension of time for
submission of final comments on the May 23, 1996 Draft
Permit until documentation establishing the scientific
bases of the Findings, see Paragraph (7) herein, are
identified. The City of Glendale further requests the
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L
Board to provide such documentation by July 1, 1996 after
which the City will provide final con~nents by July I0.
1996.

Very truly yours.

DSCOTT H. HOWARD, CITY ATTORNEY

Christina R. -~ansone
Deputy City Rttorney

G: \F ! LES~,�)CF | L~$\L TII ~lq~ S~..�~
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-° gJune 25, 1~6 T.- -~ ’~.

Catherine Tyrrell, Assistant Executive Director
California Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region
I01 Centre Plaza Drive                                1
~lonlerey Park, CA 91754-2156

Subject:     Tentative Order (Dral~ NPDES Slormwater Permit) CommeeL~

Dear Ms. Tyrrell:

The City of lnduslry finds the Tentalive Draft Order to be acceptable with the excel:Rion of two
issues that need clarification and resolution. The following comments should be �onsidered and
used to amend the Tentative Draft Order.

Private development of large Industrial Parks typically subdivide and develop large pan:e.b of
land through mass grading and the installation of roads and related infrastructure. This work is
often performed after the issuance of a rough grading permit. The requirement for a Urban             ~J
Storm Water Mitigation Plan (USWEtP) at this point is premature. Since the Ufoan Storm Water
Mitigation Plan addresses specific details such as the percentage of permeable surfaces, parking
lot pollution and locations of buildings, it is not appropriate to the project applicant to submit Cthis plan. The applicant is simply preparing lots for later resale and development.

The requirement to file a NOI and submit a SWPPP to the Regional Water Board is reasonable
and will better serve to list pre-construction and post-construction BNIPs. At such time when a
new owner of the subdivid~.~J land wishes to develop and perform a precise grading, he would
be required to submit an Urban Storm Water l~litigation Plan for his post-construction BMPs and
be issued a new grading permit. Upon purchasing a parcel, the new owner is required to submit
a USWMP in addition to an new NOI and SWPPP.

Therefore when the issuance of a rough grading permit is considered, projects over five acres
need not submit a USWE4P since it is expected that a NOt and SWPPP will be submitted
anyway. Later the requirement to submit a USW~,~P will be imposed upon the construction of
the site improvements.
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Tentative Order (Draf~ NPDES Storm Water Permit) Commentt
June 2~, 1996
Page

Section !. Program Management, Legal Aulhorily, page |9.

it is the City’s experience that many industrial facilities store fuels, oils and hazardous waste
materials in above ground storage ranks, drums, etc. within proximity to their main buildings.
For safety and fire r~’~sons these materials are not placed within any structures or enclosures.
Berms are used to contain any accidental spills. These storage areas can be considerably large
in siz~ depending upon the type of facility.

"The prohibition of storm water discharge to the MS4 from storage areas of materials containing
grease, oil, or other hazardous substances, etc.’, is interpreted as no storm water shall be
allowed to be released from any bermed area to the MS4 regardless of tbe storm water quality.

The Rsponse to the comments on page 24 of the Response To Comments Received on the
December 18, 1995 Draft Permit states, " The/~nlCu(~.¢e requires storage aa~yJ’n)m areas Ih~t
may come ia contact with storm ~t~ter, and rep~zir in ~recu ~gdch are not e.cposed’. Since ~torm
water is defined as atmospheric rainfall that falls onto other sufacres that include storage drums,
tanks and other �ontainers, this response implies that all of these tanks, drums and ¢onlaincr~
must be �overed. if this prohibition is interpreted as such, then this restriction is un~le
as it will impose additional requirements upon individuals to cover all hazardous materials from
rain water beyond the current laws and regulations for the storage of such materiala.

In our letter dated January 29, 1996, in response to the December 18th DraR I~rmit,
addressed this matter and your response did not result in any change to this section. Tbe above
section needs to be clarified in such a way to state that storm water runoff
oil, or other hazardous substances from storage areas of such materials, is prohibited from
discharging to the M$4.

Onc~ again, we arc grateful for the opportunity to review and comment upon this final DraR
Order. Your efforts and cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. If you should hav~ any
questions, please contact Mr. John Kao, NPDES Program Coordinator, of C & C Engineering,
Inc. a~ (818) 333-0336.

.,.

: Cit~ Engineer

~ JDB:jk
c: Chris Rope, City Manager

.~ Car] Bumett, Executive Agency Director
John Kao, C & C Engineering, Inc.
Donald L. Wolfe, Chairman, Executive Advisory Committee, LACDPW
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July I0, 1996                                                          v~’...:...

Board of Direeto~ "-" "-- --
(’alifomia Regional Water Quality Control Board ~ - ~

Los Angeles Region ,~:~
I O I Cent~ Pl~za Ll~ive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-21~6

RE: Storm Water Permit

You are now considering adoption ofa pen~it which will require cities in Los Angeles
County to help you carry out provisions of thc Clean Water Act. Our City always has
been environmentally responsible and we full)’ intend to comply with the spirit ofthe
Clean Water Act. Having said that though, i think it is important to get to the truth ofour
objections, city objections, to the tack you arc taking.

The truth is thai you are latching on to city police po~rs
people for breaking the law - in order to do your job. in her letter to us of July 5. 1996~
Catherine Tyrrell states "The permit breaks away from the traditional command-ando
control model of regulation(,) allowing the principal permittec, along with municipalities,
to develop the programs they will implement." The dirty little secret here, however, is
that you are forcing us to adopt a law to implemenl programs you dictate, programs that
will put people in jail Ibr up to six months and fine ~em up to $1,000 for washing their
sidewalks, washing their cars in their drive~uy, or sv,~-eping leaves or dirt into the gutter.
Business o~ers are regulated even more severely.

The truth is that you, the State agents o~" Federal rulemakers, could just as well implement
the provisions of the Clean Water Act. and do so even more effectively than we can. You
could provide educational programs and hire inspectors to monitor homes and steers and
businesses. You could hire and train officers to patrol for littering and for illicit gray
water discharges. You could monitor nmoffand cite offending sites much better than we
can. But you don’t want to because you don’t want to use -command and control"
measures. Instead, you are forcing locaJ governments to use the force you don’t want to
employ,
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Our City Council understands the crucial importance of a clean and healthy environment
and we will enforce the law ~e pass in such a ~ay that our government is .s~n as credible
and effective. We would hope that you would think a little more about your credibility.
about the credibility of State and Federal government. Wc hope you ~!1 go through the
draft permit again and remove from it all threats of lawsuits, overly vague regulatiom
entbrced only by whim of government inslx’ctors. "cducational" site visits which may be
seen as visits by government spies, calls for curricula that border on government
indoctrination, and mandates to meet a standard for clcan stormwater ghich neither you
nor nature has defined.

Si .nccRly.. .d ~

w~/Mayor"

2

r-j
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1. The time lines for the development and implementatlon of
the many items required under this order are unreallstAc.
This is a very complex, time consuming, and costly program
which is well beyond the means of nearly every affected
agency within Southern California. Suggest that
development and implementation dates be staggered and ~
extended.

2. Although a model program Is expected to be developed by the
County for many tasks, it will require some modlflcatAons
to fit into a specific agency’s requirements. Such
programs will require review by local plannlng commissions
and city councils. The four month period allotted for the
development and implementation of the model programs As
unattainable. Suqgest minimum of eight months for
permlttees to revise, adopt, end implement.

~ 3. The permit contains too many proqram levels Includlng the
, ’Storm Water Nanagement Program’, ’County Wide Storm Water

Nanaqement Plan’, ’Watershed Management Area Plan’, end
should be structured with less bureaucracy.

~ 4 4. Use of the term "maximum extent practlceble" Is difficult ~
to measure as well as enforce, n

5. Permlttees should not be required to conduct inspections .Unor identify facilities lacking SWPPPs or NOls as these are
Board related responsibilities. A11 references to                          ~j
permittees undertaking responsibilities of the Board should

i be removed from the peZlLLt.

6. Permittees must be allowed greater control/input An ~developing and approving the various plans and programs
required under the permit. Development of such plans by                     f

¯ the prlncipal permlttee will always be in the best interest
of the county and may conflict with permlttee objectives, n

~ The tentative order contains many paper producing ~asks U
which will have no impact on jjnproving the quality of storm
water. These programs should be deleted, or at least
scaled back immensely so that our tim±ted resources can be
a~med at the original objectives of the program, reduclng
stormwater pollution.

7. ’In consultation with peraittees’ is not an adequately
defined task of the principal pernLtttee. Please cl~rAfy
what this means and to what degree the principal pe~tt~~---~

(~ must consult or listen to per~Ltttees. |-.
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CRWQCB, res Tentative Order Co~ents - NPDES
June 26, 1996

PERMIT SPECIFIC CO~

PART I. Discharge Prohlbltlons and Receiving Water Libations

8. ~aqe II. Item__l~." Do the causes identified on page 12,
item I.A. reelect those in the ~#ter Oualltv Control Plan.
Los Angeles Re~ion__~a_sin Plan for the Coastal Waterahed~
P_~s__Angeles an~ Vent___~u.ra Counties. We would llke the
opportunity to review and comment on the receiving water
limitations referred to in that report if different from
those shown on page 12 of the tentative order.

PART 2. Storm Water Management Pr~re~ Requlr~m~nts

9. Pa~e 17. Item I.C.3,~| Collection of SIC Infor~atlon Is
not readily available to most agencies and can be dlffloult
to obtain. The Infor~tlon will provide little, IE any,
usefulness in reducing stonewater pollution. Suggest that
the requirement be stricken from the proposed permit.

The identification of additional SIC groups by the W~A is
not appropriate given previous levels of participation and
differences among agencies within the watershed. Suggest
that any additional SIC groups be determined by Individual

10. Pe~e 18. I~em I.D: The submission of fiscal lnfor~ation
to the Regional Board will in no way affect the quality of
atormwater and lessen the impact of available funds and
programs. Suggest that this requirement be ell~Lnated from
the permit.

11. Pare 20. Item I.E.I,~; This task requires permitteee to
determine compliance with permit ~onditions; whioh permit
conditions? Please clarify.

12. Pare 21. Item-I.C.l: Regional Board staff are allo~lng
themselves too much time (120 days) to review and
approve/deny an agency’s program documents. This delays
and in some cases may cost an agency valuable tJ~e and
money for programs it is implementing and are subsequently
denied by the Board. Review periods by the Board should be
limited to 60 days maximum and should be considered
approved if no response is received from the Board within
60 days.
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CRWQCB, re= Tentative Order Comment8 - NPDES
June 26, 1996
Page 3

The Executive Officer should not have the authority to
require changes or otherwise alter an approved program
document as provided for in this section. Authority should
be deleted.

13. Page 22. I~em ~.G.._~,._~!.b= Review period by Board too long
at 120 days. Revise to reflect 60 days ~axl~um. See
previous comment.

14. Page 23. Item I.H,2! Refer to previous comment.

15. Page 26. Item ll,B.l.d= Define ’standardi=e~
surveillance program’.

16. Page 26. Item II.C,I~ Expand exempted discharges to
include 811 such discharges listed in the Clean

17. ~_~ge 27. Item II.C.3s This section should Include a 60
day maximum review period by the Board for requested
exemptions.

18. Paqe 31. Item III.A.l.b.vtt= Define a ’hillside
t ) single f~mily home’.

19. Paae 31. Item Ill.A.2.e! What criteria will the Building
Official use to determine significance? Bow is
significance decided Please identify.

20. Paae 32. Item III.A.2.b= See previous

21. ~aqe 47. Item V,A.|.e,~= & ~in~mu~of three written
outreach/educational materials is arbitrary and wasteful.
A single, well developed item will better promote our
massage than three simple, basics items. Development of
the number and types of such materials should be left to
the individual peraitteee.

22. Page 47. Item V.A.l.a.vi= See previous

23. Paqe 48. Item V.A.;.�= Maintenance schedules need not be
a part of our catch basin labeling program and should be
deleted from this section. Maintenance of catch baaine is
regulated under prior sections of the proposed Permit.

24. Pace 48, ~tem V.B: Site visits or inspections, much
tasks are well beyond the means of Permitteea. Such
facilities may be educated with mailed materials developed
under V.A. The section should be deleted fEel the permit.
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0

L25. Pane 49. Item V,B: Development of a data base o~ SIC
information is not readily available to ~ost agencieo ~d
can be difficult to obtain. The infor~atlon will p~v/de
little, if any, usefulness in ~educing sto~ater
~llution. Suggest that t~e ~equi~ement ~ stricken
the p~o~sed ~it. Pe~ittee efforts should
toward achievable, ~asurable ~eductions in stom~ater
~llution, not in developing ~unds of

26. Paoe 51. Item V.B.3: Re~e~ to �omnt ~. 25.
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CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATION

DAVID ALBERT WAI.KER J. Rrl’rER

ROBERT T. HARGRAV~
LAWSON PEDIGO DAWN TOMITA

CITY OF LOMITA

California Regional Water                                      *~:
Quality Control Board                                            ~-= "-

Los Angeles Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91/’54-2156

Sub)ect: Comments In Re: Tentative Waste Discharge Order

The City received the revised permit bearing the date of May 23, 1996, which U
authorizes the reissuance of the NPDES munic=pal storm water permit for Los Angeles
County (now referred to as the tentative permit).

The City was very pleased to find that the revised permit is written much more cleady
than your December 18, 1995 draft version. Also gratifying is the resolution of several
i..ublu~r~ regarding tr~a p~rmit’= t.~ugra..~alk; ~t~luireme,~ts tl~t we~e called ~o you~
attention dunng the comment pened by this City and a number of other cities. You and
your staff deserve substantial credit for devoting so much time and energy to
improving the c.Jarity and reasonability of the permit.

Nevertheless, we note several problems that we and other cities identified in the
December 18 draft permit that have not been acldressed and, as a consequence, have
been camed-over to the tentative perrn=t we received on May 27, 1996. In addition,
we note that the tentative waste discharge order contains provisions that are either new
or revised and, therefore, warrant a response. We are confident, however, that with
your continued open-mindedness and sensitivity to C=ty nee~ls, these outstanding
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The following problem areas require attention:

1 The tentative waste discharge order (’order’) contains conflicting provisions which,
d not corrected, could impede or prevent effective compliance that could expose the
City to citizen law suits.

2 Findings 4,5, and 6 are too general and need to be explained more if they are to be
used to justify current and future p~rmit requirements.

3. The tentative order contains provisions which, if adopted, would impose
requirements on the City that exceed federal storm water provisions of the Clean
Water Act (hereinafter "CWA’). In many cases these requirements ¯re redundant.
Furthermore, the Ninth Circuit Court is now leaning toward the judicial belief that
state-mandate requirements contained in an NPDES permit ere covered under the
Clean Water Act. Therefore, any violation of such requirements could expose the
City to citizen law suits. In other words, local ordinance requirements could
Iitarally be transformed into ¯ federal issue.

4. The revised tentative orders receiving water limitations would, if adopted, still
, place the City into a state of non-compliance, thereby exposing it to citizen law

’"-~ suits. Regional board should consider using the precise receiving water limitation "~
language used in the Santa Clara pemlit, notwithstanding that it has been reputed ~
by the USEPA ¯s being the most sthngent permit in the state.

U
5. The tentative order contains several provisions which, if adopted, would do little ~

to improve the quality of storm water and urban runoff while imposing ¯
i substantial cost to City residents and businesses as taxpayers.

!
6. The tentative order contains provisions that are written in ¯ manner that is unc~ ,m~

and confusing which, if not con’ecteO, would lead the City into partial or non-             ~
compliance, thereby causing the City’s exposure to citizen law suits.

7. Street washing is listed under conditionally exempted discharges and designated
discharges.

8. The tentative order, as in the case of the December 18 permit still contains
provisions that call for the development and implementation of a county-wide storm
water management plan and/or a watershed management plan, neither of which is
adequately defined. Furthermore, it is not clear which of the two plans cities will be
required to comply with: the county-w~de plan or the watershed management plan -
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9. The tentative order is redundant in that it requires the City to prohibit littering (even
if the litter does not enter to the MS4), and the disposal of leaves, dirt, or other
landscape debris into a storm drain, but is unmindful of the fact that the order also
prohibds illicit discharges, which broadly includes the discharge of any material
other than storm water to the MS,l, unless such dsscharge is exempted by the ord~
or an NPDES permit.

10. The tentative order calls for the proper disposal of food wastes by the food service
and food distribution industry, it does not define what "proper disposal" means; nor
does it provide a definition of food service or food service distribution indusVy.

11. The tentative order contains a provision that would prohibit the discharge of potable
water applied to sidewalks and streets, even if such water does not cause the
dehvery of refuse or other pollutants into the MS4 (includes streets, alleys, curbs,
catch basins, and other conveyances).

12.The tentative order requires the City to establish legal authority to control the
pollutants to the MS4 by discharges associated with industrial activity. These
facilities are already regulated by the regional board. Therefore, cities should not
have to establish legal authority to control pollutants from these facilities.

13. The tentative order contains a provision which, contrary to what has been asserted
by the regional board, would require site visits of industrial activity and commercial
facilities for the purpose of inspection and enforcement, in addition to providing U
public education.

14.The tentative order contains legal authority requirements (mandated by the federal
storm water regulations), that are still vague and offer no guidance on how to
achieve compliance with them.

15. The tentative order contains a provision that would prohibit the discharge of potable
water applied to sidewalks and streets, without any explanation anywhere in ~
permit, including the findings, as to why potable water discharges are a problem.

16.Several terms that are contained in the permit such as "proper disposal" and
"hazardous waste" are not defined.

17.The permit refers to a document prepared by the American Water Wod~
Association relevant to the conditional discharge of potable water, but is not
appended to it. In order to understand and evaluate this requirement, it is
important that we see it.
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We also concur with many of the concerns identified by the Executive Advisory            L
Committee.

It should also be noted that the City is concerned about the short time frame we have
been given to comment on the revised permit - 30 days really is not enough Io fully
evaluate and respond to its provisions. Beyond this, there is concern about how the            _r~
regional board intends to respond to its comments, given that the tentative permit is
scheduled for adoption on July 15 - about two weeks from now. Will the City receive
subsequent revisions to the tentative order as it recently had with regard to receiving
water limitations. The City’s concom is that the revised permit may not be complete
and subject to continuing revisions until July 15.

We look forward to the opportunity to discuss these problems with you end/or staff as
soon as possible. Their correction will further improve the quality of permits and
facilitate compliance with its requirements - a goal that we all share, ff you or your
staff require any assistance, please let us know.

GARY D. IRWIN
INTERIM CITY ADMINISTRATOR

GDl/mm

4
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES V

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS O
¯0~ SOUTH FRFMONT AVENUE

ALHAMBItA. �’ALIFO~NIA ’tl|0).l ~)| T

If~JtRY W. STONE. ~
Teie~tm~. IIII) 4~4lC0

AD~tE~S ALL~ TO LPOBOX 14~

3une 26, 1996

m,,. ~O~L~ EP-3

Dr. Ro~rt Ghirelll
California Regional Water

Quality Control
101 Centre Plaza DrAve
Monlerey Park, ~ 91754-2156

A~en~ion Carlos

C0~8     ON     ~Y     23
ELIMI~TZON 8YBT~ 8~ATER PE~IT    (T~ATI~ 0~)

We have reviewed the Draft Permit and have a number of remaining
concerns that are detailed in the enclosure.

Our remaining major concerns cover the following areal:

111iciC dischargem. The Permit covers an area of over 3,000
square miles. Illicit discharges can occur from numerous
diffuse sources. It is more cost effective to have municipal
employees be observant of illicit discharges during the
performances of their work as opposed to creating a separate
program for this.

Public ~Agency~_Program.    We do not agree that a formal
evaluation of all public agency activities is necessary.
Performing a limited evaluation where needed as part of
developing the model program would be more cost effective.

Public~ducardon. Requiring an analysis of the success of the
education program 2-1/2 years into the Permit is too
premature. To accurately gauge success, more time should be
allowed for implementation.

Performance SLandards. Development and implementation of the
Countywide Storm Water Management Plan during the five-year
permit term will be an ambitious undertaking. Developing
Performance Standards, a good concept, is beyond the scope of
what can successfully be accomplished during this Permit.
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Dr. Robert Ghirelli O
June 26, Z996
Page 2

L

S~reamlining Reporting Requirements.      Evaluating the
effectiveness of BMPs should be included as part of the final
permit report (Report of Waste Discharge) as opposed to a
separate report.

Monitoring Program. The Permit contains various changes to
the previously agreed-upon monitoring program that could
significantly expand the resources needed for the program and
therefore are no~ acceptable.

Reau~horizatlon of ~he Clean Water Act. The Permit should
include language that the Permit shall be modified to comply
with any reauthorlzatlon of the Clean Water Act.

On June 12, 1996, Gary Hildebrand met with Winnle Jesena and Carlos
Urrunaga of your staff to discuss our concerns. At this meeting,
your staff felt that our concerns could be satisfactorily addressed

~ prior to the July 15, 1996, Regional Board meetlng. Upon
¯ resolution, we will be able to fully support the Permit.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (818} 458-4014 or
Gary Hildebrand at (818} 458-5948.

Very truly yours,

HARRY w. STONE
Director of Public Works

NALD L. WOLFE
Deputy Director

GH:do
P:\EPPUB\WATER\LETTERS\DRPERMIT.GH

Enco

.~
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LOS ANGELES CO~NTT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WOP.I~

COMMENTS ON MAY 230 1996
DRAFT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

STORMWATER PERMIT    (TENTATIVE ORDER}

#9. Modify wording to read "Federal, State, regional or local
entities within the Permittees...’, An example of a local Dentity over which the Permittees have no control would be a
school district.

We have reviewed the changes to this section as described in your
June 17, 1996 letter and find them acceptable.

G. Adminiar.rativa Raviaw

We have reviewed the changes to this section as described in
your June 17, 1996 letter and find them acceptable.

Legal Au~horlr~

To the end of the last sentence, add the following
wording: "through the implementation of the requirements
of this Order." This should a11ow the Permit to serve as
an "inter-jurisdictional agreement" and satisfy this
requirement.

ZLLZCI2_CONNECTIONS AND ILLICIT DZSCILE~3~

This item should read "Methods to prlorltlze problem
areas

B.I.cL     Establishment of a separate surveillance program would             ~m~
not be practical or cost effective given the large County
area and the diffuse sources for i11icit discharges. The
program described in B.l.e. using existing field staff
would be far more effective. Therefore B.l.d. should be
deleted.

B~1~g~    This item is redundant with B.l.a. and should be deleted.
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¯
Best Management Practices (BMP) should be submitted along

¯ with the ROWD so as to allow maximum time for BMP
implementation.

wording for this item should be revised toTherefore, the
state that 54 months from Permit adoption, the Principal
Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees shall
report on

a)    the effectiveness of the CSWMP components; and
b) Identify CSWMP components for which performance

standards would be developed under the next Permit.

D. We will not agree to conduct receiving water impact monitoring
beyond the term of this Permit, as is suggested by this item.
Therefore, we request that all the language after =feasible
environmental indicators’ be stricken.

PARTo3 8~d~EdPZOYlS~G~

This ~tem should be modified to read: "Comply with any
appllcable requirements, guidelines, and/or regulations
issued or approved pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA),
Section 402(p) or from any reau~horlzation of the ~MA;
and/or’.

&ttad~aent C - Monitoring~rogranRequ£ren~nts.

Various changes have been made to the previously agreed-upon
¯ onitoring program that could signlflcantly expand the resources
need for the program and are therefore not acceptable. Please see
the attached portions of Attachment C which indicate the required
changes to return the program to what was previously agreed-upon.

GH:do\P:\..\LETTERS\DRPERMIT.GH
06-25-96

Attach.
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V
Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
OrOer No. 96-XXX CAS614001

3. C~ Source/Best Management Pmctx:e M(xul=n~                                 L

¢r~l~:t~nze l~ur~es of stontt w~ter pollut=nt= ~ a~ ef~ of ~MP~. The

~oume/BMP Mo~tonng). A ~ of ~ (5) ~ =ou~
six rl,ny leason~ �ommenong w~th t~e 1996-97 rlmy

of s~ ~e ~.
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~SM]TTAL

DATE: June 24. 1996

TO: Catherine Tyrrell
Assistant Executive Officer, Surface Water Progran~
CaJit’orn~a Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Anl;elcs ReSjon

FROM: Barb G~’relt
Legislative Analyst
City ot" Los Ansele~

S~Ii~JECT: Commenls on T,,’n;atlv,r ~lormwalt, r

The City of Los Angeles appreciates the opportunity to review the Tentative Municipal Storm Waler
Permi! for Ihe County o1" Los Anseles (CAS614001) released May 23, 1996. and Ihe subsequelt!
bnsuage r~wis~:ms released June 17, 1996. The offical City comment letter on the Tentative P~mit
has not ~ processed. However. in an elTon to provide the RWQCB with as much lime as possibl~
to review the City’s concerns and discuss lhem with the City as well as other interesled panics, I m
unofficially transmittini; a redline strike-out version ol’the permit and draft 8eneral comments. The
City’s comments were discussed in the Environmental Quality and Waste Management Comm~|IN
today, and it it anticipated that Ihe draft comments provided to you today, will directly reflect
official City comments to be transmitted prior to the close ortbe comment period, June 26, 1996.

ir you have any question, please fell free to contact me at (213) 485-6638. Thank you for your r~
assistance in this very important mat1~. U
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
GENERAL COMMENTS ON Tile TENTATIVE MUNICIPAL STORM WATER

PERMIT FOR TIIE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES (CAS614001)

Municipal C~ontraets

Finding #38 implies that municipalities are responsible and liable for compliance/non-compliance of
their contractors with the requirements of the Order. This is incorrect and should be deleted.
Contractors are independently responsible for complying with all rules and regulation. Operators of
industrial and commercial f:acilities will have to comply with the various provisions of the permit
regardless of:whether or not they have contracts with municipalities. Municipalities cannot accept
liability for contractors, since they do not have staffdirectly on site to monitor all operations
contractors, in addition, since all public agency and industrial commercial requirements (see
comment below) should be identical, such a requirement would be a significant duplication of effort,
since many municipalities contract with the same contractors and contractors must comply with
immt requiremmts.

Receiving Water

The City agrees with the concept ofincluding a process in the permit to illustrate that the ultimate
goal ofthe municipal storm water program, in conjunction with the point source permit program, is
,o ,,rain the w,ter quality st,ndards .nd heneficial uses identified in the Basin plan. Howev=., the
Receiving Water Limitations language contained in the May 23, 1996, Tentative Permit
significant liability for all Permittees. The Receiving Water Limitations language released by the

specLfic mandates of the Permit. The City supports these proposed language revisions and urges
Board to incorporate them into the

lnterageacy AgreememU

P.equiring inter-jurisdictional agreements among Permittees is inappropriate and urmecessan/. The"’con,ro,
the implementation ofthe Order itself: The RWQCB should include a Finding stating that the Order
serves as an inter-jurisdictional agreement, since specific duties related directly to controlling
discharges to the MS4 are allocated to the Principal Permittee, the WMC, and the Permittees. At ¯
minimum the language in Permit Section 2(IXEXd) should provide the Permittees with the discretion
to determine the appropriateness and need for int~-jurisdictional ¯greem~tz.
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£se~utive Officer vs. Board Approval

The Permit needs to clearly indicate which documents are subject to the approval of the Executive
Otlicer and which docun~nts are subject to formal Regional Board approval. The City su~,,..~s that
t~ matrices presented at the Ix~nning of each Permit section be expanded to include all documents
rexluired to he prepared under the Permit, with an additional column presenting the entity responsible
for approving thos~ documents. The City requ~-s~s that aJI B~IPs be subject to fomml Re~ Board
approval.

as Permittee, be financially responsible and legally ~ for theThe Permitrequiresthat the City,
implementation of all provisions of’the Storm Water ]~tanagement Program. However, the various
components of the Storm Water Management Program are to be developed under the Per~mit itself:.
The City cannot �on~nit tO any requirements v, hich have not yet been established. Therefore. the City
requires that all BMP documents, which establish specific compliance requirements, be approved by
the Regional Board, in a manner consistent with Permit approval. Regional Board appro,~ of’the
B~,IP documents also ensures that the regulated community, environmental groups, other mxerested
parties, and local governments, are provided with adequate public participation oppor=mities to
assist in developing the most responsible BMPs possible The change from Executive OIT~�~’
approval to Regional Board approval of BE,|Ps needs to made and/or claril3ed in all Permit
The definition of Regional Board should be modified to clarify that Regional Board sin=arts the

Administnlttve Review

The Tentative Permit released E4ay 23, 1996, requires Permittees to implement progran~ sd~mitted
for Executive Officer approval 120 days after submittal regardless of whether the Execul~ve Officer
has acted upon the submittal. Furthermore, the language provided the Executive OITic=z" uvith the
authority to make changes to the program after implementation had been initiated by the
The City cannot begin to arrange resources for implementation of" a progran~ the~ ~md that
requirements have changed based upon a revised approval by the Executive O~cer, am~ still he

Review requirement language on June 17, 1996, which addresses the i 20 Executive Offczz" review
period. The revised language partially addresses the City’s concerns, however it ina~tely
requires that Permittees notify all interested panics of’the 10 days notice to the Executi,,~ Officer.
This provision of’the June 17th Administrative Review language revisions should be dd~led.

The Pe~’mittees should not be responsible for notifying all int~’ested parties that the Executi’~m; Of~er
has ~led to act on a submittal in a timely fashion. The Executive Of Ticer should be re~e for
complying with time frames contained in the Permit. Furthermore, approval of’a progrmm by the
Executive Officer does not require public notification; why would lack of" timely ac~�~ by the
Executive Officer nec.essitate public notification. The City urges the Regional Board to izzcoq)orzte
the June 17, i~ revised Administrative Review language, minus the requirement that Po’mittees
notify all interested parties, into the final Permit.

R0031177



Program Implementation Time Lines

Although the Tentative Permit incorporates more realistic program implementation time lines for
most programs, the implementation dates for the Educationa] Site Visit Program [Part 2(VXBX3)],
the New Development requirements [pan (2) (IlIXAX3)], and selection of additional facilities of
concern by V,~,IC: [Pasl 2(VXBXbXiii)], and implementation of new BEIPs for ne~vly designated
discharges [Part 2(llXC’X3)] ~e still too ambitious. Local ~overnments will require substantial time
to develop and implement the educational site visit program, new development standards, and
implementation of new BNIPs (depending upon their complexity, staffing, and equipment
requirements). The program development process must include establishment of program budget and
personnel needs and allocations of funds. The establishment of new development standards will be
further complicated by the need to coordinated with the regulated community, drafting ofordinam~s
[including public review and compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)],
and staffand public education regarding new requirements Changes to program development and
implementation dates ~e imperative to ~nsure that all program elements are implemented in a timely,
but realistic and thoughtEal fashion.

Please refer to the attached permit language modifications for recommended implementation schedule
modifications.

¯

t’. Prohibitk~s

The City has commented numerous times on the prohibitions now listed in Part 2(IXEXa) ofthe
Permit. While the City supports control of non-storm water pollution sources, it is imperative that
contrcd a~e f~sible ~:1 result in benefits to water quality and public health, which are commensurate
with control costs. The Permittees as regulators of discharges outlined in Part 2(IXEXa), should be
allowed to select the methods for controlling discharges to the maximum extent practicable (i.e. best

upon technology, but also include consideration of costs, economic implications, �ompetin8
environmental mandates, and other societal concerns. Such considerations are imperative to provide
I°cal 8°vernment the °pp°nunity t° weigh �°mpeting ec°n°mic" envir°nmental’ s°cietal’ public
heath, equity issues, and respond to and address public input as they define policies, standards, and
expenditures to be employed in implementing an effective municipal storm water nmnagement
program.

Please refer to the attached permit language modifications for recommended permit language
changes.

Public Agency Activities

The requirements and BMPs listed in the Public Agency Activities, Permit Section Part 2(IV), need
to be made consistent with the requirements of similar industrial/commercial operations. There are
many instances where requirements for public facilities are more stringent than those for

3
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V
indu~tfi~commer~ facilities, inch ~ ~g ~                                             ~

In additio~ it ~ld ~ d~fi~ t~ in ~ effort to ~ni~ ~ ~ pa~ ~ a~d             ~
dupli~n ~th m~ ~t~ ~lation ~ ~ plan~ the m~el ~blic facility plan s~ld ~ly Lon existing ~uir~ts ~ much ~ ~ib~e. Ple~ ref~ to t~ attach~ ~t ~age
~ificatio~ for ~~ clafi~ng lan~age.

P~g~m Evaluation R~

Pan 2(VII~C) ~Id ~ ~ to f~s on evaluation oft~ Sto~ Water Pmgm~ ~th~ t~
s~ific BMPs. ~ ~t d~s not r~uire monitoring of ~ific BMPs and lherefo~ it is
~pp~ate to ~ ~l~ of~i~dual B~s. ~ stat~ in t~ fi~ing~ implementation of
t~ ~s ~ ~ P~t ~ a whole will r~uce sto~ wat~ ~llutio~ therefore it is ~
approp~ate to ~te z~ ~iv~ ofthe prog~ ~ z w~

It is ~nh~ r~~~ l~t t~ ~aluation of I~ program ~ ~mpleted on~ the sto~ ~t~
program h~ ~ ~lly imple~nt~, approximately 54 months alt~ adoption of the Ord~. ~
information ~ from t~ ~aluation will ~ of grit assista~ in m~i~ing t~ prog~ ~
d~ing ~ ~ ~
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STRIKEOUT: T+,t that must be deleted from Tentative Order
BOLD AND REDLINE: T~,~t that must be added to Tentative Order
[BOLD AND ITAUCS]: Comments

CALIFORNIA RE(~IONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. 96-XXX
(NPDES NO. CAS061654)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The California Regional Witll’ Duality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter referred
to as the Regional Board), flndl:

~xi~tir~_ Permit end Renort of ~

1. The County of Los At)gales end 85 incorporated cities within the County of Los
Angeles (see Attachment A), hereinafter referred to as Permitteas, discharge or
contribute to discharg~ of storm water and urban runoff from municipal separate
storm sewer systems IMS4s), also called storm drain systems, end water courses
within the County of Loa Angeles into receiving waters of the Los Angeles Basin under
countywide waste disc~arge requirements contained in Order No. 90-079 adopted by
this Regional Board on June 18, 1990. That Order also serves as a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination ~)ystem (NPDES) permit (CA0061654).

2. On December 21, 19g4, the Permittees submitted a Report of Waste Discharge
(ROWD) as an applicaHon for re-issuance of waste discharge requirements and a
NPDES permit.

Nature of Dischmr_oes and Sn.~’ces of Pollutante

3. The discharges �onsisf of surface runoff (non-storm water and storm water)
various land uses in ell fhe hydrologic drainage basins that discharge into water bodies
in Los Angeles County. The quality and quantity of these discharges vary considerably
and ere affected by fhe hydrology, geology, and land use characteristics of the
watersheds; seasonal Weather patterns; and frequency and duration of storm events.

4. Studies have shown th#t storm water runoff from urban and industrial areas typically
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contains the same general types of pollutants that are often found in wastawater in
industrial discharges. Pollutants commonly found in storm water runoff include heavy
metals, pesticides, herbicides, end synthetic organic compounds such as fuels, waste
oils, solvents, lubricants, and grease. These compounds can have damaging effects
on both human health and aquatic ecosystems. In addition to pollutants, the high
volumes of storm water discharged from MS4s in areas of rapid urbanization have had
significant impacts on aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications such Is bank
erosion end widening of channels. ISource: Guidance Manual for the Pteplration of
Part 2 of the NPDES Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems, United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) #833-B-92-
002, 1992].

5. Periodic Water Quality Assessments(latest report dated April 18, 1996) conducted by
the Regional Board identified impairment of e number of water bodies in Lol Angelee
County. The beneficial uses of these water bodies are either impaired or threatened
to be impaired. Pollutants found causing impairment include: heavy metals, coliform,
enteric viruses, pesticides, nutrients, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated
biphenyls, organic solvents, sediments, trash, debris, algae, scum, end odor.

6. An epidemiological study |An Epidemiological Study of Possible Adverse Heahh Effects
of Swimming in Santa Monica Bay, Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project (SMBRP),
May 1996] conducted during the summer of 1995 for the SMBRP demonstrated that
there is an increased risk of acute illnesses caused by swimming near flowing
drain outlets in Santa Monica Bay.

Previous investigations conducted for the SMBRP {An Assessment of Inputs of Fecal
Indicator Organisms and Human Enteric Viruses from Two Santa Monica Storm Drains,
SMBRP, 1990; Storm Drains as a ~ou~ces of Surf Zones Bacterial Indicaton and
Human Enteric Viruses to Santa Monica Bay, SMBRP, 1991: Pathogens and Indical~r~
in Storm Drains within the Santa Monica Bay Wate~hed, SMBRP, 1992) showed
pathogens were detected in summer runoff at four storm drain locations. -likely
Possible sources of pathogen contamination include pet end livestock feces, illicit
sewer connections to the storm drains, leaking sewer lines, malfunctioning leptic
systems, inadequate waste disposal by recreational vehicles, campers or transients.
Additional potential sources of human pathogens in nearshore waters include sewage
overflows into storm drains, small boats waste discharges, end bathers themselves.

[Th~ di~cu#1io~ should include pet (cats, dogs, hor~as, etc.I and livestock fcattle, sheep, etc.)
feces, which a~e the major source of pethogen~ in stormwator. ]

Although the foregoing studies were done on the Santa Monica Bay, the results could
be extrapolated to other water bodies in Los Angeles.

7. The Regional Board therefore considers storm water/urban runoff discharges to be
J significant sources of pollutants that ~e may be causing, threatening to cause, or

contributing to the impairment of the water quality and beneficial uses of the receiving
water bodies in Los Angeles Calmly, end as such need to be rogulatod.

I~ :~’~u~...m~ 1~In~on~ do~ 2 R~l~r~St~ Comm~s
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Coverape and ~ammio~-

8. The requirements in this Order cover all areas within the boundaries of the cities as
well as unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County within the jurisdiction of the Los
Angeles Regional Board except the City of Avalon. The Permittees serve a population
of about 11.4 million i 19,90 Census ofPol~u/arion and Housing, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Department of Commerce) in an area of approximately 3,100 ~quere miles.
Attachment B shows the map of the permitted area in Los Angeles County.

9. Federal, state, e, regional ,or local entities within the Permittees’ boundaries or in
jurisdictions outside the County of Los Angeles. and not currently named in this Order,
operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge storm water to the storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may lack legal jurisdiction over
these entities under state and federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Bo~rd
recognizes that the Permittees should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or
discharges.

For those entities within the Permitlees’ boundaries, the Regional Board may �onsidM
to designate them as Permittees under this Order or issue separate NPDES permits
consistent with this Order. The California Department of Transportation |Caltrans),
currently a Co-Parmittee to Order No. 90-079, submitted an ROWD on July 3, 1995,
for separate waste discharge requirements for its discharges in the County of L~
Angeles and the County of Venture. The waste discharge requirements to be issued
to Caltrans will be consistent with this Order.

10. Sources of discharges into receiving waters in the County of Los Angeles but in
jurisdictions outside its boundary include the following:

About 34 square miles of unincorporated areas in Ventura County drain into
Malibu Creek, thence to Santa Menace Say,

b. About 9 square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Miliixt
Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay.

c. About 86 square miles of areas in Orange County drain into Coyote Creek.
thence into the San Gabriel Watershed in the County of Los Angeles.

The Regional Board will insure that storm water management programs for the ames
in Venture County and the City of Thousand Oaks that drain into Santa Menace Bay am
consistent with the requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will coordinate
with the Santa Ans Regional Board so that storm water management programs for the
areas in Orange County that skeins drlin into Coyote Creek are consistent with the
requirements of this Order.

1 1. The City of Santa Clarita and some unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County drain
into the Santa Clara River watershed, the portion of which that is located in Ventura

h:~:o~’nun..~ 15dr~.i:kx: 3 Red~,e/S~-~.eo~ Cemw,~
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County is regulated under the municipal storm water NPDES permit for the County of
Venture (Order No. 94-082, CAS063339). Successful management of the entire
watershed needs coordination among the City of Santa Clarita, the County of Los
Angeles, and Venture County in developing and implementing the storm water
management plan for the watershed..

XX. Certain pollutants present in Itorm wirer end/or urban runoff may be ¢mltltbuted by
activities which the Permittees cannot directly �ontrol. Examples of ouch pollutants
and their respective sources ere: polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHI) which Me
products of internal combustion engine operation, nitrates from atmospheric deposition,
lead from leaded fuels, copper from brake pad wear, zinc from tire wear and naturally-
occumng minerals from local geology. However, some indirect actionl, auch el catch
basin �lemng can help minimize entry of some of these pollut~rlta into atorm worM.

Bases of Waste Dischar_oe Reauiremante

Federal Statutes and Re~_ulatim~l

12. Section 402(p) of the federal Clean Water Act (CVVA), as emended by the Water
Quality Act of 1987, requires NPOES permits for storm water discharges from MS41
to waters of the United States. Section 402(p)(3)(B) requires that permits for MS4s:
"(i) may be issued on ¯ system- or jurisdiction-wide basis: (ii) shall include s
requirement to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the storm lewers;
and (iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum
extent Wacticable0 including management practices, control techniques end lyltom,
design ,nd engineering methods, ,nd such other provisions .s the Administr,tor ~ the
State determines appropriate for the control of su~;h pollutentl."

13. On November 16, 1990, pursuant to Section 402(p) of the CWA, the USEPA
promulgated 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 122.26 which established
requirements for storm water discharges under the NPDES program. The regulations
recognize that certain categories of non-storm water discharges may not be prohibited
if they have been determined to be not significant sources of pollutants.

14. Section 6217(g~ of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990
(CZAR,A) requires coastal states with approved coastal zone management programs to
address nonpoint pollution impacting or threatening coastal water quality. As required
by CZARA, USEPA issued Guidance Specifying Management Measures For Sources of
Non-Point Pollution in Coastal Waters, 1993 (EPA-840-B-92-O02). The guidance
focuses on five major categories of nonpoint sources that impair or threaten �oest~
waters nationally: (a) agriculture runoff; (b) silviculture runoff; (c) urban runoff
(including developing and developed areas): (d) marinas end recreational boating;
(e) hydromodification. This Order includes management measures for pollution from
urban runoff end marinas, thus, it provides the functional equivalence for compliance
with CZARA in these two areas,
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15. To facilitate compliance with federal regulations, in 1992, the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Board) issued two ststewide general NPDES permits: one for
storm water from industrial sites I NPDES No. CAS000001, General Industrial Activities
Storm Water Permit (GIASP)] and the other for storm water from construction liras
INPDES No. CASO00002, General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (GCASP}].
"Industrial Activitms’, as defined in 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(14)(i) through (xi), end
construction activities with a disturbed area of five acres or more are required to obtain
individual NPOES permits for storm water discharges, or be covered by these statewide
general permits by completing and filing a Notice of Intent with the State Board.

adopted a dual annual fee structure for industrial facilities and16. The State Board
construction sites covered by the two general permits described in Finding 15.
Industrial facilities and construction sites located in jurisdictions with a MS4 permit ere
subject to a lower annual fee ($250) than those located in jurisdictions without a MS4
permit ($500). The intent of the dual fee structure was to allow Permitlees to recover
the annual fee differential or portion thereof if necessary to support the MS4 progrlm
and also provide some oversight over these facilities.

17. The State of California is a delegated state under the NPDES program, ~nd as such,
pursuant to Section 510 of the CWA and 40 CFR Part 123.25, may impose more
stringent requirements necessary to implement water quality control plans for the
protection of benehcial uses of receiving waters, and/or to prevent nuisance.

18. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge

t ~
requirements issued by Regional Boards shall implement any relevant water quality
control plans that have been adopted, shall take into consideration the beneficial Ules
to be protected, the water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose°
other waste discharges, and the need to prevent nuisance

Reoional Board Water Quality Control Plans and Poli~ie,,

19. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
Los Angeles Region on June 13, 1994. The Basin Plan specifies the beneficial uses of
receiving waters and contains both narrative and numerical water quality objectives for
the receiving waters in the County of Los Angeles.

The beneficial uses of water bodies in the County of Los Angeles include: municipal
and domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial process
supply, ground water recharge, freshwater replenishment, navigation, hydropower
generation, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, ocean commercial
and sport fishing, warm freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitat, preservation of
Areas of Special Biological Significance, saline water habitat, wildlife habitat,
preservation of rare and endangered species, marine habitat, fish migration, fish
spawning, and shellfish harvesting.

20. This Regional Board has implemented a Watershed Management Approach in
addressing water quality protection in the region. The objective of the Watershed
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Management Approach is to provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards
water resource protection, enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and
environmental impacts within a hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed.
It emphasizes cooperative relationship between regulatory agencies, the regulated
community, environmental groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed to achieve
the greatest environmental improvements with the resources available,

21. To implement the Watershed Management Approach, as well as facilitate �ompliance
with this Order, the County of Los Angeles is divided into six Watershed M~lagement
Areas (WMAa) as follows:

Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay WMA
Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay WMA

~ �. Los Angeles River WMA
d. San Gabriel River WMA
e. Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor WMA

: f. Santa Clara River WMA

Attachment A shows the list of cities under each Watershed Mer~gement Ares.

22. SMBRP developed a Bay Restoration Plan to serve as a blueprint for S~nta Monies
Bay’s recovery. The Plan recommends actions that the Regional Board should

the development of a strong, environmentally -sound storm water progrlm..

I 23. The Regional Board is the for both of general
, permit,, d.scribed in Finding 15, which ~=~tee ,egul,t. diach,rg., frorn ,ndu,trtal

facilities and construction sites, and all NPDES storm water and non-storm water
permits issued by the Regional Board. However. frequently, industrial and construction
sites discharge directly into storm drains and/or flood control facilities owned end
operated by the Permittees or located in the jurisdiction of the Perrnittees. Thele
industrial and construction sites are also regulated under local laws and regulations.
Therefore, a coordinated effort between the Permit’tees and the Regional Board il
critical to avoid duplicative regulatory activities and promote program efficiency.

24. The ROWD submitted by the Perrnittees includes:

a. Summary of Bast Management Practices (aMP) implemented.
b. Storm water management plans for the ~ix WMAI;
c. Countywide evaluation of existing storm water quality date, and,
d. Monitoring Program.

The ROWD served as partial bases for the development of the Storm Water
Management Program (SWMP) requirements of this Order.
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25. A USEPA review of activities conducted by the automotive service sector indicates that

automotive service facilities present a significant potential for the discharge of
pollutants in storm water. A compliance review of municipal pretreatment and resultl
to date of storm water inspection programs in California confirm the USEPA findings.

26. Studies demonstrate that parking lots and gasoline stations are significant sources of
pollutants in storm water (Urban Storm Water Toxic Po//ution, Assessment, Sources,
Pitt at.el. V.67; Results of Rerai/ Gas Outlet & Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water
Runoff Study, Western States Petroleum Association and American Institute, 1994;
Guidance Specifying Management Measures for 3ources of Non.point Pollution in I"
Coastal Waters, USEPA, #840-B-92-002, 1993).

27. A compliance review of restaurants and similar food handling facilities by municipal
pretreatment and storm water inspection programs in Los Angeles County end the
experience of other California MS4s programs indicate that food waste, oil and grease,
chemicals, and wash waters are sometimes discharged into the storm drain lyltem.

Ob_iectJval and Ran_uiramontl of thil (3rd~

28. ~"-" ....:- -’’" ’ "" ---:: -;’- "-: :..~.-. ...."~ ,--::.:-.." " ""’---- ~:,~:-,~.;:!-’! ".:::: :,’ ::::!;’L-.-w ;;’=-;---

......... .*::.,
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..... : - ;-,,,.,.... ;- . ;.:_-._-: .__. t,~.: ----: .... - ...... -;_-:.~:_-_.-_-- -’-’-’-’:= ............. T..=--~.,.’% ¯ * ............. --*--* ,-    , ,-t .......

Angeles County. To meet this ol~ective, thisOerder requires implementattolt of BMPI
intended tO reduce pollutants in etolln water and urban runoff such that ultimately their
discharge will neither cause violations of water quality nor �~eate conditions of
nui~an~ in rl~ivlng wetera.

[rhi~ i# consi#te~r with the mvi#ed lenguell mlee#ed by the RWOCB June 17.

29. "~ ~ ,, ’ --" .!.-,_: "" ¯ -~- .--~ ........... ’ -~¯ ..=..:.~=...._. n ,~ ¯
.t ...=...:2 ....
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_-...--....:;-.-~__.:: _. "- ............ :_-...~. _- .-. _- - :..--.~.-..
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............. ::..--.L.::: ..... _= L-: ::.’~..’.!:=c-’,.’ "::~:h :~- n..::__.!.:!..:.~ L~..:.::. ,L~..~.L=.;.__._.=. *;;
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The Regional Board recognizes the challenges unique to regulating sto~n water
discharges through municipal storm sewer systems, including intermittent and variable
nature of discharges, difficulties in monitoring, end limited physical control over the
discharge, will require adequate time to implement end evaluate the effectiveness of
best management practices required in this Order and to determine whether they will
adequately protect the receiving water.

[Tt~’~ is �or~ist~nt with the t~vis~�l language teteased by the RWQCB June ~7,

30. This Order designates the County of Los Angeles as the Principal Permittee. The
Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to comply with the
requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for insuring compliance of any
individual permittee.

31. Each Permittee is responsible for the implementation of the appropriate storm water
program developed pursuant to the requirements of this Order, and not for the
implementation of the provisions applicable to the Principal Permittee or othM
Permittees. Each Permittee need only comply with the requirements of this
applicable to discharges originating from within its boundaries end over which it
~Qt~e~,e-he~ has regulatory control

[Baa~cl upo~ this statsment, Int~r.~g~ncy agreement~ ~re not nec#sse~. $~ comment on Part

32. In the ROWD, the Permittees proposed the formation of countywide Executive
Advisory Committee (EAC), and ¯ Watershed Management Committee (WMC) for each
of the WMAs. The EAC and the six WMCs are now functional.

The EAC’s main role is to facilitate programs within each watershed end to enhance
cons,stency among all of the programs. Similar to the Principal Permittee, the EAC Me
not responsible for insuring compliance of any individual perrnittee with the
requirements of this Order.

The WMCs, as required in this Order, will provide the leadership framework to facilitate
development of the Watershed Management Area Plans and foster cooperation among
Permittees.

33. The USEPA issued a guidance manual for submittal of a Part II application for MS4s
(Guidance Manuel for the Preparation of Parr of the NPDES Applications for Discharges
from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems, USEPA #833-B-92-002, 1992). The
manual provides the components of a municipal storm water program that will meet
the requirements of 40 CFR Part 122.26.

34. The SVVMP required in this Order builds upon the foundation established in Order No,
90-079, consists of the components recommended in the USEPA guidelines, and was

h :~:or~ttek~mun~ 1 ~ �1o¢ 8 Redi~ne/Strfl~l:~l
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developed with the cooperation of representatives from the regulated communi~/end
environmental gro~Jps. The SWMP includes requirements with compliance dates to
provide specificity and certainty of expectations. It also includes provisions that
promote customized initiatives, both on a countywide and watershed basis, in
developing and implementing cost-effective measures to minimize discharge of
pollutants to the receiving water. The various components of the SWMP, taken as ¯
whole rather than individually, are expected to reduce pollutants in storm water end
urban runoff to the maximum extent practicable.

35. The main focus of the SWMP is pollution prevention through education, public
outreach, planning, and implementation of BMPs. Successful implementation of the
provisions of the SWMP will require cooperation and coordination of oil public agencies
in each Permittees’ organizations, among Permittees, end the regulated community.
To minimize cost, the Permittees are encouraged to utilize their existing organizational

framework to implement the various activities required in this Order.

36. As required in Order No. 90-079 and pursuant to 40 CFR Part 122.26(d)(2)(I), this
Order re<luires the Permittees to demonstrate that they possess the legal authority to
implement and enforce the storm water programs within their respective jurildictlon.
This legal authority may be in the form of ordinance, permits, contracts or llmil~r
means. If the Permittees decide that the legal authority would be through ordinance,
the Permittees are encouraged to develop s model ordinance for them to adopt to
minimize cost and promote countywide consistency.

t..) 37. Order 90-079 required the development and implementation of BMI~ to minimize o..
pollutants in storm water. In 1993, the Regional Board approved 13 baseline BMI:~
to facilitate the implementation of countywide minimum requirements, to encourage

ncountywide consistency, and provide a minimum measure of progress. These BMP~
were selected from Permittees’ MS4 programs. Twelve of these 13 BMPI hove been

Uincorporated into this Order: e) Catch basin labeling; b) Public illicit dischergel
reporting; c) Construction storm water ordinance; d) Public education end outrom:h; e)
Catch basin �leanout; f) Roadside trash receptacles; g) Street sweeping; h) PropM
disposal of litter, lawn clippings, pet feces; I.) Removal of dirt, rubbish and debris It
homes and businesses; j) Oil, glass, end plastics recycling; k.) Proper disposal of
household hazardous wastes; and I) Proper water use and conservation. The thirteenth
BMP (inspections of vehicle repair shops, vehicle body shops, vehicle parts end

Uaccessories, gasoline stations, and restaurants) has been changed to educational site
visits.

38. Each Permittee owns/operates facilities ~’         :.-.._- .... :*~ - -"               U

:’-.’~; -’-’-: =:.~.;’~..~.: within its jurisdiction that may impact storm witM
quality. Each Permittee, under this Order is required to implement BMPI to reduce
pollutant discharges from these activities/facilities.

39. This Order provides the flexibility for the Permit~ees to petition the Regional Board
Executive Officer to substitute a BMP or requirement under the SWMP with In
alternative BMP, if they can provide information and documentation on the

h:~wp~nun~1SdrmW~C2_do¢ 9 Red~/SU~ Comm~
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effectiveness of the alternative, equal to or greater than the prescribed BMP in meeting
~~’~ the objectives of this Order.

I XX, This order contemplates that the Permittees ere responsible for �onsidering potential
TJ stormweter impacts when making planning decisions. This Order nor any of ita

I requirements ere intended to restrict or control local land use decision making

Enforcement Actions under the Existin_o Order (90-079|

40, Pursuant to CWA Section 505, the Natural Resources Defense Council |NRDC) filed ¯              ~
lawsuit with the Federal District Court, Central District of California, against Caltrans
and some other Permittees for noncompliance with the requirements of Order No. 90-
079. The court ruled in NRDC vs Celtrans IC.D. Cal. 1994| that the Director of
Celtrans has not substantially complied with Order No. 90-079. In the ruling, the
Court stated that in order to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, a
Permittee must evaluate and implement ell applicable BMPs, except where, a} other

~                  effective BMPa will achieve greater or substantially similar pollution control benefits;
b) the BMP is not technically feasible; or �} the cost of BMP implementation greatly
outweighs the pollution control benefits.

In the lawsuits ~gainst the other Permittees, negotiated settlements were reached and
entered in court which require the defendants to implement storm water pollution
control measures or conduct storm water monitoring.

41. The Regional Board will provide the Principal Permittee with en ulxleted list of NPDES n
permits on ¯ quarterly basis through the Regional Board’s electronic I~Jlletin board

Uwhich may be accessed st |213| 266-7663, or other available methods, for usa by
each Permittee to identify permitted sources of active non-storm water discharges into ~

t
the MS4,

42. This action to adopt end issue waste discharge requirements end ¯ NPDES permit II
exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act; Chapter 3 n
(commencing with Section 21100) of Division 13 of the Public Resources Code in

Uaccordance with Section 13389 of the California Water Code.

43. The Regional Board will notify interested agencies and interested persons of the
availability of reports, plans, and/or schedules of implementation submitted pursuant
to the requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will consider comments prior to
taking any action on the submitted documents as provided for in this Order.

44. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued prior to its expiration
date, in accordance with the procedural requirements of the federal NPDES program,
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and the California Water Code and Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations for
the issuance of waste discharge requirements and upon prior notice and hearing.

45. The Regional Board staff solicited comments on early drafts of this Order from T
Permittees, interested agencies, and interested persons. In addition, Regional Board
staff met with representatives from Permittees, business associations, environmental
groups, and other interested persons to discuss permit requirements and attempt to
resolve critical issues. Regional Board staff also solicited feedback from the SMBRP
Oversight Committee on early drafts of the Order. and attended Permittee watershed
meetings, made presentations to government officials, and conducted andlor
participated in public workshops to hear concerns.

The Regional Board has notified each Permittee, interested agencies, and interested personl
of its intent to prescribe waste discharge requirements end an MS4 NPDES permit for atorm
water discharges and has provided them with an opportunity for a public hearing and an
opportunity to submit their written views and recommendations.

The Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all comments pertaining to the tentative
waste discharge requirements. This order shall serve as a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit pursuant to Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act,
or amendments thereto, and shall take effect at the end of 15 days from the date of ill
adoption, provided the Regional Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX, has no objections.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the County of Los Angeles and the Cities of Agoure Hill~,
Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azuse, Baldwin Park, Bell, Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Bevedy Hills,             r~
Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerritos, Claremont, Commerce, Compton, Covine,
Cudehy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, El Segundo, Gardens,

UGlendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa Beach, Hidden Hills, Huntington
Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwiodale, La Canada Flintridge, La Habra Heights, Lakewood, LI
Mirade, La Puente0 La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Lynwood, Melilxl,
Manhattan Beach, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verde$
Estates, Paramount, Pasadena, Pica Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdea, Redondo Beach,
Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimes, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San r~
Marina, santa Clarita, Santa Fe Spnngs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El

UMonte, South Gate, South Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina,
West Hollywood, Westlake Village, and Whittier, in order to meet the provisions contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted thereunder, and the provilionl
of the Clean Water Act. as amended, and regulations and guidelines ~dopted thereunder, shall
comply with the following for the areas within their boundaries and subject to their reoulatoqt
jurisdiction, in the County of Los Angeles,



V
"~ Part 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER UMITATIONS O

Each Permittee shall, within its jurisdiction, effectively prohibit non-stown water
discharges into the municspal separate storm sewer lystem (MS4) and
watercourses, except where such discharges ere:

A. In compliance with a separate individual or general NPDES permit; o~

B, Identified and in compliance with Part 3, Item II.C (Illicit Connections/
Discharges: Non-storm Water Discharges), of this Order; ot

C. Discharges originating from federal, state or other facilities which the
Permittee is preempted from regulating.

Compliance with this Order through timely development end implementation of
programs described herein shall constitute compliance with this prohibition.

II.    Receiving Water Umltatlen~

--- =---" -- *=" The water quality objectives
and water quality standards _-=-.!-__-_.:,.., ~., ..: ::::!;.~...~                ........ ....... :..-.     -_.’-" .,..-,-:.~:A ~..
G41~mPf contained in the Basin Plan (Water Quality Control Plan. Lo:
Region: Basin Plan for the Co, sial Watersheds of Los Angeles end Vlntur~
Counties. California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region.
Monterey Park, 1994) and amendments thereto, shell serve as Receiving Water
Umitetions for discharges covered under this Order. It is the purpose of ~
Order that the discharge of storm water, or non-storm water, from a ~
separate storm sewer system (MS4) for which a Perrnittee is responsible
cause nuisance, continuing or recumng impairment of beneficial uses,
exceedances of water qualiW objectives in the receiving waters.

.,.:..
;" --2..~.-.!-’.-._-_" .-.:-k ok �. ~,,,,* ¯... ,.~ ............. -_.:: ...=~.~-:.~..:.-.. P:~:_~...

Timely end complete implementation by ¯ Permittee of the storm water
management programs prescribed in this Order shall satisfy the requlroflten~
of this section and constitute compliance with receiving water limitaUort~.
However, if the Integrated Receiving Waters Impact Report required in this
Order (Section VII,D,) and/or other available information show that discharges
authorized under this Order still cause or contribute to the impairment of the
beneficial uses or exceedances of water quality objectives, Permittees, as part
of their Report of Waste Discharge for renewal of this Order, shall sabra#
revised storm water management programs that ere watershed-specific and wll
increase the likelihood of preventing future exceedancas of wate~ quality

h:~cor~nek~wl)Vnun_mml~15drfNenton:12.do¢ 12 Redlute/S~rtk~ Commenls
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Part 2. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

The objective of the Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) requirements
prescribed in this Order is to reduce pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent
practicable in order to attain the water quality objective end protect the beneficial uses
of receiving waters in Los Angeles County. Each Permittee shall implement within its
jurisdiction the Storm Water Management Program requirements of this Order and
those of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) or Watershed
Management Area Plan (WMAP) that will be developed pursuant to this Order to the
maximum extent practicable.

The CSWMP is the unified plan consisting of programs developed under the Storm
Water management Program Requirements of this Order.

The WMAP is the comprehensive implementation plan for a specific Watershed
Management Area (WMA) based on the requirements of this Order, the CSWMP0 and
any other applicable actions that address pollutants of concern and other water quality
issues unique to that WMA ~ with the overall objective of reducing pollutants
in discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Upon approval by
Executive Officer, the WMAP will supersede the CSWMP.

I. Program Manageme~



submittals ~nd ~tion# end indicete epl~ovd msponsil~’lity. The teen Regional
means the governing board ~ ~t ~ta~ ~ t~ Ex~utive O~r. In ~di~, ~
S~M i~ s~e ~ of q~i~i~ st4t~t which ~ms ~t ~ ~e of T
dis~~:, ~ text of ~ 0~ takes ~ o~ ~ ma~.J

A. ResDonsibilities of ~incioal

The County of Los Angeles is hereby designated as the Principal Permittee, end
as such shall:

1. Coordinate !)em~ SWMP activities among permittees and act Is liaison
between Permittees end the Regional Board on ~
regarding this Order m~d the requirements the~of;

2. Provide personnel end fiscal resources for the development end
updating of the CSWMP end WMAPs and components thereof;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) constituted
pursuant to Pert 2.I.C upon designation of representatives thereof;

4. Provide technical end administrative support for committees that will be
organized to implement this OrdM;

5.    Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this Order;

6. Provide personnel end fiscal resources for the preparation and submittal
to the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of other reports n
required under this Order; U

7.    Comply with the *Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part 2.I.B; and

8. Submit to the Regional Board the CSWMP upon completion of the
development of all programs under the SWMP requirements, n

Resoonsibilities ~f the Parmi11~-                                                          U

Each Permittse I~all:

O1. Comply with the requirements of SWMP end CSWMP and amendments
thereof to the mlxJmu#11 exteftt

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as appropriate,
to facilitate the implementation of the requirements of this Orde~
applicable to such Perrnittee in an efficient and cost-effective manta’;

3.    Participate in the development and, if necessary, the ~ updating of

h;~:x%’nek~mun_pmlh515(klN~ztord2.do¢ 17 R~~
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V
the CSWMP;

4, Submit in ¯ timely manner to the Principal Perrnittee ~ the standard
reporting forms for the annual report on its implement¯tK)n of the SWMP T
end CSWMP;

5. Appoint 8 technically knowledgeable representative to the epl:xopriete
WMC.

6. Participate in the development of the WMAP for itl respective             ~"
watershed management area through its WMC, end shall implement to
the maximum extent practicable said WMAP upon a~)provel by the
Executive Officer; end

7. Work with other agencies, to the extent necessary, ~ report to the
Regional Board on recommendations to resolve any �onflicts identified
between the provisions of this ~ Ord~ end the requirement¯ of
other regulatory agencies, if they deem it necessary.

Watershed Mana_sement Committea~

1. Each WMC shall be comprised of ¯ voting reprosemafive from each
Permittee in the WMA.

2. The WMC’I chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC. In the
absence of volunteer Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal
Permittee shall ¯ssume those roles, until the WMC chooses membere of nthe committee to the positions.,

3. Each WMC shell,

a. Facilitate cooperation and exchange ~rnong Pm~zittee$;

b. Establish go¯Is and objectives for the WMA; n
�. Prioritiza pollution control efforts;

U

d. Participate in the development of a WMAP f~ its respective
WMA after the CSWMP is completed;

e. Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisdons for, and
recommend appropriate changes to the CSWMP and the WMAP;

f. Coordinate and facilitate the submittal of cornp4eted reporting
forms to the Principal Permiztee for report integration, and assist
in the preparation of Annual Reports by the Princ~l)al Permittee on
~ stormwlter management ¯ctivities within the UVMA for
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submittal to the Regional Board;

g. Identify, as part of the industriallcommercial Source Identification
program, additional SIC industrial/commercial groups selected as
priorities to be included in the database described in the Public
Education Part 2.V.B.2.a.8, The following criteria shall be
considered in the identification p(ocess:

I. Extent of exposure of the industrial/commercial activity to
storm water;

ii. Types end quality of non-storm water discharges;

iii. Similarity of industrial/commercial activity to industrial
activity regulated under the USEPA Phase 1 facilities;

iv. Types of chemicals and wastes generated that can
contaminate storm wator;

v. Existence of duplicate regulatory programs with other
agencies that emphasize waste management and minimize
exposure of the industriallcommercial activity to storm
water;

vi. Number of facilities in the WMA~
~.

vii. Professional understanding of the industrial/commercial
nsector’s waste management Practices; .
U

viii. Experience of local agency industrial inspection programs;
end,

~ix. Any other information that indicates ¯ significant potential
for contamination of ston’n water.

D. F_israt.B~~ l
1. The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall

nprepare a budget summary format not later than 3 months from ~

Uedee~m effective date of this Ordsr for use by each Permittee to repor~
resources available to implement the SWMP.

2. Each Permit’tee shall submit to the Principal Permit’tee a summary of
resources dedicated for storm water program implementation, not later
than 60 days after budget adoption by the Permittee’s elected local
governing body. A Permit’tee may provide all necessary data in an
alternate format which includes the same information unless directed
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otherwise by the Executive Officer,

1. Pursuant to the time frame set forth in E.2, each Permtttee shell
demonstrate that it possesses legal authority necessary tO control
discharges to and from those portions of the MS4 over which it has
jurisdiction, so as to comply with this Order. This legal authority may
be demonstrated by either a single ordinance or a single guidance
document containing all the applicable statutes, ordinances, permits,
contracts, orders or agreements which govern ¯ Permittee’$ storm water
management activmes, as required by 40 CFR 122.26|d)(2)(I):

Each Permittee shall either individually or collectively possess the legal
authority to:

Control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 by storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity end the quality of
storm water discharged from sites of industrial activity, unlell
permitted under ¯ separate NPDES pe~ntt, through the following
~ reqmrementl :

I. Prohibit the discharge of untreated wash waters to the
MS4 when gas stations, auto repair garages, or similar
use facilities are cleaned;

li. Prohibit the discharge of untreated waatewater to the
MS4 from mobile auto washing, steam cleaning, mobile
carpet cleaning, and other such mobile commercial end
industrial operations;

I !ii, Prohibit or control to the maximum extent practicable,
discharges to the MS4 from areas where repair of
machinery and equipment, including motor vehicles,
which are visibly leaking oil, fluid or antifreeze is
undertaken;

Prohibit the discherge~ of untreated nmoff to the MS4I h~.
from storage areas of materials containing grease, oil, or
other hazardous substances (e.g., motor vehicle parts),

v. Prohibit discharges of swimming pool filter backwash to
the MS4;

vi.    Prohibit the discharge of untreated nmoff from the

h:~xx’Vnek~wpVnun..ptm~ 15drfNentotd2.doc 20 Redline/~nkeout
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washing of toxic materials from paved or unpaved areas
which results in a discharge to the MS4;

vii. Prohibit or control to the maximum extent practicable
washing impervious s~lrfeces in industrial/ �ommercial
areas which results in ¯ discharge of untreated runoff to
the MS4, unless specifically required by State or local
health end safety codes or pemlitted under ¯
NPDES permit;

[Based on the fact that street washing is ¯ conditionally exempt activity, washing im~
surfaces cannot be prohibited. In edditiono Pan 2. II.C.3 of the permit allow¯ tim u~e of
for #idawalk wasldng; themfoteo �ontrolling ¯ome activities, rather than proMbitlng

viii. Prohibit the washing out of concrete trucks into ele~m
~ the MS4;

ix. Require ~ sweeping or other equally af~eclh~
measures to remove debns h’om Industhal/�omrnerdal
motor vehicle parking lots with more lhan twenty-five
padUng spaces that are located m areal potentially exposed
to storm water;,

o, .,,. ,or or
equipment that is to be repaired or maintained in areal
susceptible to or exposed to storm water.
w~q~e such that leaks, sp~lls and other maintenance related
pollutants are not discharged to the MS4;

b. ProhiM illicit discharges end illicit ¢onnecttorm to the MS4 and
require removal of ill~t �onnection;

c. Control the discharge of spills and Itm dumping or disposal of
matenals other than storm water to the MS4 through the following

ii. Prohibit the dispo~l of leaves, dirt or oth~ landscape
debrm ~nto a storm drain;

iii. Prohibit the use of any pastiche, fungic~le, or herbicide, the
use of which is prohibited by the USEPA or Itm California
Department of Pesbc~e Regulatk~;

iv.    Require proper disposal of food wastes by the food
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v. Require disposal of haza~ous wastes st spproprmt~
ClISJ:X:)Sal s~eS. al’ld not Jn trash containerl used for
muniopal trash disposal; and

vi Require removal and proper disposal of all fuel and
chemical spills rer, KJ~ae, animal waste, garbage, batteries,
or other types of potenhally harmful materials which
located in areas susceptible to or exposed to storm warm’;

d. Control ",,,,,~, ~- .... ;    ~.," ; ¯
= ¯ -_ ....... :~ ,’-...............- , ." :..:...=.~v= ..... .-.=, the discharge of

pollutants from one portton of the MS4 to another Is determined
necessary by the Permitteel, Interagency or Intor-
jurisdictional agreements among Permittees ire en¢~ureged
for thi~ Purlxme;

e. Require compliance with conditions in ordinances, pemMt~

f. Conduc~ inspection, su~teillance and/or monitoring pcocedurel
necessary to determine compliance and non-compliance with ~
~ the muimmentl of this Order including the prohibition

Each Perm~tlee ~

Bea~l Executive Officer, not later than 120 days after IJ~
effective data (~f this Order, Col~es of ordinances, regulations, and
other legal documents establishing legal authority, or in ~
altema~ve:

I. A statement by its representative legal courmel that
Permittee has obtained all necessary legal aulJ’mrity to
comply with this Order. referer~ng that legal authodly will1

ii. If Part 2.1.E.2.a.i. is only par~ally fulfilled, a t~mely schedule
for obtaining adequate legal authority to comply with INs
Order, enumerabng w~th specificity, the legal authorily ~
remains to be obtained.

b. Exercise full legal authority within its jurisdiction to require
compliance w~th th~s Order, the CSWMP and/or Itm WMAPI.
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V
F. Best Mana_oement Practice (_BMP) or Reauirement Substitution/Eliminatic.-;

A Permittee may petition the ~ E~ecutive Officer to:

1. Substitute any BMP or requirement identified in this Order, the CSV~IP,
or the WlVlAP, if the Perm=ttee can document treat the proposed alternath~
BMP:

a. wifi meet the objective of the or~gina! BMP or Order requirement to
achieve a similar or greater reductmn m storm water pollutants; end ~"

b.    will be implemented within a similar period of time.

: 2. Eliminate any BMP or requirement identiSed in this Order, the CSWMP,
and/or the WMAP if it can document that:

= J I. The BMP or requirement is no~ technically feasible end no
¯

substitute is available;

II. The cost of implementation our,~eig~ tt~ pollution =)nVol benefits;

~’~ I lil. The BMP or mqulreme.t is not alXdicabla in Ihe Pen’nlttae’l

The Executive ofrmer will approve or disapprove the petition in accordance with
I Part 2.I.G and I.H. If approved, the Executive Officer will noUfy Ill Permltteel

r~I of the detorminatlen.

G. Adrninistraflv~ Revk~w

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review end
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under this
Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance
expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, Wior to initiating

1. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, guidelines
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittoe or a
Permittee under the provisions of this Om~r shall be submitted to the
Executive Officer or the Regional Board where required for approval.

h :~o~%’nek~wp~mun..pmlt~ 15dd~entord2. doc 23 Re<~erSm~eou( ~
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& For documents that require Executive Officers
approval, the Executive Officer will notify the Principal
Permittee andJor Permittee of the results of the review
and approval or disapproval within 120 days. If the
Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall Itot~ the
Regional Board of its Intent to Implement the program
components as submitted. If after 10 days the
Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittse will
implement the submitted program and the Executive
Officer may not make modifications thereof.

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval
will undergo public review and comment before Board
�onsideration at s public meeting.

[This is consistent with the revised language released by the RWQCB on June 17, 199~,
except for the changes that the Permtttee is not responsible for notifying intsresfed partle~
of EO Inaction on the submittal and the additional clarification in Section 1 thaf
documents are submitted to either the Executive Officer or the Regional Board for
approval]

Executive Officer determines that a Perm~ttee’s storm water Wogmm is
insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order. the Executive Officer shall
send ¯ "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee, with
spec~c mformat~on ,n ,upport of the determ,nat~on. The NIMC shall
include s brae frame by which the Permittee must meet with Regional
Board staff.

S. The Perm~ee. upon receipt of a NIMC. shall meet and confer w~l
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program
is suffioent to meet the requirements of this Order. and if not, seek
cianflcat~on on the steps to be tsken to completely meet the
provisions of th~s Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
w~th either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittee, or the
submittal to arRI acceptance by the ExecutNe Officer of a written
"Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA)" which
shall include implementation deadlines. The Executive ~ may
terminate the meet and confer period after a reasonable period due
to a lack of progress on issues and may order submittal of the
SPCA by a spe~fied date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA
by the specified date shall const~ute a v~olabon of this Order.

h:~o~e~,njxm~ ~ Sdrm~nWt~� 24 Rec,~’V~o~ Commnts
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b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitled SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of a SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve
the SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall
have sixty (60) days to remedy the specified deficiency and
resubmit the SPCA. ’~ 0~’- " ..... *~,,^ ~’~,,-- ,--- ,-,,,

c. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
Permittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer off progress
made under the SPCA. The frequency of progress report submittal
shall be quarterly unless otherwise proscribed by the Executive
Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the
SPCA shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be cause
for enforcement action by the Regional Board. Permittees are not
in violation of this Order until the Administrative Review i~
deemed complete by the Regional Board Executive Officer,

The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list of interested
parties, organized by WMAs, for distribution of documents that require the
Re~e~.-Bea~ Executive Officers approval. The ~
Executive Officer will provide the Principal Permittee with the initial list
of interested parties,

The Principal Permittee shell distribute for public comment the initial
CSWMP, WMAPs and other storm water program requirements that Me
submitted to the Executive Officer for approval. Interested parties
wishing to have their comments considered prior to Regional Board
Executive Officer, and/or Regional Board action on these documents
must submit their comments in writing to the Regional Board not later
than 45 days after the Principal Permittee has made the document
available to the public which will also be the date of submittal to the
Regional Board. This 45 days comment period is part of the 120 day
review period for documents submit’ted for Executive Officer’s approval,
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1. The Phncipal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees. shall develop
I countywide model program for elimination of illicit connections to the MS4
not later than 8 months after ~ the effective date of this Ch’der.
The program shall include, at a m,n.Ttum:

a. Standardized storm drain inspection procedures, and i~licit
connection RlentJfication and elimination procedures;

b.    Methods to phontize potential problem areas, including, but not
limited to old commerc~aihndustnal areas, and areas with heavy
industry listed under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405. 471;

�.    Methods to utilize resultl of field screening activities, and
appmpnate information;

d. Standardized record kee~ng to document illicit ¢on~; lind

e.    Enforcement procedures toterminate

2. Each Permittee, based on the �ountywide model program, shell develop
and implement as approprmte a program to identify and eliminate
connecbons to the maximum extent practicable, not liter than 4 ~
after the approval of the model wogram by the Executive Oflk:m’. Such
programs shell include storm drain inspection schedules for illicit
connadiX)na.

The primary responsibility for cJeanup and removal of illicit discharges of pollutan~
to the MS4 shall be with the owner/operator of the discharging facility or Mta.
Nothing in this Order shall be interpreted to limit or in any way prevent ~ by
a Permit’tee against the party responsible for the illicit discharge.

1. The Phr~pal Perm~ee, in �onsultation with the Permittees, shall develop
I countywide model illicit discharges elimination program not later Itmn l
months after ad~s~m the effective date of ~is Order. The program shall
include, at a minimum:

a. Standardized enforcement procedures, including edminisbat)ve ~
judK~al, to eliminate allot discharges;

b.    Standardized procedures for investigation, reporting, containment
and cleanup fe~ of s~lis, which include a procedure to ensure Ihat
sewage treated w~ disinfection agents will not be discharged into
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the stem1 drain system to the extent prec,=able:

c. Methods to priorltize l;~,em~abe~-~ problem areas of illicit
d,sposai where inspection, r.Jean up. and enforcement ira
necessary to prevent the d,scharge of contaminants;

[This activity is not realistic considering ~he vast area and diffuse sources. Requirement
"e" below is a more effective means of detecting illicit discharges.]

ed. Standard,-ed procedures to educate inspectors, msinte~snce
workerz, and other field staff to nobce illi~t discharges during the
course of their daily scbwbes. Ind report such occurrence~

!e. A standardized record keeling system to document illicit
dis~s: end

hr. Industrial/commercial edtJcstion and outreach materials to inform
I)us*nesses about the problem of illicit discharges/dumping arid
IXoper discherl~eldisposal practices;

2. Each Permittee shall, based on the countywide model program, not later
than four months after the approval of the model program by the
Executive Officer, develop and implement, as appropriate, a proorlm to
identify end eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent

Waste Discharge Re~tuirement (WDR) or granted a discharge exemption by the
Regional Board. the Executive Officer, or the State Water Resources Control
Board ere not prohibited under this Order.

1.    Exempted Discharges

The following non-storm water discharges need not be prohibited:

s. Rows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
b. Diverted stream flows;
c. Springs;
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d. Rising ground waters;
e. Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration; and
f. Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities.

The Executive Officer, upon presentation of evidence in accordance with Part
2.11.C.4 may include other categories of non-storm water discharges under this
sub-section.

2. Conditionally Exempted Discharges

The following non-storm water discharges need not be prohibited.
However, if they are identified by either a Permittee or the Executive
Officer as being significant sources of pollutants to receiving waters,
than appropriate BMPs to minimize the adverse impacts of these sourcel
shall be developed end implemented under the CSWMP or the WMAPs:

e. Landscape irrigation;
b. Water line flulhing;
�. Potable water sources provided the discharges are managed in

accordance with the Industry-wide Standard Pollution Prevention
Practices developed by the American Water Works Asloclation,
California-Nevada Section, or equivalent document; end in
compliance with any requirements
Permi~tee(I);                       eltablilhed by the

e. Footing Drltnl;
f. Air conditioning �ondenllte;
g. Irrigation water;
h. Lawn watering;
I. Water from crawl space pomps:
J. Dechlorineted swimming pool discharges;
k. Individual residential car washing, ~ ¢11’ wishing by ~

=~reet washing

The Executive Officer, upon the presentation evidence in accordanceofwith Part 2.1i.C.4, may include other
of non-storm waterdischarges under this sub-section,

categories

Designated Discharges

municipal sidewalkMunicipal street washing and                  washing dischlrgtm
have been determined by the Re~ Executive Officer to be
potential sources of pollutants of concern. The City of Los Angeles will
conduct a study to characterize municipal street washing and mtmlcipal
sidewalk washing, assess the’~mpacts of such activities, and recommend
appropriate BMPs to ~ minimize any adverse impact. The City of

h:~mek~ep~mun~ 15dr~enlo~12.doc 29 R~/’S~eou~ ~
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Los Angeles will submit its recommendations to the
Executive Officer not later than one veer from ade~m~ the mffectiv-
dl11_gJ.~LO~, A BMP implementation schedule shall be included
whm apwoprilte.

The ~ Regional Board will determine within three months
of the City of Los Angeles submittal which BMPs. if any. the Permittees
shall implement and approve any necassan/schedule of implementation.

The Executive Officer, upon presentation of evidence, me,/include other
categories of non-storm water discharges under this sub-section.

Procedures for Exemption

A Permittee may identify ~nd describe additional categories of non-stem1
water discharges to be considered by the Executive Officer for
exemption from the Discharge Prohibitions. The criteria to be considered
for a request for exemption include one or more ~f the folowing:

e. Documentation that the iile~m~lee--Me disch¯rge is not¯
significant eeweee source of pollutants to receiving waters or de
does not cause significant impairment of beneficial uses of
receiving waters;

b. Special circumstances that have been defined in which the
~ dlscherge has been found not to be I signific~nt
source leweel of pollutants to or lie does not cause signifir, lnt
impairment of beneficial uses of receiving waters;

�. Specific BMPs, where determined feasible, that have been
identified to reduce pollutants in ~ the dtll::h~rge to the
maximum extent practicable and minimize adverse impectl of
such sources, with an implementation schedule; or

d. Established procedures to ensure BMP implementation, including
an implementation schedule, performance standards, monitoring
and record keeping.

The exemption request for additional non-storm water discharges may
be submitted, beginning with the first Annual Report. The exemption
becomes effective upon approval by the Executive

1. The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittee~, shall

1
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develop a countywide standard program to promote, publicize, and
~ facilitate public reporting of ilhcit discharges and illicit disposal practices

I not later than 8 months after adee~.~m the effective date of thi~ Or¢~-r.
The program may include, but not be limited to:

e. A system to receive in-coming complaints;

b. A communication network to link Permittees so that lotion
be coordinated end complaints can be investigated promptly; and

�. A system to notify the complainant of any action taken, if
appropriate.                                      "

2. Each Permittee shall implement the countywide illicit discharges and
illicit disposal reporting program not later than four months after
approval by the Executive Officer.

3. The Principal Permittee0 in consultation with the Permitteel, ~h~ll
develop a countywide program not later than B months after
the effective data of this Order, for reporting incidents of ’reportable
quantity’ of hazardous substances entering the MS4. The incidents
be reported to the State of California Office of Emergency Servtcel
(OES) |current number, (800) 852-7550] end the Federal H~zardoul
Response Center |current number, (800) 424-8802].

~1~
4. Each Permittaa shall implement the countywide program for reporting

hazardous substances entering the MS4, not later than four months after
~he approval by the Executive Officer.
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T~ ~incipal ~i~ee, in consultation with the Perigees, Ih~
develop ~ f~lowi~ dev~m~t ~i~ ~o mat~ f~ use
duri~ planning and permittm9 of all development Wojects r~uid~
discret~W

A m~el document~ system, such IS ¯ ch~klist, f~
determini~ "potential significlnt eff~t" Is well Is a list of
specifically exempt projects not latM than ~

eff~l data of thi¯

I. ~i~ritv ~ects are derailment I~ r~evel~ent
pro~ects requiring discretionaw I~rovai which the
Building Official (or ~uivaient municipal author)
determines may have a ~tential significant eff~
sto~ water qualiW.

ii, ~ are development a~ r~evelopment
pro~ects which the Bu~ld~ Official (~ ~uivolent
municipal authority) determines w~ll not have a ~tentiol
significant impact on sto~ warm qu~.

The documented system shall consider location of the project
with respect to designsted environmentally sensitive areas and
the slope and erosion potential of the site and surrounding areas.

Each Permittee shall incorporate ¯ eubet4~tie~ similar system
into its procedures not later than 6 months after the approval of

h:~w~Vnun_pm~ t Sdrm~m~� 33 Re~ne~
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V
the documented system by the Executive Officer.

b. A list of recommended BMPs ,==~n,";:’~_~, ;’,;~d=E.-.=:,~ not later
then 18 months after ~ the effective date of this Order,
The BMPs shell include:

I. Site planning practices;
ii. Post-construction best management prlctices; led
iii. Redevelopment end infill practices.

...= :===..--..--..=..-=.~c.-,=,r~. "" "    :~:.’! --.:.-.:~..d:: Cenalderetion shall be given
to the type of development end the potential for storm water
pollution when determ,ning the applicability of BMPI. Coot
effectiveness, ease of maintenance, and consistency with other
environmental mandates may else be considered.

For ".::’~E:::~c.-. development where increased storm water
discharge rates will result in en increase in downstream erosion
potential, the ~eemme~44~e list of recommended BMPI ohall
include those BMPs which can be used to maintain peak runoff
rotes et pre-development levels to the maximum extent feasible,

The list of recommended BMPI shill be submitted to the
Regional Board for approval.

[Calling the BMP li#t "�ounWwide guidelines" at "the recommendatio~ " becom~ k, onftts~, " "’--’~
Simply call it She "llar of recm~e~nded BMP:" throughout the Oeder, J n

�, Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans |$USMI~| and
guidelines for their preparation not later than six months after
Regional Board approval of the BMPs in Pert 2.111.A.l.e b. Th~
~ SUSMPe shall incorporate the appropriate alementa of

" ", ~ .;-_’:_=..~r_-= list. At therecommended BMPs .~.-. :~: _~_’.-..’".;’~_= n ~ ,
minimum, ::.-."~=;d ~.!:.-.= SUSMPs and guidelines shall be
prepared for the following development categories:

I. a 100 + home subdivision;
ii. ¯ lO-home subdivision, L
iii. e 100,000 + square-foot commercial development,
iv. en automotive repair shop,
v. a retail gasoline outlet,
vi. a restaurant, and
vii. ¯ hillside-located single-family dwelling.

,. .......

;3 2. Planning Control Measures

h:’~=~,mek’V~�)Vnun~ ’~ Sdd~ento~2.doc 34 R~,er~dkem~ C4~,n-,men~
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Each Permittee shall develop ¯ program ~ for planning control
measures for priority projects (Pert 2.111.A.,3 1.e) __..-~--~_.~:-.:~:

-,-: -:--::.---.,- --~      ------     -- L.--,-.:..~.:.’..:.~,.’       "., A schedule for
program implementation shall be submitted not later than 6 months sftM
approval of the medal Standard Urban Stormwstef Mitigation Plans by
the Executive Off,cer. Each Permittee shall require that the project
applicant submit an Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan appfoi)date Mid
applicable to the scope of the project, and that the Permittee el)prove
the Plan prior to the issuance of any grading or building pefndt. The
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan shall incorporate by detail or
reference appropriate post-construction BMPs to:

Implement, to the maximum extent practicable, re<luirementl
established by appropriate governmental agencies under CEQA,
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, local ordinances and other
legal authorities intended to minimize impacts from storm water
runoff on the b~ological integrity of natural drainage lylteml ind
water Ix)dill;

b. Maximize, to the maximum extent practicable, the percentage of
permeable surfaces to allow more percolation of ltorm water into
the ground;

�. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the amount of
storm water directed to impermeable areal end to the MS4;

d. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, perking I~t
pollution through the use of appropriate BMPs such el rttentlon,
infiltration, and good housekeeping;

e. Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length
of time during which soil may be exposed and, in certain
sensitive cases, the prohibition of bare soil; and

f. Provide for appropriate permanent controls to reduce the storm
water pollutant load produced by the development site to the
maximum extent practicable.

The Permtttee may refer applicants to the Bast Management
Handbooks, California Storm Water Quality Task Force,
CA, 1992, and hs revisions; the Countywide Storm Wator Management
Plan, USEPA Guidance Specifying Management Measures ~
of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters, Issued under tim Authority
Section 6217(g) of the Coastel Zone Act Reauthodzatio~ Amendm~
of 1990, Document No. EPA 840 B 92-002 (1993), and similar manual~
for specific guidance on selecting post-construction BMPs fix mdudng
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I pollutants in storm water dischergec.

I 4 3. Planning Process

In order to integrate storm water management considerations into
discretionary development projects at the time that they ere first
proposed to jurisdictions, and to support other provisions of this Order:

a. The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittoes, Ihall
develop storm water management guidelines to use in
preparing/reviewing CEQA documents, end in linking storm water
quality mitigation conditions to local discretionary project
approvals not later than 18 months after _-~_~., ....

The guidelines shall address the preservation e~ete#e~e~ of
areas that provide water quality benefits such el riparian
corridors and wetlands and shall promote protection of the
biological integrity of drainage systems end water bodies.

Each Permittee shall review the guidelines for the purpose of
making appropriate modifications, if necessary, in their Internal
procedures not later than 6 months after the Executive Offlcer’l
approval of the guidelines,

b. =--’- "---~--- ,-,, ,-, __.,................ T...:,.

�onslderatlona shell be included in the epproprlate element{e) e4
each Perrnitle~’s General Plan. whenever aald element(s)
algnlficantly rewr~11en, Appropriate eiemen~ may Include the
folk)wing:

I, Conservation; end/or
ii. Open space; and/o~
iii, Land-use; end/or

v. Infrastructure;
vi. Oth~ appropriate element(s).

~TJi: I~ngu~ge b consi#~m with th~ $~ate Gener~ Plan Guid~nes which pem~
jurisdic~on: to e#tabli#h their own Gene~l Plan forma~s and e/ement names and
specific open apace, conservation and hazard mitigation
appmpri~, providing ~ ~ #u~t b ~ld~l.!

h:~°~’ne~’~-l~ml~ 15dd~ -~kx: 36 Red~
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BEEN MOVED ALONG WITH THE REST OF "~NNINGM~SU~S’J

Devel~r Infatuation ~r~

~e ~i~ipal Permittee, in consultation with the ~i~ees,
develop a m~el program not later than 18 months after
effec~ve date of this Or~nr tO ~nf~m develo~rs seeking dJscretion8~
approvals ~t:

o. Devel~ent a~ const~cti~ st~ warm mon~mont;

b. Maximization of p~i~s areas a~ storm water ~filtrati~
(where geol~y a~ t~rsphy ~); ~

�. ~st effective sto~ water ~llution �onV~ mel~el.

T~ ~ram shall wayne specific guida~e on sel~ti~ BM~ to r~uce
~llutants in storm water discharges fr~ urbanized Meas, a~ i~l~e
appropriate BMPs, educational materials a~ hand~okl a~ gu~eli~l
descri~ in PaR 2.111.A.~ {~ ~w ~ 3 4~ ~ ~.

Each Perigee shall implement I develo~r inflation pr~r~
consistent with the m~el pr~ram ~t later than 6 months
approval of the m~el by the Executive Officer. Each Pe~’l
pr~ram shall include information a~t its legal authorities.
ere e~r~ to e~e in joint eff~s in implementi~ t~

~of~
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a. Ir~lude e~osion and sediment control practices;

b. Address multiple construction activity related

c. Focus on BMPs such as source minimization, education, good
housekeeping, good waste management, end good site planning,~

d. Target construction areas and activities w~th the pOtsnti=’~o,
generate significant pollutant lo~Is;

e. Re~luire retention on the site, to the maximum extent practicable,
of sediment, construction waste, and other pollutants from
construction activity;

f. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, management of
excavated soil on site to minimize the amount of sedlment that
escapes to streets, drainage facilities, or ~djoining propertle~;

g. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, use of
drainage controls to minimize the escape of sediment rand othM
pollutants from the site.

h. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, �ontainment~ of
nmoff from equipment at~d Vehicle we|hlng

construction sites, unless treated to remove sedimdn~

The list of recommended BMPs sh~ be submitted to Ihe Regimtal Board for

2.    Construction Control Measures

construction activities as defined in P~rt 2.111.A.l.e. consistent

Construction Guidance not later than 6 months mfte~ the
~--~’----~::!~’: Off.~:--:’: Regional Board’s approval of the minimum
recommended requirements end BMPs in Part 2. Ill.B.1. The
Program shall require, prior to the issuance of any bt~ilding or
grading permit, preparation of appropriate wet weather erosion
control and storm water pollution prevention plans which incltKle,
by detail or reference, all appropriate construction BMPs

Priority Project plans must include ¯ narrabve discuss|on of the
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Procedures to keep sewage spills or leaks from facilities operated
by a Permittee from entering the MS4 to the maximum extent
practicable;

b. Procedures to identify, repair, and remediate sanitary sewer
blockages, exfiltration, over/low, and wet weather overflows
from sanitary sewers operated by a Permittee to the MS4;

�. Procedures to respond to overflow=, *.:..--’.’:" ~:~.        "--*- ..... end
investigate complaints;

d. Procedures to insure that the Perrnittee is able to investigate any
suspected connections or cross connections from the sanitary
sewer systems to the MS4, using techniques such el field
screening, sampling, smoke/dye testing, end TV inspection,
appropriate; and

e. Procedures to notify public health ~gencies with diacretiormry
decision authority on beach closures when there is a threat
public health.

2. Public Conltruction Activities Manlgemeflt

o. Storm water management rerluirements for the design and
construction of public facilities consistent with the requirements
and time lines specified for private development in ~ Pin 2.111.A
and Ill.B;

b. Procedures to seek coverage, as an option, under this Order for
construction activity with a disturbed area of five acres or
(Phase 1, 40 CFR 122.26) which e~e is undertaken by
behalf of the Permittee, if the Permittee develops:

~ I. A process for notifying the Re~e~Bee~ E~e~l~tlve
I Officer of Permittee’s construction Ictivlty;

ii. A checklist of construction activity BMPs using BAT/BCT
criteria for public construction activity;

iii. A procedure to verify implementation of construction
activity BMPs;

iv.    A requirement to prepare and retain site specific SWPPPs;

v. A procedure to report annually on the effectiveness of
SWPPPs at public construction activity, and ~
compliance with the requirements of this Order.

h:~_prml~l 5dd~Inll:~.dOC 42 Red~W~X~
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3. Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management

a. Model pollution prevention plan for public vehicle
maintenancelmaterial storage facilities which have the potential
to discharge pollutants into storm water. A public vehicle
maintenance/material storage facility is any Perm~ttee-owned or
operated facility or portion thereof that:

I. Conducts industrial activity, operates equipment, handles
materials, and provides services limiler to Federal Phase
1 facilities;

Performs fleet vehicle maintenance on ten or more
vehicles per day including repair, maintenance, washing,
and fueling;

tii. Performs maintenance and/or repair of heavy indultrlal
machinery/equipment; and

iv. Stores chemicals, raw materiels or waste materials in
quantities that require a hazardous materiels busln~sl plon
or a Spill Prevention, Control and Counter-mellUrel
(SPCC) plan.

b. BMPs to improve site Ipacific pollutant control including but not
be limited tO:

I. Good Housekeeping practice;

, IL Material storage �~ntrol;

iii. Vehicle leaks end spill control;

iv. Illicit discharge

v. Training for employees on proper outdoor
Ioecling/unlo~ding of materiall;

vi. Vehicle and equipment washing Irel control;

vii. Regular maintenance of treatment structures such
sumps, oillwater separators, or equivalent; and

viii, Proper waste handling disposal.

4. Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
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Procedures for application of pesticides, herbicides, end ferblizer~
that will include:

I. List of approved pesticides and selective end
environmentally responsible use;

ii. Product and application information;

iii. Application equipment use and maintenance; ~nd

iv. Record keepir)g.

b. Procedures to minimize storm water pollution by pesticides and
fertilizers used for landscape maintenance, including the
utilization of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techr~lues to the
maximum extant I~ecticabie;

�. Procedures to prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the
MS4;

d. Procedures to encourege retention and planting of native
vegetation to reduce water, fertilizer, ~d pesticide needs;

e. BMPa to reduce exposure of fertilizers and pesticides to storm

t~) water during storage, to include as applicable, the followln~:

I. Storage indoors or under cover on paved m4rface~;

ti. Secondary containment;

|ii. Reduction in storage and handling of hazardous materiels;

iv. Regular inspection of storage ~reN;

f. Guidelines to schedule irrigation and fertilization to minimize:

I. Chemical application during wet season and to terminate
chemical application during ston~ events; and

ii. Over watering end nutrients/pesticides entrainment.

g. Procedures to manage discharges of municipal swimming pool
water into the MS4, including dechlorination practices, ~
disposal of clean-out waters, and piping of filter backwash to the
sanitary sewer;

h. BMPs to minimize trash, debris, end other pollutants from
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entering Permittee-owned recreational water bodies, to include:

I. Routine trash collection along, on, and/or in, water
bodies, where feasible; and

ii. Public outreach to educate the public about impacts of
illicit disposal.

5. Storm Drain Operation and Management

BMPs for Inlet Maintenance to be implemented to the maximum
oxtont practicable, including but not be limited to:

I. Inspection and cleaning of catch basins between May 1
and September 30 of each year;

tl. Additional cleaning of catch basins, as necessary,
between October 1 and April 30;

111. Record keeping of catch besinl �leaned; end

iv. Recording of the quantity of catch basin waste
collected.

~’.~ ~ b. BMPs for Storm Drain Maintenance to be implemented t~ the
I maximum extem prectlceMe, including but not limited to:

I. Proper disposal of material removed;

ii. Removal of trash and debris from open channel storm
drains at least annually between May 1 end Septemb4w 30
of each year;

iii. Surveillance for debris buildup in open channels during the
rainy sesson.

�. Waste Management program to include:

I. Procedures to identify problem areas of illicit discharge for
regular inspection;

ii. Procedures to minimize to the maximum extent
practicable the discharge of contaminants during MS4
cleanup to maintain channel optimum capacity; and

iii. A review of current maintenance activities to assure that
appropriate storm water BMPs are being utilized.
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,,~ d. Program to investigate the feasibility of dry weather flow
diversion from the MSA to municipal waste water treatment
plants, where appraisers,

6. Streets and Roods Maintenance

e. Program to sweep curbed streets at a targeted frequehcy of:

I. At least monthly; and

generating significant refuse moreWhere feasible,
frequently.

b.    Streets end roods maintenance program including:

I. BMPs for existing saw-cut management and paving
practices to include btJt not be limited to:

as. Avoidance during wet weather to the
feasible; and

bb. Marshal storage away from drainage oreu to
prevent storm water pollution or other equo~y
effective BMPa.

management of any wastes that are generated;

ill.    Collection, transport, and disposal of maintenance waste
at appropriate disposal facilities in accordance with
appl0coble federal, state, end local laws end regul~logll;

Iv. Management of concrete materiels and wastes includir~o
but not be limited to:

as. Washout of concrete trucks off- or on-~ito in
designated areas and not into storm drains, el)gel
ditches, streets, or catch basin~;

bb. Material storage under cover, away from drainage
areas or other equally effective BMPI; and

cc, Avoidance of excess mixing of concrete or cement

v.    Employee txoining to:
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’
as. Promote a clear understanding of the potential for

~ mai.ntenance activities to pollute storm water; and

bb. Identify and select appropriate BMP~;

7. Parking Facilities Management

a. Parking Facilities Management Plan to include ~!.~:
.... "_’_.~.,-. *T’’-’~-"" .......... u C,-, .~,’.~,.!..::

........... --’-_’.;:.:. sweeping o~ other equally
I effective measures to remove debris from Permittee owned
i parking lots with more than twenty-five paltdng spaces that
J located in areas potentially exposed to 8torm water;

8, Public Industrial Activttlel

a. Procedures to seek coverage, as an option, under this Order for
Phase I industrial facilities which are owned or operated by ¯
Permittee, if the Permittes develops:

.~) I
I. A process for notifying the Regional Board staff of public

industrial facilities owned or operated by the Permtttee;

ii. A checklist of BMPs using BAT/BCT criteria for public
industrial facilities;

iii. A procedure to verify implementation of industrial facility
BMPs;

iv,    A requirement to prepare and retain site specific SWPPPI;

v. A procedure to report annually on the effectiveness of
SWPPPs end the results of the facility monitoring
programs at public Phase 1 industrial facilities, and certify
compliance with the requirements of this Order.

9.    Emergency Procedures

Procedures for addressing emergency repairs of essential public services
and infrastructure and responding to natural disasters.

:
!
.:
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To reach es many Los Angeles County residents es possible, e comprehensive
educational outreach approach shall be undertaken under this Order. In recognition of
the importance of public education to effective storm water management solutions,
this Order cells for immediate permittee public outreach efforts eta specified minimum
level as well es e longer term effort to develop en integrated, comprehensive outre~h
program, As pert of the immediate effort, each Permittee is expected to choose on
appropriate combination of outreach tools and activities to raise public awareness of
storm water issues end improve water quality in its own individual jurisdiction, with
efforts at e prescribed minimum level as described below. As pert of the longer term
effort, each Permittee is expected to work collaborstively to develop ¯ comprehensive
outreach/education program countywide end within its watershed management area.

The objectives of the public education program ere, (I) to measurably increase the
Uknowledge of the target audiences regarding the MS4, the impacts of storm wirer

pollution on receiving waters, end potential solutions for the target audiences to
implement BMPs to reduce the problems caused, end (ii) to measurably change the
behavior of target audiences by encouraging those audiences to implement appropriate
solutions.

A. Immediate Outmar_J1

I. Each Permittee shall, at a minimum, have available for distribution or
reference as appropriate, not later than 8 months after ad~m~m th~ n
lffectiva date of this Order, the following:

U

a. Written Marshal

I. Written materials ’--:-: ..... ~ -~---- ..-~,. .~.-. ~-~-- --........................ --::. -___~.=.:.-. ¯
~ to convey pertinent information to

meet program objectives Examples of written materials
include flyers, brochures, door-hangers, newspll)M
articles, mail-inserts, end newsletters;
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ii. Documentation that a reasonable effort was made to list
pertinent city phone numbers under the government
pages of phone directories. This should be updated es
necessary end should include telephone numbers for
reporting clogged catch basin inlets and/or illicit
discharges/dumping, end a general number for storm
water management program information. Thole phone
numbers may be city-specific or county-wide;

iii.    Tr¯ining materials for educating ¯ppropriate Perrnittee
employees regarding compliance with applicable storm
water permit¯;

iv,    An up-to-d¯te listing of contractor ¯nd developer Itorm
water management training progr¯ms available in the
area. This list should be updated ¯nnu¯lly or es needed;

v.    An up-to-date checklist and ¯ brochure explaining
contractor end developer needs ¯s it tel¯tea to
Develol)ment P~enning and Construction (P¯rt 2.111) of thJ¯
Order for use at a Permittee’s planning/permitting counter.
This ¯houtd be updated InnulJJy or II needed; ~

vi. Educ¯tion m¯teriels ,~: ~!.-.~..~.~,.-~. _-: t~::: ,",~_-:) for
targeted business sector audiences for use in ¯its vil~tl Is
per Wovis~ns in P¯rt 2.V.B.2 of this Order.

b. Audio Materiel

Documentation that ¯ reasonable effort was made by the
Principal Permittee or on behalf of the Permittees Is ¯ whole to
obtain radio broadcast public service ¯nnouncement~ to convey
information rog~rding storm water management.

©. Visual M~terid

A catch basin labeling program, including l¯bel installation and
maintenance schedules, to educate the public on tho ultimate
destination of sto~n drain flows.

Each Permittee shall demonstrate by 12 m¢~nths after ide~t~m th~
effective data of this Order. that it has undertaken the following
activities:

Distribution of outreach materials to the general public, or
targeted audiences such as schools, community groups,
contractors and developers at the appropriate public counters and
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public events; end,
i~

b. Training of the appropriate Permittee employees (those whose
jobs or activities potentially affect storm water quality, or those
who respond to questions from the public) regarding the
requirements of the storm water management program.

3. The Principal Permittee end the City of Los Angeles shall complete en
J analysis, not later than aQ 54 months after ade~i~m th~ tff~’tiv¯ datl

~, of the general success of outreach materiels to residents
, end businesses to assist in identifying endlor developing public
’ education end outreach goals for target audiences for watershed-wide

: end countywide outreach end education. Each Permittee shall assist in
:. these efforts through their respective WMC to identify public education
.’ end outreach goals end target audiences in the context of watershed-
¯ w~e and county-wide outreach end education.

-/ B. Industriel/Cf)rpmer~ial Edu*’ati~nal pr~r_ am

Each Permlttee shell develop an industrial/commercial site visit program. The
purpose of such site visits will be solely educational end to provide
industrial/commercial facilities with information regarding the Permittee’s Itonn
water program end to provide advice when requested in understanding and
complying with the Permittee’s storm water regulations. To minimize cost.
each Permittee is encouraged to coordinate its site visit program with existing
fire Ile!)e~me, health Ilelle~miem!, industrial waste end/or other inspection
programs so that the Permittees need not institute ¯ new end separate site
visit programs. The program shall contain the following components:

Identification of ~

~.. e. The Principal Permittee in consultation with the Permittees shill
develop e database format for listing industrial/commercial
facilities by four digit SiC Industry Numbers not later then ~
months after ~ the effectlva data of this Order. This
database will serve as a reference resource for the publiC,
business, industry, local government, the Regional Board, end
other public agencies on storm water program participation. The
initial accuracy of the database will be dependent on the
accuracy of electronic end information sources used to establish
the database, but the accuracy is expected to improve eftM
Permittees begin to implement the industrial/commercial site visit
program. No legal import is to be attributed to the database
developed by the Permittees. The database format shall include
st e minimum:

I. Facility name;
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l
iS. Site address;
iii. Watershed;
iv. Applicable SIC code(s); and
v. NPDES storm water permit coverage status, if applicable.

b. Each Permittee shall collect information based on the fo~nat
developed by the Principal Permittee to identify
industrial/commercial facilities within its jurisdiction Mid submit
to the Principal Permittee not later than 6 months after the
Principal Permittee provides the database format to the
Permittees or for "ill" below not later th~n 6 months after
designation of groups by the WMC. The list of facilities shall
include, at e minimum:

I. All industrial groups regulated under Phase I of the Federal
storm water program (40 CFR 122.26; Phase I Facilities);

il. Motor vehicle repair shops, motor vehicle body shops,
motor vehicle parts end accessories facilities,
stations, end restaurants; end,

Additional SIC industrial/commercial grOUpl identified
priorities by each WMC pursuant to this Ocder.

C. The Principal Permittee shall compile the information submitted
by each Permittee into ¯ database of industrial/commercial
f.ciiitie, not l.t., than 16 months .ft.r ad~m4km th~ .ff~--tlv-
date of this Order. This database shall include:

I. For each four digit SIC Industry Number, primary ~cttvitJes
that might impact runoff discharges (from national or
commercial database sources); and

ii. For each four digit SIC Industry Number, primary materiels
that might impact runoff discharges (from national or
commercial database).

Source Control Measures

a. The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall
develop a checklist of specific storm water BMPI for usa by
Permittees for each industrial/commercial SIC group requiring
educational site visits under Part 2.V.B.3 not later then 10
months after adee~m the effective data of this Order. The
BMPs shall:

I. Address multiple pollutants;
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~ ii. Initially focus on pollutant source minimization, education,
good housekeeping, and site design alternatives; and

iii. Target source areas and activities with the highest
potential to generate substantial pollutant loads.

After the BMP lists are developed by the Principal
Permittee and approved by the Regional i~)lrd, each
Permittee shall use the checklists as part of the outreach
measures conducted during industrial/commercial site

¯ visits.

" 3. Educational Site Visits

: I a. Not liter than twelve months after the effective dire of
~. ~ Order or upon Regional Board approval of BMP checklists, each.

~
Permittee shall implement an industrial/commercial educational

¯ _ site visit program according to the following schedule in Table 7:

[BMP �/~¢kli#t# mu#t be deve!oped tint to en#~re tl~t the #11e ~/#1t pri~r~m# thn)i~hiwt tlm
Coimly ~ ¢ons/#Wnt, Tlm~ #/~#d n~t be ~#=m/~n¢~# ~mong the dlf/Went

SITE VISIT FACIUTIES $~T| VISIT FREQUENCY

,

f~
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I. Phase 1 facilities in categories [I] through [ix] end [xi] which
have an industrial waste discharge permit or a pretreatment
permit, once every twenty-four months;

ti. Phase 1 facilities in categories ill through |ix| and |xi], which
do not have an industrial waste discharge permit or I
pretreatment permit but have obtained coverage under the
GIASP, once every twenty-four months;

Ill. Phase 1 facilities in categories |1] through [ix], which do not
hove an industrial waste discharge permit, e pretreatment
perrmt or GIASP coverage, once every twenty-four months;

iv. Phase 1 facilities in category [xi] without an industrial waste
discharge permit, a pretreatment permit, or GIASP coverage.
In I~eu of a site visit contact by phone, mail-out of
questionnaire and educational materials or other limilar
method, to inform the facilities of notice of intent (NOI)
requirements and encourage good storm water quality control
measures (non-responders to be identified in annual tel:tort),
once in five years;

v. Vehicle repair shops, vehicle body shops, vehicle pwls and
accessories (SIC industry Major Group 75); once every
twenty-four months;

vi. Gasoline stations (SIC Industry Number 5541); once every
twenty-four months;

vii. Restaurants (SIC Industry Number 5812), once every twenty-
four months; end,

viii. Additional SiC industrial/commercial groups identified by the
WMC for the watershed in which the Perrnittae is located,
once in thirty-six months, w;th a maximum limit of 3,000
additional site visits per Permittee during the term of this Order

During the educational site visit, the-J;aem~tee Permittee’a
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I, Consult with a representative of the facility to explain
applicable storm water regulations;

ii. Distribute and discuss applicable BMP and educetional
materials, including information regarding the Codes,
regulations and ord,nances applicable" to the category of the
facility,

iii. Identify Phase I facilities where a SWPPP is not available
¯ site or an NOI has not been submitted to the Regional Board or

other appro~iate agencies and notify the Regional Board
within ninety days of site visit;

; ’ iv. Follow-up with facilities aI deemed necessary and aplxopriMe
.~, by the Perm0rtee to provide advice in complying with the
i; Permittee’s storm water reguletions,

4.    Alternative IIlro~rlI111

A Permittee may petition the Executive Officer to ~ubstitute the
industrial/commercial educational program with an ~lternetive
industrial/commercial educational program that will achieve griMM Or
lubstantielly similar educat~nal goals and which will be implemented wtthkl
¯ similar period of time.

C. Five-Year Starm Water Public, Fd,,,-~ti~rl StrltaO~*

CSWMP. ~ #ecl~on should ~earty #tare when the strategy is to be developed (which/~ doe#), w~o I#
to approve b~ #Ul~egy (wh/ck~ it do~ nOt)o an~ when O~e ~ee# are to begin ira, o/affectation

A Five-Year Storm Water Public Education Strategy° which elaborates Mq~l for
implementing public educlbon Wograms, shall be developed by the Principal
Permirtee "-. ;-
strategy shall: communicate key educational information; develop educational
programs for target audiences; utilize various innovative educational tools and
incentives for participation; employ effective outreach to the regions mulb-ethni¢
communities; and conduct opinion suweys to assist in evaluating public awareness
both before and after implementation of the public education programs.

The Permittees shall endeavor to coordinate public outreach efforts among
themselves with environmental groups, and pertinent public and private I~encies
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1, The Principal Permittee. in consultation with Permittees, shall develop not
later than ] 2 months after adee~ the effective dart of this Order, ¯ Five-
Year Countywide Storm Water Education Strategy which addresses
education/outreach issues countywide as well as by watershed, including =
schedule for implementation. The strategy shall include a full range of
outreach tools, from simple b~ochures to sophisticated media. The strategy
shall identify the Permittee’s responsibilities for implementation, including
specific ~ objectives for changing knowledge and behavior.

At a minimum, the Five-Yeer Storm Water Education Strategy shill include
¯ ctions for:

Identification of land uses and activities that have a higher potential
for storm water pollution and will include and/or accomplish the
following:

I. Pollutants: The reduction of targeted pollutants of concern in
a particular watershed; and

ii. Activity-specific: Activity-specific outreach programs shall be
developed and implemented using written, audio, or vi~ml
outreach tools.

The strategy shall include ~ctivity-specific outreach programs that
inform residents about the problem of illicit discharges and dumping
and promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of these
activities. The program shell also include continuing operation,
maintenance, and promotion of the countywide reporting hotline,

b. Emphasize the importance of pollution prevention for a variety of
audiences, including local residents, school-aged children, businesses
and public employees whose job functions and daily lives may impact
storm water quality and will include end/or accomplish the following:

I. For Resident=

aa. Educate residents on recycling and household
hazardous waste disposal options. The program shall
provide information on collection services, including
locations and schedule, provide outreach materials or~
source reduction and proper use, storage, and disposal
methods for household hazardous wastes; and continue
to encourage residents to recycle e.g., oil, antifreeze,
glass, plastics, batteries;

bb. Encourage residents to participate in Ipecific ato~n
water outreach programs. Residents shall be informed

h:~:x~teidwp~ntm~ 15dd~l~ltol1:12.doc 5 6 R~ C~m.=~=

R0031235



of end provided with the opportunity to share ideas and
comments about the programs. Each Permittee shall
demonstrate that a good faith effort has been made to
outreach to different communities within the watershed
management area or region end to receive feedback
from the communities while measuring success of the
program.

cc. Educate do-it-yourselfer¯ regarding pollution prevention
strategies. Each Permittee shell demonstrate that ¯
good faith effort has been made to outreach to different
communities within the watershed management ¯re¯ or
region.

dd. Promote public participation through cooperative
programs to foster awareness end identification of
storm water pollution issues imong residents in ¯
watershed. Catch basin I¯beling and other established
s~n programs ere examples of this type of cooperative
effort. Another example for cooperative outreach is on
"Adopt-A-" program. Residents can "¯dopt" highways,
storm drains, catch basins, or stre¯ms, to monitor,
restore end protect them.

ee. Residents shall be encouraged to mow vegeterian
surrounding their residence rather than disk.

School progrems shell be developed end implemented
wherever possible to include information on MS4s, the
difference between sanitary sewers end storm drains, the
importance of preventing storm water pollution, and provide
illicit discharges/disposal end reporting procedures, source
minimization, end general pollution prevention. Acquisition
end/or development of classroom materiels and their
distribution to teachers are encouraged.

F~ Businesses

ae. An education end outreech program shell be deYaloped
end implemented for business activities identified as
having greater potential of discharging pollutants into
the MS4. This includes sidewalk washing by individual
merchants. The program shall encourage employee
training on the effectiveness of storm water pollution
prevention practices. In addition to written, audio, and

City o~ Loe Angem
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V
visual materials, other possible means of focused
outreach may include: conducting workshops, mass
mailings, and/or submitting informational articles to
trade/industry magazines. Each Permittee shall provide
Outreach materials through business license renewal
counters and/or make efforts to outreach through
professional and business associations or
industrial/commercial site visits.

bb. Construction

An education program shall be developed and
implemented for construction contractors, owners,
builders, and do-it-yourselfers on proper BMP
implementation end maintenance, and pollution
prevention,

iv. Appropriate Permittee Employees

Permittee employees involved in storm water related activities
shell be trained on storm water management and pollution
prevention practices ---’ -’~ .:-_!.-.~..-. ......

Cooperative efforts among enforcement agencies should be
encouraged.

Training programs shall include, but not be limited to, articles
Uin city newsletters, training classes, checklists for field

personnel, and interdepartmental forums or committees to the
extent the Permittee utilizes any of the foregoing. Matsdal8 ,,J
developed for other audiences may also be used in Permittee
employee training programs. Appropriate public agency
employees shall be trained in:

~_~
aa. Emergency spill cleanup procedures end hotline phone

numbers;

bb. Environmentally sensitive alternative products;

cc. Good housekeeping practices; and,

dd. NPOES Municipal and other permitting requirements.



V

The overall goal of this monitoring program is to develop and support effective         L
watershed storm water quality management programs towards reduction of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.

The major specific objectives of the monitoring program are as folow~:

1. To track water quality status, pollutant trends, pollutant loads, and identify         ~
pollutants of concern;

2. To monitor and assess pollutant loads from specific land uses end watershed

3. To identify, monitor, and assess significant water quality probleml related to
storm water d~scharges within the water~hed;

4. To identify ~ourcel of pollutants in Itorm water runoff;

6. To identify and eliminate illicit diechergel;

6. To evaluate the effectiveness of management programs, including pollutant
reductions achieved by implementation of BMP~; and,

7.    To Illlll the impacts of storm water runoff on receiving win.
n

Monit~rinp Pmpram R~n-i~rnant- U

The Principal Permittee shall implement the monitoring program el dolcribed in
.~

Attachment C, Monitoring Program Requirements. The summary of the monito~ng
program requirements and their compliance dates are given in Table 8. The w~t~
QUIIJW monitodng I:wogrlm delcrJbed in Attachment C shall satisfy the rl~luimmenla        ~
of monitoring for all I:mrtlel und~ this Order.

U
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P~m~it Pnncq~l ~.e~s Com~nce Oe~e ~

~e of ~

~.S ~ E~ A~t lS ~A

The ~ip81 Permi~ee shall ~t later than 6 months sher ~
eff~five date of this Order de~l~ a sta~ard annual pr~rem re~i~
f~at, ~g ~ fro, f~ u~ by Pe~s.

T~ ~ncipal Perigee, in c~di~tion with the Pe~iKees, shall ~
an Annual ~ram Re~ to t~ R~ional Board ~t later ~an A~I
of each year. The first An~al Re~ is due on April 15, 1997.
Annual ~ram Rear shall c~ply with ~ CFR ~ 122.42~ 8~ i~,
at a m~m~:

A review of t~ sta~s of implementation of t~ S~P
CSWMP com~nents with resp~t to non.pilate w~
time ~h~ule s~cif~ in this Ordm, as applica~ to
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V
Perm!~lee;

O
j b. A su~nmary of program accomplishments and self eaeesamentl "r
I of st~llegY effectiveness (including how the Plrmittee arrived at
~ new ~;ogram elements, if any) by each Parrnittee, organized by

Wet~.~a, hed Management Areas, in the areas of (i) Program
Man,~jemant; (ii) Illicit Connections/Oischerges; (iii) Development
Plsn,,~g/Construction; (iv) Public Agency Activities; (v) Public
Educ~llon/Public Participation;

[This Is �on~i: tent with the revised language ~ed by the RWOCB on

~ �. A su~}mary of BMP implementation, Permitlee level of effort, and
oth~t such measures of achieving storm water program
objertlvas, utilizing uniform information end data collection
methodology to support area to area, end year to year

d. Reo~nmended changes end/or modifications to SWMP, CSWMP,
and/~ WMAP;

e. A ltsf ~f sdditionel non-storm water discharge types for potanUll.
exemption from Discharge Prohibitions, if desired, and a
discussion of how the criteria for exemption have been mat for
eacll

f. A re~)~)rt on progress in obtaining full legal authority and/or legal
�ont,#ls for implementing as required in this Order; and

g. The names, titles, end telephone numbers of personnel
resp#nsible for ~upervising implementation of the program tasks
contained in the Order, CSWMP, and/or WMAP, as applicable to
oeclt tPermittee.

i B. Annual Monit(~ri~

The Principal PermF;leo shall submit a separate Annual Monitoring Report not
* later than August J ~ of each year. The first Annual Monitoring Report il
i August 15, 1997. The report shall include status of implementation thereof,
i end suggested mo~l~ticet~ons or amendments to the Monitoring Program with
{ relevant justificatld~,t.

Prooram I=valuatioit-J~J;I911

h:~l:x~mk"l~nun..wml~15ddl’4mo~.l~ 61 Redbne/SUlmm~ Comments
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1, The Principal Permittee shall not later than 4~ 54 months after
the effective date of this Order, :~..’~,~: _- ::-c;.

an analysis of the general success of the Five-Year Stain Water Public
Education Strategy and identify its accomplishments. Tht~ report shall
serve as basis for the next Five-Year Storm Water Pub~ Educatkm
Strategy that will be part of the ROWD.

2. The Principal Permittee shall, not letor than 54 month: after
effective date of this Order end in consultation with the Permitteea,
prepare end submit a report on:

Assessment of the effectiveness of the CSWMP �~nlxment~
(except that identified in C.1 .); and

b. identification of CSWMP components for which performance
standards will be developed and implemented during the next
term of the permit. The performance standards will indicate the
level of implementation necessary to demonstrate that efforts Me
being made to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water
to the maximum extent practicable.

Inte_oretad Receivir~_ Water Im_~acts

The Principal Permittee shall, not later than 54 months after ~ the
effective date of this Order, prepare and submit an Integrated Receiving Water
Impacts ~ Report. The report shall include, but not be limited to ¯
~omprehen$ive aneiyais of the resulta of the different monitoring data (Mnd
meaa emissions, critical aource, load esaecsment, receiving wator~, ~KI uther
pertinent studiee available), and feasible envlmnmentei indicato~l. It atmtdd
ei~o include recommendations on future monitoring requirementa0 e.g.,
integration of atorm water receiving water monitoring with regional receiving
water monitoring, if applicable. This report will be an integral pert of the Report
of West¯ Discharge for the renewal of this Order., .__,.,_" .... "- _.-" -~--,.._ ;:::.’-;-.~.-

..................... :,-, ¯ ¯ ::_-_-~v~,-.; .......

i# �~nsi:mf with ~ revi~ed language released by the RWOCB on June
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V
Part 3. STANDARD PROVISIONS

I. The initial storm water management program, as delineated in the CSWMP or WMAPs "r
may need to be modified, revised, or amended periodically from time-to-time to
respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more effective approaches to
pollutant controls. Minor changes may be made at the direction of the Executive
Officer. Minor changes requested by the Permittees shall become effective upon
written approval of the Executive Officer. If proposed changes involved ¯ major
revision in the overall scope of the program, such changes must be ll:~oved by the
Regional Board el amendments to this Order.

II. Except as otherwise provided in this Order, all reports or submittals made directly to
the ~ Executive Officer or through the Principal Permittee shall be signed

~-~..-- ;" :.’ ,--::~:-~", , by the principal executive officer or the ranking elected official
of the Permittee or a duly m,’thorized representative if:

A. The authorization is made in writing by a person described in above;

B. The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having reaponlibility
for the overall operation of the Permittee’s storm water management program,
position of equivalent responsibility, or an individual or position having overall
responsibility for env~onmental matters for the Permittee. A duly authorized
representative may thus be either a named individual or any individual
occupying ¯ named position; end,

C.    The written luthorizati~ is submitted to the Executive Officer.

III. This Order may be modified, revoked, or reissued prior to the expirMion date to:
U

A. Address changed conditions identified in the required reports or other sources
deemed significant by the Regional Board;

B. Incorporate applicable requirements or star¯wide water quality control plans
adopted by the State Board or amendments to the Basin Plan;

C.    Comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, andlor regulationl issued
or approved pursuant to CWA Section 402(p); andlor

U
D. Consider any other federal or state laws or regulations that become effective --~

after adoption of this Order.

IV. The Permittees shall continue to implement the BMPs and/or programs that were
required pursuant to Order No. 90-079 until such time that replacement
BMPs/programs ere implemented under this Order.

V. The issuance of this Order is not intended to, and does not, absolve any Permit’tee of
liability for conduct which may have constituted a violation of the previous Board Order

R0031242



90-079 |CA0061654, CI 6948) ~dol)ted by this Regional Board on June 18, 1990.

Vl. This Order expires on 5 years after date of adoption of this Order. The Princil~l
Permittee and Permittees must submit complete Reports of Waste Discharge (ROWD)
in accordance with Title 23, California Code of Regulations, not later-than 180 daya
in advance of such date as application for reissuance of waste discharge requirementa,
The ROWD shall include watershed specific WMAPs.

I, Robert P. Ghirelli, Regional Board Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Watar Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on Idate (~f reissuartc~t.

ROBERT P. GHIRELU0 D.Env.
Executive OffloM

I
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ATTACHMENT A
O~ NPDES STORM WATER PERMIT

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREAS                                                                     T

Mahbu Creek and Other Rur~ Nhatnbra Attelll

L~ Ane*~ ¢w~), 8~o~k

C.�~hy
B,a,ona Creek and O~mr Uman El Monle Diwnm~ Bar

Belly Hal H~k~ H~ Ouam
B Segun~ La Canada F~Wdge Hawaaan
L~ A,~ebe Lee Am Ir, W~lm
Manhattan Be~:h Lymmod La
Rancho Palos VIRile Monm~ La Veme

Ro,~ Hil~ Emm Parmm~ Lee Ange~

San Femando Pt¢o Rivem
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ATrACHMENT B

MAP OF LA COUNTY PERMITTED AREA

5
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PAl-Is (~) Chlordane Cadmium
Copper Nid~ Le~d

Selenium Mercury Tot~ Nitrogen
Total P~s Total ~~ ~

~ T~ ~T T~ ~
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The Reg.)nil Board Regina¯ Board Executive Offx:ef may add or
0elete oo~sbtuent~ of concern other ~an those I~sted above. However,
for (X)nsbtuents aOOed afler ttte commencement of the second rainy
reason unOer t~ Order, t~e Pnnc@al Permdtee need not �ler~ an
EMC at an error rate of 25% prK)r to clOSing I It~dOn.

d. All samples fo~ land use station monitonng may be teke~ with the same
~/pe of automabc sampler used under NPDES Permit No. CA0061654.
The samp~rs st~all be set to monitor storms totalling 0.25 laches of
rainfall or greater. The cortstltuents to be analyzed its
Attachment C-3 The Pnnc~Dal Permdtee, for landuse 8itel, may
exclude constituents from the 10st that i’~lul~ grab

i In additK)n, the Principal Permdlee wdl, as ¯ pik)t study, set one lind
use sampler to mon0tor stomps totahng to 0.1 inch of ri,nfall or
Based upon an assessment of 1) I~e operabonil effectNeaese of the
sampler; 2) lhe feaslbd0fy and effectweness of semi:de retneve~ and
Vansport and 3) the ¯bd~b/to reprogram and maintain this
other sartl~Pi, ¯ decJs~)tl will be n~lide IS to whether Io I~ ~ or
¯ 11 of me ternam~ng llnd use semplera to monitor storms tolllltng 0.1

e. If ¯ ¢on~tuem is no( found ¯t the method ¢eteclX)n limit (MDL) for
mspectNe tas~ mathoclok>gy hsled m Ntachrnent C-3 in
percent of Itm first ten samphng events or on ¯ rofing ~ using the
ten most recent semphng events, d will not be furtt~er analyzed

concern. The Pnn~pal Perrn~ee will also C!:x~uct JnnuJl CorllimtJltOi1
sampi,ng for no--detected �o~sbtue~ts at each stabon

Mass Emm*:~ Stain Mon~

monitor ¯ total of lout ma~ emls~onPerrn~ee
Itabons. Dunng the 1995-96 and 1996-97 storm lealonl, monik~

monitonng stabons estabhshed under Order 90-079. During
98 storm season, mo~rtonng will begin It ~ San Gabriel
Los Angeles RNer (downstream of Wardlow Rc~d) $tatK)ft$. The
Pnnopal Pem~tee will morlitor I~le Ballona Creek ~ Mllibu
mon~onng st¯boris dunng the 1995-1996 store1 leason lot up to
statJon event~ per year. This monltonng will include dry
sampling. Thereafter, ltle monitonng will be i’~luced to ¯

rnollitorlng, Mass errtls$1orl statlOrl moflitOrll~ ft~lJef~ ~ be
reevaluated after tt~e 1998-1999 storm season. The h~:lUet~"y

b. Samples for mass emission stabon monitoring shall be taken with the
same type of automatx: sampler used under Order 90-079. as

R0031



through grab sanding. The sarn~ers shall be set to m0eito~ storms
tOtall,ng 0.25 inches of rainfall or greater. The consbtuents to be
anah/zed for samples taken at mass en~ss~on stabons Me Isted in
Attachment C-3. The Pnnopal Pen~ttee may elect no( to sample
VoLahle Organic Compouncls from the I~st of constduents for nl~sa

If a consbtuent ~s not found at the method detection limit fro’
respectNe test methodology I~sted in Atlac~ment C-3 in more than 25
percent of the first ten sampl~ng events o~ o~1 a n)lling basis t~ng
ten most recent sarncfl~ng events, it wdi not be further analyzed
¯ e observed occurTenC~s s~K~w h~h concefltrabons and Me �:au~e
�oncern.

d. W~th the exceptx)n of Ihe stalx)ns noted in (2){a) above, monitoring
other mass err,ss~on stabon$ installed under NPDES Permit No.
CA00616~4 wdl be �l~oo~bnued and Ihe stabons

The Principal Pem~ee ~ �onduct a wogram for monitoring Of ~
sources and best management Ix~:~x:es (’BMPI’) to charactor~ze sourosa Of
storm water po~lutanm, and ~ssass effactrvenes~ of 8MP~, The Woo~lm
be conmsten! w~ me

Self:iX)t1 of CritJ~l So~n~$: Th~ Phncipa! Pern~tee will ~

Altachment C.4. A total of hve (5) cnl~.al sources will be monitored
over ~x rliny seasons oommencmg w~ the 1996-97 rainy ~
~uqec~ to me provmons of (3Xd) ~v.

tt~ Regional Board Execubve OffK~r On ~ ¢nbcal Iour¢~ ~

approval of tt~ report by the Reg~nal Board Execut~e Oflk:~r,

� Characterization of Crit~ Sources: Convnen~ng w~h lhe 1996-~7
rainy season, l~e Pnncipal Permittee shall ~ommence ~
charactenzabon of cnt~al sources. A total of six (6) examples of ~

Uc~t~al so~Jr~e wdl be ¢hara~erlzed through analysis of flow
Fewer examples may be selected �lue to distance consXleml~ons
l~e unavailabddy of suffioent source locat]ons willing to parlJcipa~ in
l~e wogram. A total of at least five (5) storms will be used to
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V

d. Evaluation of BMPs: In ~ year after a ~ sOUrCe has beefl T
¢harac~enzed, a BMP or BMPs al:)propnate to the cntical source will be
selected and installed el up to half of ~ cntK:al ~x.lrce examples
"test s~tes’). Flow from me remaining source exampias (Ihe ’~onlrot
rotes’) will continue to be ~nalyze~. A total of ten (10) targeted ~
event3 wdl be monitored to assess the effectrvettess of Ihe 8MI~ I
there are iflsuff~en! slo~ events �lunr~ the year, Ihe ev~lua~on may
be continued dunng I~e next storm season. The PnnoI)al Perrnittee’$
mon,lonng of cnt~.al sources end evaluabon of BMPI will be concluded
by the end of ~ mxl~ full rainy season after ~ Idoption of ~is Order,
Ixov~ed thai suffioenl nurnl~r of ~tom~ ~ occurred,

e. Additional Evaluation: After It)e third full rainy season following Ihe
Idop~on of the Ordee’, I~e Pnnopal Permdlee wdl r~ewluete, using
lame Wocess des4:~t~:l m Aftac~ment C-4. the progress ~ by
o~er pu~¢ entities m the State to evaluate cnt~.ai sources ~d BMI~.
If, fo~ U1at evalulbon, ~ Pnnopal Pem~tee detemllne~ ~
them miner are ~Id~)nal cnt~.al sources or BMPI asse~lted

~khbon~l mr~ (3) cn~.~l s~urc~s or ~val~ta up to an ~ldi~l ~
(3) BMP sets or some ~n~r~bon tota,~ng t~me ~c~l ~ourcas ~

~,~ BMPs (U~ "Add*tx)~ Momtonng’). The extent of Add~ Monitoring ~ ~’~
w~l be OepenOant on the PnnOl~ Pecmmse’u ability to �omf~te

to �omplete such mondonng, the extent of the AdcJibonaJ Idonitodng

4. Lood8 Assesement Idod~

moss emts~on stabons (irmfucling Oota ¢oilec~ecl from stations rno~itorod under
Order No. 90-079 for use in a modet to ossese loads of pollutants entodng into
the ocean rece(ving waters off the County. The model to be used lot’ thi8
assessment wdl be the USEPA S~,¢l Mettcd The Pnnc~pal Permittoo wll
submit to ~ Reg~orm! Board Reg~�~l! Boom ~ ~ for ~ ¯
~¢kpl~n for performance of U~ Io~$ ~essment model by no I~tm’ ~ t8
months after adoobon of this Ort~, The Loads Assessmeflt mod~ will be ~

in Att~.~ment C-5. s~:~ to mvmons as set ~ bek~ in (SXd). The

h :~:xx’~’~m~.m..~ 15drl~tenl~d2.doc B-5 R~:Ii~ C4~nm/nll
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o~ the benefioal uses of Santa MonK= Bay and to assist ~water
Perm41ees m develo~ng ston’n water management programs. The ol~gation of
the Pnnopal Perm~ttee under this Order w=th respec~ to the study of ~
waters shall cotls~st of the following:

I.

Plume Study: The Pnnc~Dal Pen’n~ee wdl suppo~l a plume sfudy to
evaluate the d~spers~on, fate, and Vansport of storm water’ pollutants in
Ballona Creek and Mahl:)u Creek, by a conthbutJon of tJp to ¯ Ittaxirnum
of $145,000.

Benthic Study: The Pnnopai Permdlee wi, support, study of to
assess =mpacts of storm water on the manne benthic community new
the mouths of Ballona Creek and Mal,l:)u Crsek. by a contribution of up
to I maximum of $205,000 If it is the consensus of project scientists
that a third year of benthic study =s edvisebie to meet the goals of the
recen~ing waters study, the Pnnopal Perrndlee will contribute up to
maximum of an edd=tK)nal $80,000 for the third year of study.

Toxicity Study: The Principal Permittee wdl support I, study to evaluate
seal=meet end water column toxw.~ty in Ballona Crsek end Malibu Creek
vlnth a contribution up to a max=mum of $118,500, If It is the ~onsen~
of the ~ soant=sts that a third year of toxicity sludies is advisable
to meet the goals of the reca~vmg waters study, the PdrK~pal Pemtittee
will �ontnl)uta up to a maJumum of $80,500 to fund a third year of
may.

d.    River Study: The Principal Permittee will tale a total of three (two ~’ "
storm weather and one dry weather) water samples at each of the Lee
Angeles and San Gabrml Rrver mass ern~s~on stations durklg the n1997-98 end 1~)SS-~)e seasons. The semptes will be subjected to ~

Uurcflin fertd~zabon bK)assays to eveluata water CoIurNI toxicity. ~ the
Pnnc~pal Perrnlttee’s out..of-pocke( expenses for ~ study not to

e. Project Design: The r~eiving water= e~y =hal thibe..ly mntaln 1he
elements set forth in Attachment C-5. I.k:~m~,, the scientist=
conducting t~ receiving waters study may alter the parameters of the bsecond and (if necessary) the third year of the receiving water= study
so es to meet the objecOves of the study. Such alteribons, among
other items, may incJuOe changing the Iocalx)n of sampling Iocltion~
different sampling techn~ues or other red,’ectx)n of reseun:~. The
Pnnopal Permittee shall provide to the Regional Board EJmculJve
Offv:er notK:e of any revismns to the second and (if necessary) 1hard
years of the receiving waters study for rev~ and appn:n~ll.

Study Reports: The Pnnopal Permittee shall cause the pn)ject
soent~sts conclu~ng the study to proOuca an annual report
study act~vitJes of the prev~s year. and any interim/final assessments.
Such reports shall be submitted by the Pl’tnOpal Permittee to
Reg~nal Board Executive Officer w~l the Annual Monitohng Rq:x:ltt
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h. Pnncipal Permittee Respons~l:NSbes~ The ~mmmdment of the Phncipal
Peffn~tee toward performance of a rece~ng waters stu~ i~ the
pro~sx)n of funding an~ various repot, is well as undelaking
work ~ed in (5Xf).

MONITORING PLAN

I. The PnnOl:~l Permittee sl’mll IPr~lPar~ and retain ¯ ~ Pratt. Mid revise it
accorchng~y, to ~nct~le at a m~n~rr~rn, the following:

& Quality control �luality assurance, data �olleclX~n, slorage and
¯ nalym, and detection ~

b. AH simple �oUecth:)n, handSng. Itorlge, and ~ in ~
with 40 CFR 136;

IJ:lClbO~l Of alonito~n~ 141tion$, ~o~ltdzJontl, l~d ~ ~

�, Toroeted mon~tonng ~,catom (e. O., o¢osy~ bioloolcol dh~’adty, in
stream ~ox~ty, habitat, �~em¢,ll, sediment, sSmirn I~olth) c~

e. StatJs~x:~ me~xls used to ~mtgn stud.s, ~mduc~ sampli~

g. A �le~::nption of cx)mputer software ~nd mode~ng Wogmn~ Ihat wil be

h. A genial ~lescnptic)n of how data ~ intenc~d to I~ ~ for
f~ll~ck into trm ~tonn wata¢ management I~ogmm.

An up-m-date Monitonng Ran ~an I)e uube~ted I~ I~ Reg~i
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ATTACHMENT C-1

LAND USE SITE SELECTION PROCESS OUTLINE

The Pnnc~pal Permittee will take the Southern California Asso~at~:)n of Governments
care<jones I,sted below ¯s ¯n in,hal hst of land use categones, The Pnnapal Pern’~ee w~l~ I~e RI best
efforts to obtain overlays (or s~m~lar informabon) for use in t~e land use selection process. Howev~’.
these overlays or informat~’l must be usable County.w~de in the SCAG database and l~e Pr~
Permit’tee shall not be required to look for or use overlays or information which cannot be so used, The
Pnnopal Permittee also shall not be reclu~red to create overlays, Some of these categories may not be
important (very small ¯re¯ represented m study ¯re¯, and/or known very low EMC or runoff mess). The
m~bal number of categories will be mduce~ ¯t ltlil ~,

For each remaining category, the PnnObal Pern~ftee will identify eight (8) representative kx:al~:ml, The
e~ht (8) locations m each category woulcl be relatwely small areas, suc~ as ¯ square block for
residential areas. ¯ single scttool or ctturctt. ¯ few bk:)cks of strip commercial, etc These i~tet would
be selected, where possible, over ¯ wK~e geography, el ¯re¯ of the study ar~¯ to include ¯ range of
topographk:al character~sbcs such as distance from <x~n, e~

In ~ step, the Principal Pen’mltee ItK)uid perfon, n ¯ ~ survey of ground conditions. For each of
e~ght (8) locations idenbfie<:l tot each category, tt~e Pnnal:)al Permittee Ih0uid OOlle~ informatk~n,

¯ 0 extent luch informatJon il ¯vail¯hie, mc~uchng: type of roof connections, type of drainage, age of
~velopmenL hou~ng ~en~ty, type of landKai~ng. ¢ond~on of pavamenL ~oil=, Jnd ex~t~ng ~orm

(maximum) locations ¯ day, deper~ng on navKjabon problems, traffic delays, and the proximity of Itm
rotes. Several ptx:)tographs should be made of each itta and ¯rctln/ed with ttte fietd IJleetl for ~
mf~rence.

In b~is step, cun’entfy available ~mal photographs taken in ~ past ~ve years are used to me¯sum
percent impervious area assooated w:~ rooP, ops, sVeets, dnveways, s~lewalks, perking areas, storage
areas, decks and shecls, swimming pOOlS, alleyways, and other paved areas. Photographic prints kx
each of t~e homogeneous neighbo,’tKx)ds exan~ned on ~ ground in step 2. are needed. The m
measurements nKlUire about an hour per s~te.

In l~is step, b~e PrinObal Permittee would corn,oile tt~e informabon collected in b~e pmvk)us steps and
use it to determine which land use categories should be monitored. This refinement step would result
in ¯ final list of categories to be examined, based on Itm actual measured values.

h:~)rVnet’.~n_om~ 1Sddl~nt:.d2.do¢ C- 1 Redrme~eoe Comment~
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be reass~necl to that Cat~x~’y before the data were evaluated. In ~ldition, develol~nent char¯cruises
~ areas of =mpor~ant elements may reel�ate greater vanabdJ~ wtthtn an intbai Category than bet~veen
~ categories m the same land use. If there ~s no other mason to suspec~ d~fferences that would
affect �lra~nage quaMy or quanbty, these ames co~ld be coml~ned to reduce the tor:l number
rglN~uaJ land use categones used m subsequent evaluabon~

On the bas~s of Step 2 and Step 3, the Pr~l Pen~ttee wdl measure the percent of
~ne~ed ~mperwo~s am¯ for each of ~ e~Jht nex~hlx)moeds surveyed. The Principal Pmmi~Nm
then com~re the percent of ,mperwo~s area using s~mpte non-parametn¢ stabsticS to m how
O~fferences w~thm a s~rKjle land use category cornl~re w~th d~fferences between land use
Based on th,s analys~s, the Pnnopal PermJ~tee wdl aggregate or sul:)d~vide land use categorms
aPg,’oW~te. Sul:x:l~ws~ns of land usa categories shal~ CO~TeSiX:)nd tO those in the SCAG dalabase.

Next. the Phncipal Pern~ee will rank the sek~ted land use Categories according to their predominance
and pollutant generabon As part of its analys~s, b~e Prinapal Pern’,ttee would I)e~fo~n ¯ marginal
cost/benefit analys~$ as K) wh~h land use categories should be monitored.

For each land use Catego~ lhe following ~ be esbmated based on existing data: drainage ~
nmoff quant~ and an EMC value for each of lout mO~r.,ator pollutants (pretim*rmnly, copper, pyrene,
to~l suspended sol.Is and d~azmon). The Wod~c~ of runoff quantdy and EMC ~s the estimated total
annual pollutant loading ¯sscoated w~th each land use category and ind~.,ator po~lutanL These sums
am then ranked, from the largest to the lowest, and an accumulated percentage �ontrilxAion is
prod~:~d for ~ po~lutanL These accumulated percentage values are plowed against the number ~i’
land use Categories. The graph will be relabvely steep m~al~ end then level off as it
100%. A marginal cost-beneht init~s~s can thert be used to sele¢~ the numbe~ of land um Ihat

The kst of C.o~nt,/.wide ~ use categohes to be evakmted in Step S will be revmwed for each of me
s~x wate~heds in the Pem~ area. If them m ¯ land use category en In irtdNldual watershed whk::~l
be f~asd:~y monitored and m m the top five land uses m terms of total area in the watershed w~d is
omer~.se an m~oortant conthl)utor of const~ents of �oncern, but wh~.h would not be monitored
on the Cotm~/-wide marginal cost-benefit analys~, up to Iwo such land uses shall be monitored ~

The Principal Permi~e will take ~he top ranked land uses and if ~ total number of Categories excaed
ten, select ten monitoring s~tes for monitoring the f~st year. NI of the remaining top-~anked land u~es
w~ll need to be monitored in future years, suble~ to the stabon event cap. In selecting those sites
m~l~l monitonng, ~ Pnr~pal PelTnittee ~’J~)uld look for homeric¯us areas that am self-co~tained in
a �lrainage area. In addibon, monitonng IocatR)ns wdl need to be selected along storm dmns Ihat

Next, tz~e monitonng stabons are instal~,~l. The monitonng equipment will incfude automati~
sernpiem and, if surcharging flow ~ are ant~patecl, flow sensors measuring veioaty ~
of flow. The samples collected at the automatx: samplers should all be flow-weighted
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ATTACHMENT C~3

LIST OF CONSTITUENTS IN MONITORING PROGRAM
AND ASSOCIATED DETECTION LIMITS

LIST OF CONSTITUENTR ~

Coevention~l Pollu~nta

Oil and Groae4 413.2 1
Total Phenols 420.1 0.1
Cyeni~ 335.2 0,01
pH 150.1 0- 14

,. Tot~ Coliform ~221B <20mcm/100ml
F~¢al Coltfo~ ~,21B"
Fecal Slr~ ~221B"

Total Phoq~on~ 300              0.050lira
Tumidily 180.1 0.1NTU
Total Suspended Soldl 160.2
Total D~/ed ~ 1~0.! 21ramVolatile Suspended Solidi 1~0,4
Total Organic ~ 415,1 ll~m
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 418.1
eXx*.l~l Oxygen Demena 405,1
Chemical Oxygen Demand 410.4 20~
Total Ammonia-Ni~ 350.2 0. lpl:x’n
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 351.2 0.1ppm
Nilrate.NilY~ 4110" 0,

Specific Conductance 120,1 lumhotcm
Total Hardne~ 130~.
MBAS 425,1 <0.5 mg/L
Chloride 4110
FkKicide 4110 0.1pOre
~ 4110"

!
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V
LIST OF CONSTITUENTS ~ DETECTION LIMITR

Volatile O~anic Compounds 8240A

Aceto~e B240A 10.0Acro~n 824OA 10.0Actylonluile 8240A 0.5Benzene 8240A
Bromofo~n 8240A 0.52-Sutanone 8240A 10.0Carbon DisulMe 8240A 10.0Carbon Tetrachkxt~ 8240A
Chlombenze~e 8240A
Chlorodibronmel~lane 8240A
Chkxoemane 8240A              0.8

Chkxofo~ 8240A 0.$D~bromomemane 82,10A
1,2 -Dibrorno~Chloropto!~ 8240A <.011, 4-Dk:Noro-2.butene 8240A 10.0Dk:h~ 8240A 0.$
D~hk)ro~uoromelf~ne ~240A 0.$
1, 1-1~h~ 8240A
1, 2-1~chkxoethane 8240A
1.1-Dichlomemene 8240A

1.2-Ok:hk~xo~m~ 8240~ 0.$
�~-1.3-D~h~x,q~n, 840~
~’ans-1.3.O~loropmpene 8240A 0.~Eth~n~ 8240~ 10.0
Eth~t~n, 8240~ 1.0
Et~/lene D~l~i~e 8240~ <.01Ethymle Ox~ 8240A 10.0Ethyl Metcqdm 8240A 0.5
2-Hexanone 8240~ S.0
Io¢lomethane 8240~ 0.S
Meth~ 8rom~ 8240~ ~.0
Memyl ~ 8240A 5.0

ChlOdde 8240A 1.0

1, 1, 2,2-Tefrachloto~ha~ B240A 0.$
TeVachloroel~a~ 8240A 0.$
To~uen~ 8240A 1.0
Trk:hlorol~’~an~ 8240A 1.0
1, 2,3*Trichlo~opro¢~ 8240A 0.$
1, 1, 1-Tric:~loroethane 8240A 1.0

LIST OF CONSTITUENTS ~ DETECTION LIM[T~

h:’co~’~u~_Wm~ 1Sc~’~n~x: C-1 0 R~Meu* Comm.m
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V
I, 1,2oTrk:hlomethane 8240A 1.0
T~loroel~mne 8240~ 0.5 ~
1,1,2.T~

V~yl ~ ~ 0.5
Xy~ ~ ~ 0.~

U
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V
ATI’ACHMENT C-5

RECEIVING WATERS STUDY

A re<::~ng waters Study that will be a joint effort of the UnNersity of Southern California, the UnNe~lity
of Cahfomm at Santa Bart~ra and the So.them Cahfom~a Coastal Water Research Pro~
(’SCCWRP’). In adchbon, the Stu�ly will be Gone in COOperatK>n w~th an OngOing toxicity
mvestKjato~ It UCLA. Co-funding. e~ther 0erect o~ in terms of vessel support, also will be prcw~led by
the fe0eral government through the Sea Grant program, by the City of Los Angeles MKI throggh
SCCWRP. It must be noted that while the Pnnopal Perm,tlee is comm~led to funding
waters study, me =cope of that stu�ly will be affected by the avadabil,fy of non-Princ=pal Permittoe
fund=ng sources, as B d~=cusse�l below. TI~ Pnnopal Permlttee’s ~t it lin~ted to

A. OutJine of Study: The receiving waters study includes a plume study to determine I~
d~spers~o~t of stormwater runoff and associated sediment, ¯ study of the benthic environment
near two I:mnopal storm drains, Mahbu end Ballona Creeks and an amssment of me tox~
Itom~ �lram waters end affected ledlments near Mahl~j end Ballona Creek=. The plume Itudy
will be carried out by the USC Sea Grant program. The benthic and toxicity Itudlel will be
tamed out by SCCWRP, All of the~ ltUdm$ will be camed out over two ltonft soIIO~I, ~
the third year u~ed for analysis of the �lam obtained m the prewou$ years. If it it t~e
¢oneen~u$ of lt~ pro~ct =oentlsts thal a thlr0 year of research is epprolxiate for the ben~I¢
~ toxx~/Ituckes, luch study Ihall be tamed out E~J~ element of these Itudies it outlitted
below,

..% 1. Plume Study: The plume study will be conducted over two sto~m seasons and wil

..~ exanvne ~e f~w~ng asuea, amo~ o~er~

¯ M.l~ing the ICat~al .rid temporal Itructum Of the runoff plumes from Ballona
Uand Malibu Creek= es tt~y flow into ,Santa Monica Bay following ~

Itotm=.

I ¯ Examining the Interaction between the runoff plume and ocean prooesses
; ~ affect the ~lveCtK)n, dispersion, and mO(ing of th4 I~me.

¯ Evalua’dng the impact of ~otm runoff plumes on be~ficial um of the ~

¯ Characterizing t~ optical properbes of the suspended parl~culate matedl
(’SPM’) and Oissoh~ed orgamc material (*DOM’) assooated ~ runoff ~

¯ Examining Itm effects of DOM and SPM on the water column o~ arKI the
Oistribubon of nutrient concentrabo~s, as Itm same may affect phytoplank~m
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wdl be determined by a rev~w of the proF’ct soentists of ~ results of Year 1 and Year
2 tesbn~, Thus, certain of ~ steps ouU,ne~ above may be n’w:xJ,f’m(J following

"*"
C. Coordinltlon with UCLA Toxicity Study: UCLA researche~ ~re involved in In

ongoing Santa MonK:a Bay RestoratK)n Proiect study of the toxx:dy of stormwat~r I1jnoff
in Ballona and Mahbu Creeks. The rece~wng waters study w~ll be coordinated, to the
extent poss,ble, w~th the UCI.~ study to maximize the UtlhIy of Ule iflfot11~bo#l ~

D. Los .,~w~eles and San Gabriel RNer Study: In ~l~t~on, the Iq’i~::ipal Perrnittee will
¯ total of three (two storm weather and one dry weather) water sarnl~es takefl at each
of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel R~ver mass en’,ssio~ stations dunng each of the
two yea~ that those StatK)ns will be mon~tore(J. The samples wdl be allalyzed using
~ea urchin ferblzzabon I:woassay. w~th the I:)x~ssay costs not to exceed $3,600.

h:~’~un..~15drfl~mlt0~Zdoc C-15 Redla’m/Sb’~keoul Comm~eMI
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V
ATrACHMENT D

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

4~ CFR: T~le 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations. wh~.h is the cod~ficabon of the general 8ttd
pem~anent rules pubhshed m the FeOeral Reg~ter by the execubve departments end ~ert~m’l of
federal governmenL

Annual Report: A report, submitted yearty to the Regional Board by the anniversary of the da~ of the
~ssuance of the NPDES storm water perm~L that includes (1) the status Of implementing
components of the storm water management program that are estabhshed as pern~ conddions: (2)
proposed changes to the storm water management programs that are estabhshed as ~ �onddx)ns;
(3) rewsK)nS, if necessary, to the assessment of controls and the fiscal enalys~$ reported m the peffn~
eppl~cabon~ (4) a summary of data mat ~s ~:cumulated throughout the reposing year. (5) annual
expenditures end bud(jeL to the exlent such mformatx)n iS availab~ separately: (6) ¯ lummwy
desc~bmg the number and nature of enforcement ~l~ons. inspections and/or rote v~sdatX)ns, and pul~ic
educabon programs~ and (7) idanbficabon o! water quahty improvements or deg~

Authorized Dlecharge: Any discharge that ~S authorized pursuant to an NPDES pem~t or meets Ihe
exemptions set fo~h m this NPDES storm water

Basin Plan: The Water Oumlily Control Ran, Los Angeles Region(4), Santa Clara River and L~I
Ar~s Rrver Basins, adopted by ttm RagK~al Board o~ June 13. 1994 or as subsequenW

Beneficial U~e~: Ex~sbng or potential uses of recewtng watem in the parrot area Is de~gnated by
RegK)nal Board in the Basin Plan. Examples of I.)enef~..~al uses may ~nctude mun~oal end

freshwater replenishment: nawgat~n: ttydmpower generetK)n; water contact reore/~t~on: non-~ontaCl
hal~tat: inland saline water I~abitat: estuanne hal~tat: wetland habitat; manna habitat; wildlife ~

I~e~abon of biologY, el hal~tats; rare. I:hreatened. or endangered speoes: migmbon of ~
organm’ns; spawning, reproducbon, and/or early Oe,,eloprnent: end sheltf’~ halvesbng.

40 CFR subchapter N, for speofic categories of ~dustnal facdd,es sub~ec~ to storm water effluent
hm~tabons (juK:lehnes, new source performer.s standards, or toxx: pollutant effluent standards. Effluent
hmffabons have been dehned in 40 CFR for fire reducbon of toxic pollutants using Best Available
Technok)gy Economically Achievable (BAT), and for me reducbon of convenbonal po~tutants u~ng Best
Convenbonal Pollutant ConVo~ Technology (BCT).

BMP: See Best Management Praclk~

911 ¯Belt Management Practice (BMP): Acth~es, prectX:es, faolibes, and woceduros that when
im~emented prevent or reduce the pollubon of water~ of the state. F.xernple$ of BMPs ktclude
t~eatrnent fac#ibes, operabng procedures, arK1 practK~s to control site runoff, spillage or leaks.
or waste d~oosal, or drainage from raw material stora~.

Bioaccumulata: The build up of a substance m N bssues of an organism to a higher ~
than in the surrounding environment, generaJly as a result of the organsm’s ,’)gestXm and intm~al
s~(age of the substance over tm~e.

h:~orVnet’,~’~un~ l~~k~ D- 1 Red~netSu~eo~
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Blo~tlmulatory: An agent, a,:t~n, or condition that amuses, clots or accelerates physk:degica! or
i~organic aC~v~y. For example, the mtro~uctK)n ol excess~ nutrients to an aquabc system h~ a

bK~sbmulatory effect which manifests ~tself as excessNe growfh of algae in tim aquabc systen~ As the
algae o~:omposes, dissolved oxygen m the water column ~s ~epleted. potenbally lead~ng to excessNety Tk~v d~ssolved oxygen levels which can lead to suffocatx)n of aquatx: IQe, i.e., fLsh ~

CFR: See Code of Federal ReguLations.

CRWQCB: This means the Cahfomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region.
See also RegKmal Board.

See Countywide Storm Water Management Ptan
L.~

CSWMP:

CallfomLa Storm Water Best Management Practk:e Handbooks: The technical manuals ~
under ¢hrect~on of the Storm Water Quality Task Fon::e, mpresenbng Califomla members of Ute
Amencan Pubhc Wo~.s Assooat~on (APWA). Compr~ng mree volumes--Municq)al, Industnal, arid
ConstructK)n.--they prowde guiclance for select~g BMP~ to reduce pollutants in storm wafer dischat~e.t
These manuals am ava#able from Blue Pnnt Serwceo 1700 Jefferson Street, O~kland, CA 94812, (510)
444-6771 Or Fax (SfO) 444.f262.

Clean Wlter Act (CWA): The Federal Water Potlubon Control Ac~ enacted in 1972 by Public Law 92-
500 and amended by me Water Quahty Act of 1987. The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of
pollutants to Water3 of the Umtad States unless s~ Okscherge ~ in accordance wittt an NPOE$ pennlL
The 1987 amer~ments include guidehnes for regulabng munr,,~pal, industrial, anti co~ storm
water ¢mmarges uncW the NPDE$ progra~n.

Code of Federal Regulations: A codification of the general and permanent rules publieghed in the
Federal Register by the Executwe Oepartments and agenoes of the Federal Government

ConstmcUon Activity: CLaaring, grading, or excavabon Itmt results m ~ disturbance. ConslnJc~n r~
acbvity does not include roubne maintenance to rna~nta,n ongmal hne and grade, hydraulic capac~y, or

Uoriginal I~Jrpose of me fac~lW, nor does it ~c~ude eme~ency construction actNities i~lui~d t~

Cont~l: When used in me context of legal aumor~ty. "Contror means to legally, contrac~mlly, or by
other s~rn~Lar means, minin~za or eliminate an acbv~/or lc~wbes or the result(s) of the ~ or

CounWwida Storm Water Managemant Plan (CSWMP): A single comprehensive plan for
implementation of the requirements of mis Order mat ara applK-.able to all Perrnittees and all
Management Areas. The CSWMP m a storm water management implementation plan for me en~m
drainage areas w~min ~ junsdictK)n of me Perm,ttees under this Order. The Coun~ Storm Water
Management Plan w~ll be Oevelop~ as a single Oocument by the Pnnc~pal Permittee, with ~.~3tln~ Uancl parbopatK)n from the Permittees, accorcling to the schedule prescnbecl in the permit. The CSWMP
shall be used as a tool to o~vetop a wate~hed specie Watershed Management Area Plan (H/MAP).

Development: The placement or eractKm of any solid material or struc~m on Land, in or under’ watt,
or grading, removing, dredging, mining or ext~acbon of any materials: change in the dens~ or intmlsity
of use of land including, but not limited to, SUbdiWSK)nS pursuant to the Subdivision Map/~
C-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-..,~wemment Code .~66410 et seq), any other d~s~on of land, including lot splits; �onstru¢~
reconstruCtK~, demolibon or alterabon of ~ size of any sa’uc~m.

;
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unlmted hazardous substances which is a solid waste, as defined in 40 CFR 261.2, which is not
exctuded from regulation as a h~zardous waste under 40 CFR 261.4(b), ~s ¯ h~zardous substance
under sectK)n 101(14) of the CWA if ~t exhibits any of the charac~ensbcs ~lenbfied in 40 CFR 261.20
Itlrough 261.24.

Examples of hazardous substances include any substance or chern~:al

aA material safety data sheet (MSDS) is required
¯ The substance is listed as rad~oactNe by the Nuclear Regulatory Commissiorl
¯ The substance ~ I~sted as hazardous by the U.
¯ The re¯renal is li~ted ~n Labor Code §6382(b).

IPM: See Integrated Pest Managmanl

Illicit Connection: Any men-made conveyance that is connected to the storm drain system w~l~)ut ¯
permit, exckJding roof-drains and other similar Iype connectK)ns Examples uldude Channels. I~pelinel,
conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected d,rectly to the storm drain system. A �onnectkm for ¯
non ¯tonn water discharge authorized pursuant to this Order is not �ormklered an Illicit
ceneectkm.

Illicit Discharge: Any discharge to the atorm drain system that is wohib~d under local, Still
federal statutes, ordinances, �ode¯ or regulatK)n$, Th~s #’~ctuOes all non-storm water ~bschatg~a except
discharges pursuant to an NPDES permst and d~:hetges ~at era axernpf~l or conckt~na#y exempted
k~ acco~ance with ~cbon

Illicit Oispolal: Any disposal,
pollute stoml water 04’ urblll

indirectly by the die~arge of pollutant~ to the rnuni~pal storm dra~n syst~n.

Iml~rvlou~ Surface: Man-made or rnodir~:l surface that prevents or e~3n~cantly reduce~
water into the underlying ~oil, resulting in runoff from ~ surface in greater quantities and/or a~ an
~orea~ed rate when compared to natural
common/y exhibit imperwous surfaces include parking lots, Onveways, to~lway~ ~torage ~ and
rooftol~ The ~rnpervx)usnesa of thesa areas commonly results from

Induatdal Actlvlty: The term "in<Justnal activity" is defined in 40 CFR 1222~(bX14) and r~ to 11
categories of ac~’ities required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Ehmmabon System (NPOES)
permit for storm water d~,charges assoc~ted with "*ndustnal acbvity" as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c),

Industrial/Commercial Facility: Any facility invoh~d and/or used in the Woduc~x)n, man~
storage, transportation, clis~but~on, exchange or sale of goods and/or commodibes, and any
involved and/or used in prOvK:hng professK)nal and non-profess~naJ serv~es. This category of
includes, but is not limited to, any f~c~lity defined by the Standard Industrial Ctasaihcabons (SIC).
Facility ownership (federal, state, muniopal, pnvata) and profit mob’ve of the facdity are

Int~mt~l Pest Management (IPM): A philosophy of pest menagement that ~ the ~

h:!~o~q)~,nun_l~ 15drfl~do¢ D-4 R~e,’Sm~,~ Camm~n~
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ecosystem when determining ~ pest �ontro~ strategies. This philosophy ernl)hasizes use of ¯
h~’archy of contn:)is, with a preference fl:)r methane.el controls (e.g., mowing) and l:~al controls
(eg, ben¯tidal insects, pheromones) before chen-,~.al controls (eg., bestx:ides).

Jurisdiction: The term "|unsdiclx)n’, as used in con~ with a Permittee, means the geographic
area w=thin the Permittee’s Ix)un<lanes that are s~bF.ct to the Perm=ttee’s regulatory control. The term
=s not intended to include f~:~ht~es wrtK:J~ the Perrnttlee is preempted or othe~nse precluded
regulating, such as f~lerel or state fa~hbeS, Or ScJ’~oo~ d=strK;ts, and s~mdar governmental (no~.
mun~pally owned or operated) ent]bes.

Legal Authority: ~ abilily of ¯ Perr~ttee to ~’npose and enforce statutes, ~ and
regulatK)ns to require control of pollutant sources end regulate tr~e d~scharge of pollutants to ttte storm
drain system, and to enter into mteregency ~greements, contracts, and memorandums of
understanding. These powers ere grenle~l to t#e Pennsttees by the Const~tubon of tit¯ ~ of
C41dornle er~ the General I.~ws of trm State (~r Generel Lew CmeslCounbes) or indr,~luat
conshtubons (for Chaffer C~t~stCount~es). These powers am promutgatml by ttm Penndt~~he~r mun~ost co~s, ordinances, and statutes ~u/y ~pte(l I~y their governing body.

MS4: See Municipal ,Separate Stmln Sector Syslam

Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP): The maximum extent possible taking into account equitable
consioeret~on and �ompeting facts, mcit~0ng, but not hff, ted to the gravity of the problem, publi� health
risk. sod¯tel �oncern, env~onmental ben¯his, pollutant mmovst effectiveness, regulatory
pubhc acceptance, imc~lementa~l~ty, cost ¯nd tectm~.al feas,bd=ty. BMPs Klenbfied through
have to be ,’nplernented, unless it can be demonstrated that: (1) other effecbve BMPs wtll
greater Or substantially the same poilubon control benehts; Or (2) the BMP would no( I~e t~:hnically
feasible; or (3) the cost of irnl)lementatx:m would greatly outweigh the pollubon �ont~l benefits. The
entJty(s) responsible for develo~ng and mlplemenbng each plan shall have the burden of s~:m~ng
it has met the "maximum extent pmcbcal~e" standard 0n propo~ng or re~e¢’bng BMPs Ior kltplemanl~ng
¯ storm water management program to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent ~.

Municipal Separate 8tm’m 84wm’ Systmn (MS4): See Storm Oraln System.

NPDES: See N¯t~)nai Pollutant Discharge Eliminat~n Systom

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System: A perrrVt issued by ~ USEPA. SWRCB, or
CRWQCB pursuant to the Clean Water Act that autt~nzes discharges to wat~m of Itm Unit~ States
and requires the reduclx)n of poautants m ~

Non-Storm Water Dim:barge: Any discharge to ¯ municipal sto~n drain system that is no(
enbrety of storm water.

Notice of Intent to Meet and Confm, (NIMC): The NIMC is a letter sent to a Perrnittee or Pemtittoes
by the Regional Board Executnm ~ as an mwtatJon to d=scuss the a’nplementabon of I~
under this Order and is made when it =s suspecteO that a Permittee or Permittees has/have an
insufficient program besed upon sub,’n~lals ma0e under this Order. The NIMC is ¯ part of the
Administrebve Review sectK)n of th=s On:ler and provides an opportunity for the Pem~s) to meet
~ Regional Board staff to danfy any potenbal m~.~nderstandmgs pnor to. or in lieu of the Regional

R0031271



R0031272



facile/by me el:)pmf:~ate Sur/ace M~n~’~g ConVo~ end Re<:~arnabon Act (SMCRA)
auRonty has been released, or except for area of non.coal rn=ning operabons whictl
have been released from appl~able State or Federal reclamabon requirements after
December 17. 1990) and oil and gas exp~rabon. I~Xluct=on. processing, or treatment
operabons, or transmission faoht~es Rat 0~s~arge stormwater contaminated by conla~
w~th or that has come into �o~tact w=t~ any overt)umen, raw material, intewned=ate
products, hnished products, by ~’o0ucts. or waste products IoGated on Ihe site of such
operations Inactrve m.n=ng operations are m~ned s~tes that ere not being aclwely
but wh~.h have an ~lenhfiable owner/operator. Inactive n’,ning =tes do no~ include sites
where mining claims ere be=ng ma=nta~ned prior to =hsturbances associated with the
extraction, benefioat~on, or processing of n’.ned material, or s~tes where minimal
acbwbes are undertaken for the sole purpose of maintaining a rmning

HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT, STORAGE, OR DISPOSAL FACILITIES: Ir~ude=
Itmse operet.ng under intenm status or a general pem’,t under Subtitle C of Ihe Fede~i
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

v. LANDFILLS, LAND APPLICATION SITES, AND OPEN DUMPS: Sites that r~ve or
have rece,~:l mdusmal waste from any of the faoht~es covered by this general pem~
Mes subject to regulation under Subtitle D of RCRA. and sites that have accepted
waste from �onstn~,on actw=tms (construction K’t,v,tms include any ctearlng, grading,

’t or excavat,on that results ,n chsturbance of f, ve acres or mote).
.;
i vl. RECYCLING FACILITIES: $1Cs 5015 end 5093. These codes Indude metal

Icrapyems, battery reclalmers, selvage yams, motor vehicle disrnantlerl end
and recy~mg faohbes that are engaged In essembhng, breaking up, sorting, end
wholesale d,stnbulx)n of Icrep end waste rnalenal such as bottles, wastepaper, tlxtle
wa~eL e~ warn, et~

t̄i. STEAM ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING FACILITIES: Includes any facility I1~
generates steam for electh¢ pow~ through ~ �oml~stion of coal, oil, wood, ~

viii. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES: SlCs 40. 41.42 (except 4221-25), 43, 44, 45, ~nd
5171 which have vehicle maintenance StUdS. equipment �~eaning operations, or lltport
deicing operebons. Only those porbons of the faohty involved in vehicle maintenance
(including vehiOe rehabd~tat~on, rnechan~_.al rape,re, painting, fueling, end lul:xicaboll) or
oltler operations Klent~f~l herein that are assoc~ted with industhal aclMty.

ix. SEWAGE OR WASTEWATER TREATMENT WORKS: Flcilitles used in ~ storlge,
treatment, recycJmg, and reclarnabon of mun~pal or dornesbc sewage, including lind
dedK:ate¢l to Re d,sposel of sewage sludge that ere located w~thin the confinel of
facility, with ¯ desKjn flow of one mdlK)n gallons per day or more, or required to have In
approved pretreatment program under 40 CFR Part 403. Not included are farm
0omestK: gar0ens, or lands used for sludge management where sludge is beneficially
reused and which are not physically located =n the conhnes of the facility, or m
are in �ompliance with Sec~on 405 of the CWA.

]d MANUFACTURING FACILITIES WHERE MATERIALS ARE EXPOSED TO STORM
WATER: SICs 20. 21.22. 23. 2434.25. 265. 267.27. 283. 285. 30. 31 (except 3441),
35. 36. 37 (except 373). 38. 39. and 4221J2.25.

’.~ June 26. 1. C~ of I..~ Ange~
h:k:oNnek~upVnun_pm~515dr~enlon:12.do¢ D-7 Re~,~/S.~o=
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V
Pollutant: Those "pollutants" defined in Section 502(6) of ~ federal Clean VVater Act (33
U.SC.§1362(6)), o~ mcorporate(J into Cahfotn~a Water Code §13373 E~amp/es olpollutants k’~ctude, Tbut are nO~ bruited to/t)e fo//ow~ng,’

¯ Comrnen:~al and industnal waste (such as fuels, solvents, deteqTents, plastX: pe#ets,

oMetals such as cadmium, lead, zinc. copper, s~tver, nk:~el, chromium: and non.metals such ~l

uPetmieum hycirocerbons (such as fuels, lubricants, suffectants, wasfe o~/s. so/ven~ coo/~n/~’ w~

aExcesstve eroded soils, sediment end parbculate materiels ~n amounts which may edvera~ty effect the
benelr~al use of the recennng waters, flotw or fauna of the ~tate;

"Animal w~stes (such ~s discl~aq~e from confinement facd~bes, kennels, pens. recreational fectlt~!l~,

¯ Subste,"~es having �t)atactenstk~ such as pH less than 6 o~ greater ~an 9. or unusual colorMk~ or

The term "POllutant" sha# not k’)clude uncontaminated storm water, potable water or reclaimed water
generated by ¯ lawfully permitted water treatment f~cilityo

¯
The term "Pollutent" el.qo shall not #tclude any substance kYentit~d in b’lis derin#k)n, If through
oornpliance w~th the best management practices available, the d*scharge of such substance h~s I)e4w

’ne#m#nated to trm maximum extent prect~..abte. In an enforcement acbon, the I)ur~len Shell be on the

person who ~s the sul)/ect of such ecbon to eStaDhsh ttm elim#natK)n ol the discharge to the maxknum Uextent pracbceble tt)rougtl �ompi~ar~e w~ the best management ~s available.

Pollutant Loading: The quanbly of ¯ pollutant found in runoff expressed in mass per unit of time.
Pollutant to~ are commonly expressed ~n units of tons~ar or pounce.

Pollutants of Concern: Pollutants that exhibit one or more of Itte fi:diovv#~ characlmtMk~

OoCurrent Ioadings or historic depos~ of lhe pollutant are impacbn9 the beneficial uses of ¯ rKetvin9
watt.

levels of the pollutant am found in sediments of a re~eN~n9 water arKI/or have lhe potenl~nE~evated
to bK~curnu~ate in orgamm tt~e~n, or

eThe detectable inputs of U~e I:x:dlutant am at a level high enough to be considered potentia~ k:)xk: to
humans anti/or flora and fauna.

Pollutants of concern may be different for each mceMng wa~r.

For example, Pollutants of concern for the Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area include.
DDT, PCBs, PAlls, Chlordane. TBT, cadmium, chromium, copper, te’..d, nK:kel, su~ver, zinc, pathogens.

h :~o~"~mek~1:)~ntun..ptm(~ 15drl~entord2.doc Do8 Redi~e~trikl, o~ C~xnments

J~
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Standard Industrial ClaleiflcaUon (SIC): The stat~cal class~ficabon standard. (xgan~zed by indus.,
undertysng all estabhshment-based federal economic stat~st~c~ The SIC of a parlx;u~ar industry is
determined using the latest Standard Industrial Class~ficabon Manual as prepared by the ExecutNe
Office of the Pres.:lent. Office of Management and Budg~

Stown Drain System: Streets, gullets, condu~, natural or a~fi~al drains, channels and watercourses.
or outer faot~tms that are owned, operated, mmnta~ne¢l or controlled by any Pen’ndtee and used for the
puqx)le of collecting, sto~ng, I~anspomng. or O~oosmg of storm water.

$ton~ Water:. Water whK~ ork3~,mtes from atmosphenc moisture (rainfall or snowmelt) and that falls

Storm Water Management Program: This is the sum of all requirements of Ibis Order, This is not be
confused ..th I~ CSWMP.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): A plan required by and for which ¢cmterlts am
specff~d in the State of Cal,fom~a General Permd for Storm Water Discharges AssoOated w~t
Industnal ActN~bes, and the General Parred for Storm Water Discharges Aslecmted w~th Conltnx:lk~
~e~nntms. The purlx~m of tt~ plan ~ to help K~ent~y the ~ources of pollut~on that affect the ~ ¢d
storm water d~sct~ar~s from a s~te ~ to deson~ and ensure t/~ ~nplernentat~on of pracb¢~ Io
reduce pollutants ~n storm water ¢n~ctw,g~

Storm Weter Program Compliance Amendmnt (SPCA): The SPCA is a report ~ by ¯
Pem~ee if directed to by the RegK~al Board Execubve Officer for insuffK:mnt submittals ~ ~
thm Ord~. The SPCA is a part of the Adnvnlstratwe Rewew lecbon of this Order and will include
add,t~ons and enl~incements to thee/unsd~)on’s stom~ weter program w~th enfcxceabie implementalkm

Stm~. Water Rufmff: That part of preol~a~on (rainfall or snowmelt) which ravels v~a flow acro~ ¯
Surface to the storm drain system or m::erwng waters. Examples of this phenomenon include: tim water
b’mt flows from a build, rig’s roof when ~t ra,ns (runoff from an ,mpervKw$ surface): the water that flows
into streams when snow on the ground begins to melt (runoff from a lem~oerv~oua surface): and the
water that flows from a vegetate¢l surface when rainfall is ~n excess of tt~ rate at which it con infilb’Me
~nto the underlying ~ (runoff from a perv, ous surface). When all other factors are squat, runoff
rK~e~ses as the perv~usr, ess of a surface decrease&

for Itm fir~ planning or building approval for a new development ~ that lets forth storm watm"
pollution controls to be incorporated ~nto develofxrm~t projects. The plan shall:

abe desk3ned to reduce the runoff volume from the ~e and the pollutant loed oonb’ibuted by the site
mrough ,x:oqxxa~on of desert etements and pracUces thet eddre-...s each of ttm followV~ gois:

urnax~rn~ze to the extent pracbcabie, the percentage of perrneabie surfaces in order to alow more

¯rr~nin~ze, to the extent pr~l~:~ble, the ~o~nt ot runoff

u~e, ~ ~ e~t ~~, ~ ~
~t ~. ~s ~ o~ ~
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V
arr.n~r~ze, to ~he exlent prac~:al~e, par~Jng lot pollution through the use of porous matermls to
percOtabon Of storr~ water. ~l’O~gh the installab<:~1 of appropriate treatment conVols, ot mrough olhel’

Toxic Pollutant: Those "pollutants’, or corr~nabons of po~lutanlz, defined in Section 502(13) ~’ T
307(a)(1) of the federal Clean Water Ac~ (33 U.SC.§1362(13)).

USEPA: United States Er~nronrnental Pmtecbon A~ertcy

Waste Minimization: O~rabonal pmctx:es that rm:luce the amount of waste materials general~d.

Watershed Management Area (WMA): Any one of the s4x general waterzhed areas covered by INs
NPDES storm water permit consisting of the: Mahbu Creek and ot~er rural ames discharging to Santa
Mon~.a Bay, Santa Clara Rwer, Dom, nguez Channel/Los Angeles Harts’, San Gabrmi River, Los
Angeles Rwer, and Balk:ms Creek and other urban ~mas discharging to I~e Santa Monlca Bay
watarsr~:ls.

Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP): A plan for implementation of permit rmlulmments Ittat Is
based on the Counlywx:le Storm Water Manegemant Plan (CSWMP) but furlf~r ~ddmsses specific
m4~es, pollutants of concern, and BMPs I~! are unque to t~e spe~flc Watershed Management

Wmhed Management Committee (WMC): A �omn~ee composed of representatives from each
Pemvttee in a Watershed Management Area. Dubes include estabhshing goals and objeclNes ~ Ifte
Watershed; pnont~ir)g pollution control efforts; developing s spec~hc Walerahed Management ~
�oo~l~1,1bng and f~ol~bn9 annual reports f~x ~ watershed; and f~C~ktabng ~omph~tC~ by ~

h:~’ne~un.jxm~15dd~efl~rd2.doc D- 1 1 Redlme/Sl~keoul Comrn~nt~ [
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cTrY OF LOS ANGELICa
GENERAL CO~tMENTS ON TIIE TENTATIVE/~I UNICIPAL STORM WATER

PEP.,%tlT FOR TIIE COUNT~ OF LOS ANGELES (CAS614001)

~lunicipal Contracts

Finding #/38 implies that municipalities are responsible and lia!,le for compliance/non-compliance of
their contractors with the requirements of the Order. Thi, is incorrect and should be dde~ed.
Contraclors ate independently responsible for complying with ~II rules and regulation. Operators of’
industrial and commercial facilities will have to comply whh the various provisions o£lhe permit
regardless of whether or not they have contracts with municipalities. ]Municipalities cannot
liability for contractors, since they do not have stalTdirectly ~,n site to monitor all operations otall
contractors. In addition, since all public agency and ind~,,trial commercial requirements (~e
comment below) should be identical, such a requirement woul(! be a significant duplication oteffort,
since many municipalities contract with the s~me contractors And contractors must comply with ~11
permit requirunenu.

Receiving Water Limitatlom~

significant liability for all Permittees. The Keceivin8 Water |.imitations language released by the

spec~� mandates ofthe Permit. The City supports these propman! language revisions and urges the
Board to incorporate them into the Permit.

Kequirin8 inter-jurisdictional agreements among Permittees II inappropriate and u~. The
"control ofdischarge of pollutants fi’om one portion of the M~4 to another" is established through
the implemen~on oftl~e Order ~ The KWQCB should in~lude a Finding stating that the Order
serves as an inter-jurisdictional agreement, since specific duties related directly to controiFm8
discharges to the MS4 are allocated to the Principal Permittee, the W1vlC, and the Permittees. A~ a
minimum ~e language in Permit Section 2O)(’EXd) should provide the Pe~nittees with the discrmion
to determine the appropriateness and need for inter-jurisdictional agreememx
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Program Implementation Time Lines

Although the Tentative Permit incorporates more realistic program implementation time fines for
most programs, the implementation dates for the Educational Site Visit Program [Part 2(V)(BX3)],
the New Development requirements [part (2) (IIIXAX3)]. and selection of.additional facilities of’
concern by W1~4C [Part 2(V)(BX6Xiii)], and implementation of new BhQ>s for newly designated
discharges [’Pazx 2(11)(CX3)] are stiU too ambitious. Local governn~nts will require substantial time
to develop and implement the educational site visit program, new development standards, ~d
implementation of new BIVlPs (depending upon their complexity, staffing, and equipment
requirements). The program develownem process must include establishment of.program buclget and
personnel needs and allocations of’funds. The establishment of’new development standards will be
further complicated by the need to coordinated with the regulated community, drafting of’ordinances
[including public review and compliance with the C~lif.ornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)],
and statTand public education regarding new requirements. Changes to program devedopmem and
implementation dates axe imperative to ensure that all program elements axe implemented in ¯ timely,
but realistic and thoughtful f.ashion.

Please refer to the anached permit languase modilications f.or recommended implementation schedule

Prohibitiom

The City has commented numerous times on the prohibitions now listed in Paxt 2(I)(’EXa)
Permit. While the City supports control of.non.storm water pollution sources, it is impermive thal
control ate Eros/hie and result in benefits to water quality and public health, which ur~ �ommensu~e
with control costs. The Perminees as regulators of’discharges outlined in Part 2(IXEX¯), should be
allowed to sdect the methods for controlling discharges to the maximum extent practicable (i.e. best
max~ement practices or prolu’bitions). The determination of.practicality, should not be based solely
upon technology, but also include consideration of" costs, economic implications, competing
environmm~ mandates, and other societal concerns. Such considerations axe imperative to provide
local government the opportunity to weigh competing economic, environmental, societal, public
heath, equity issues, and respond to and address public input as dx’y define policies, standatda,
expenditures to be employed in implementing an effective municipal storm water

Please re£er to the attached permit language modifications for recommended permit language

Public Agenc7 Aetivitie~

The requirmnems and B/riPs fisted in the Public Agency Activities, Permit Section Paxt 2(’IV), need
to be made consistent with the requL"ements of"similaz industrial/commercial operations. There are
many instances where requirements for pubfic facilities axe more stringent than those
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industrial/commercial facilitie~ such as I~’king Io~
0

In addition, it should be clarified than in an effort to minimize cost and paperwork, ~nd avoid
duplication with other requirements, regulation s. ~nd plaas, the model public facility plan should rely T
on existing requirements as much as possible, Please refer to the attached permit
modifications for recommended clarib/ing language,

Program Evaluation Repo~

Part 2(vIIXC) should be revised to focus on evaluation of the Storm Water Program, r~ther tha~
speciSc Blv[Ps. The permit does not require monitoring of specific BM]>s and therefore it is
ba,appropr~te to Irequ~t e~JLl~tion of’bldividual OMits. ~ stated in the findings, impl~.,’~l~ltat[on
the various programs of the P~a~nit as a whole will reduc~ storm water pollution, therefore it is most
¯ ppropriate to evaluate the effectiveness of the program as a whole,

it is further recommended that the evaluation of the program be completed once the storm w~ter
program has been fully implemented, approximately 54 months after ~doption of the Order,
information gleaned from the evaluation will be ofBreat assist~rw, e in modifying the proB¢~m
drains the next permit.

3
9
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CITY HALL         1440 HIGHLAND AVF.NUE         MANHAnAN I~ACH,
~P~E (310) ~-~1           F~ ~10) ~                 T~ (310) ~1       T

3une 25, 1996 ~:~ ~ ..

California Regional ~ater ~uality Control Board
i01 Centre Plaza Drive
Nonterey Park, CA 91754-~156

Attention: Catherine ~yrrell, Assistant Executive Officer

Re: Comments on Tentative Order No, 96-XXX NPDES No, CAS614001



V
Catherine Tyrre11

O3une 25, 1996Page 2                                                                                   L

2. (cont.)

requirements that are imposed either early in a fiscal year              ~
(the budgets have already been adopted) or late in the fiscal
year (there won’t be time to adjust prepared budgets). For
program elements that require new funding, most cities will
need an entire budget cycle to develop a revenue and
expenditure plan to address the new requirements.

3.    Part 2.III.A.3 Planning Control Measures.

There may be considerable financial impact of higher cost of
construction for the measures required in this section.

4. General comment.

The City of Manhattan Beach, through its diligent course of
conducting City management has implemented many programs,
guidelines, procedures and processes that have the purpose of ~ ..~
minimizing pollution from surface water runoff.    It is .
estimated that the City expends approximately 5850,000 ’nannually on programs that are described in the Tentative
Order.    If the Tentative Order is approved as currently U
written, it is estimated that annual costs would increase at
least $75,000 per year. Much of the COSt impact will not be ~
known until the model programs have been developed and
approved.

The City of Manhattan Beach urges the California Reglonal Water n
Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Division to carefully consider
the financial impacts as well as the degree of environmental
benefit before adopting the detailed elements of the storm water
management plans. We are certainly supportive of actions that will              ~__
maintain and improve receiving waters so long as the benefit oderived is somehow in balance with the cost of the action.

Sincerely, ~

Neil C. Miller
Director of Public Works
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-~.. 6. Statements on the impairment of receiving waters, water quality data, and extrapolation
of data to o~her water bodies (Vmdings No¯. 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27) are not suppocted
by hard data nor sciemific studies and should be deleted.

7. Finding No. 23, regarding duplication of regulatory efforts, is not ¯ finding and should
be deleted from the pellnit.

8. The Receiving Water Limitations section will put Perminees into non.compliance
immediately upon the issuance of the Permit. it serves limited purpose mad is not
mandated by the Federal regulation, it should, therefore, be removed from the Permit.

9. Petrol¯tees should be given ¯ traxe active role in developing and approving all the plans
and programs under the Peru¯it. Merely soliciting their input is not malTa:lent.

10. Legal authority requirements and the need for inter-agency agreemems for cooFg.tative
efforts are written too specific in the Permit. Each agency handles leg¯! issues tn a
different manner and should be allowed to deal with legal authorities more in-line with
their current practices provided it is in compliance with Federal regulations.

I i. The Water Board should bear the burden of woof to disallow any substitution of BMFa
and/or their modificatiom.

~
12. Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees within the se~ period of time under

¯ the Permit should constitute approval by the Water Board of the pmlicular submittal

; 13. Exemptions for non-stormwater discharges are not sufficiently inclusive. Examples, inch
; as street and sidewalk washing, residential swinuning pool discharging, and reclaim and

potable water line flushing should be allowed unless evidence indicates that it ca¯rues
major adverse impact on the receiving water.

14. Program should allow municipal employees to be observant of illicit discharges during
their routine assignments and initiate follow-up actions rather than establishing �o~pletely
separate illicit discharge surveillance program.

15. Formal evaluation of all public agency activities as ~ of developing the model program
for public agency activities is nat needed.

16. Site visit requirements which also require follow-up visits are no different than
inspections. Such visits should only be for public information putVose~

17. Requirement to analyze the success of public information programs in only 2-1/2 years
upon the initiation of the Wogram is too short. Such evaluation should be at the end of
the five-year ~

l& The focus of the Monitoring Program should be on developing baseline data.

/
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19. The Permit shou|d clearly state that the Monitoring Program by the Principal Perm~ee O
shall satisfy the Monitoring Program requirements fo¢ all ixu.ties to this Permit.

L
Very truly yours,

��: Rmmld Lindsey, Chief Admlnisl~tive Office~
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city of MON1KOVIA        1887 V

L

June 26, 1996                                                         ~.-.

Catherine Tyrrell, Assistant Executive Of~�~r -~-.~"’ .~.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angels Region
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 917~t-21 ~6

RE: Tentative Municipal Storm Water Permit for the County of Lm Angles
NPDES No. CA614006

~ lVh. Tyrrell:

We have reviewed the Tentative Municipal Storm Water Permit for the County of Los Angles
(NPDES No. CA614006) received on May 29, 1996 including revisions, received on June 20,
1969 and have the following comments and concenm.

1.    Lack of Storm Water Management Plan or Plmm:

The proposed Watershed Storm Water Management Area Plan(s) (SWMP) need to be
completed before the new permit can reasonably go beyond the level of regulation
contained in the 1990-95 permit. The SWMP will define the problems and pollution
levels and establish the methods and procedures that would be the most effective and
cost efficient to mitigate those problems

Right now there has not been a sufficient identification of the specific pollution
problems for cities upon which to base a program with achievable goals and objectives
and supported by relevant standards and studies.

2. Budget Submittal:

There are a number of sections which require the implementation of programs and set
time schedules that are not tied to the fiscal calendar utilized by cities. The
implementation schedule for individual programs should be modified to allow cities to
commence implementation of a program in the budget year following final approval of
¯ particular program.

415 Sou~ Ivy Avenue M̄onrovia, California 91016-2888 (̄818) 359-3231 ¯ FAX (818) 359-8507

R0031288



The Cily’s NPDES budget for 1996-97 has already been approved based on ~
w-~ estimate of what ~he pending permit will require. There are also a number of" other

maintenance ilems p~t’ormed by the City such as strem sweeping and storm ~
catch basin cleaning which have been ongoing activity for many years thal are act
identified specifically as NPDES £unctions.

The City does not believe that the submit~l of’ a budget to the Board nor nec~asarily
the level of" the funding established by the budget is a meaningful representation of’
financi,l effort Without further identification of’ the problems and effective methods
to initiate the problems, budget levels are not a measure of" an agencies efforts.

3.    Educa~ou versus Enforcement Site Visits:

There are major gray areas in what this effort will entail and its relative effectiveness.
Before this program goes forward, there needs to be significant definition as to what
will be done. particularly by such agencies as the County Health Department which is
currently undergoing significant budgetary restrictions by the County Board of
Supe~vison.

AJ~er first agreeing to compromise language for an educaUonal site visit program.
Board staff unilaterally modified this section which appears to require Permittees to
identify and report businesses which are not in compliance, it also appears that "site
inspections" have been renamed "educational site visits" with the same requirements as
site impe~tiom.

on the 1990-95 NPDES program, the 120 days provided to change/modify the ~de to
bring it into line with significantly undefined conditions of the 1996-2000 pennis is far
short of the time needed.

The Permit should be changed to indicate that a City will have 120 days to establish
its legal authority following the clef’tuition and acceptance of the methods and
procedures to mitigate specific pollution problems.

5. Administrative Review Proze~:

The procedures need to be changed to allow an agency to stay the Executive officer’s
orde~ and request Board review if the agency disagrees with the Executive Officer’s
actions. Only upon the Board Review and determination would the "clock start
nmning" against the agency on any resultant order of the Board.

6, A new subsection (m), adding "sidewalk washing" as a conditionally exempt discharge
needs to be added to Section U,C.2.
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7.    The requirement to record the quality of catch basin waste �~llected places a burden
on cities that will not provide any meaningful data and therefore should be eliminated.

The diversion of dry weather flow~ to municipal waste water treatment plants ia
impractical and shifts flows to treatment plants that may already have capacity and
treatment problems.

Several of the Findings either do not have a valid, scientific bash o~ lack ¯
demonstration of factual suppo~ i.e. Findings 5. 6, 23, 25, 27.

10. The State Board’s dual annual fee structure which is intended to allow Permittees to
recover the annual fee differential, however, it does not provide any practical mean~
whereby cities could collect the differential.

The above comments ar~ submitted to resolve issues and make the NPDES permit effo~
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16400 Colorado Avenue ¯ Paramount- California 90723-5050 ¯ (310) 220-20000 q~b.,,?
Facsimiles: City Hall (310) 630-6731. Public Services Facility (310) 630-2713, Sheriff Substation (310) 220-2009~



June 26, 1996
Page 2

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

1. All plans and programs should include an active role of all permittees in their
development and approval.

2. Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees within the set period of time
under the Permit should constitute approval by the Water Board of the particular
submittal. The state should respond to all submittals in a timely manner just as it
is incumbent for all permittees to initiate requirements of the permit within ¯
prescribed time limit.

3. Unless proven detrimental to water quality, more exemptions for non-storrnwater
discharges should be given. Specifically, street and sidewalk washir~,
dechlorinated residential swim pool discharges, and potable water line flushing.

4. Delete Part 2, Section II.B 1.d of the tentative order. To further minimize the cost ,rInof the NPDES program, municipal employees should be allowed to be observant
of illicit discharges dur~’~g the~ normal course of performing their daily assignments
rather than establishing separate illX~it discharge sun~eillance program. U

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the tentative permit. We would also like to
express our appracat~:x’~ to the negotiating team for reducing the original document down U
to its present form. A job well done, and it is my hope that our comments will contribute
towards a more cost.efficient permit which would facilitate attaining our common goal of
a cleaner and more kveable environment, n

8
William C. Pagett
Assistant City Engineer
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BY TELECOPIER TO: (213) 266-7600

Ms. Catherine "1’~1
Assis~a~t~ E~ecgfive Officer
C~lifon~ia Wa~er Qu~ Control Board

IO! C~r~ Plaza ~
Monterey Pa~L, C~lifon~ 91754



RUFUS C. YOI,~G. JR.
Of BURKE, WILLIAMS & $ORENSEN

~.. ity of
Julio Fuet~, (:it), Man~tr
Ter~ L. James.
Public Worl~

~r~d Cmo~

Tin~ty B. Mc~r. Ci~

M ~h~l J. Eg~. ~pu~ Ci~ Admin~

~ard ~h~r, Di~
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~ne ~, I~, Interim
Submitted oo B~alf o~

City O~

for

~ithin the ~nt.v Ot

1, In o~der to st~ngthen Finding No. 4 of t~ Tentative Permit. the "ssudies" t~ert~l so
sltould be specifically ide~tified, lest critics aztaek tie Fit:di:tg as being without f’aCt~al
basis. TI~ tbllowing q~,~e illustrates ¯ ~al~ss iq the Finding:

Studies have showm that stomt water n~nolT from urban and

t it~dustrial areas typically contains Ihe same ~eneral ty~pes

i
pollutanls found in wa~ewater is: industrial discharges.

Comrary to the insertion in the fltKling. 11o "studies" are cited as providing a l~tual basis
f~ this 5haling. linseed, onJy the EPA Guidance Manual is cited, a~d it is mX speeLQe
to waters in de County of’ Los A,tgeles. Unless the Board str~ngthons this Findin~ 57
demo,~rating that there are "studes" specific to Los Angeles Count~ on which Ibis
proposed 5ndin~ is baaed, thu "finding" is vulner,,bl¢, end, ia the iote~sts
slret~tlRnil~ Ihe permit, should be deleled frmn the permit, If’ such studies do in fact
¢xm, they should be identical and made available foz review by our technical

With respect to tl~a~ portion of’ Fis:ding No. ~ which refers to d~ "impairment
~Jmber of’water bcxii~s in Los Angeles ~o~ttty, which are eitlter impaired or
to be impaled’, no studi~s ~bicb ~e speciSc to e~cb ~ater body, or ~hlch
the l~,neSclal use ot en~h water l~xly, and the "[p]ollutants foond causing
impairment" as to each such ~ater body ar~ identified as providing ¯ basis fo~ this
fimlmg. To ssre~gt~en this Fst~ling, the Board should demonatra~ ~ ~
"s~ud,es" speci6c ~o each water body in Los Angel~s ~ounty which provide a basis
Ibis sweeping proposed finding. Of" course, ir there are no such stud~e~, ibis
sb0uJd be ddelod from the permit. ’The I~rmi~ will ~in s~rengib by k~emif),i~
s~dies, ml,d makin8 them avail-’,ble for review by technical expett~ After Ih~
accomplished, Ihe TcnLa/ive Pen~ti~ sJ~ould be re/umed Io the

3. With reSl~’~ to p~posed Finding No. 6, which states that "the fotegoin$ ~die~
done o~ the Santa Monica Bay, the results can be e~trapolated to ~ wa~r bodies
in Los A~geim..."
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I0. The se~nd sentence of’ Finding 31 would be clarified and s~rengthe~ud irit were revised

Each Perminee is t~quired to comply only with the requiremerdl
of’ the Order appli~a/~le Io tl~ose dischor~ which origil’lale ~
those places within its boundaries over which it has ~uthorj~’ tO
enf’orce Ihe ,~..quiremenls or zhis Order. a~l no( those disch~,8o~
outside its boundaries, nor discharges within il$ boundaris~ over                           ’,
which it has no authol’ity.

I I.
pleaseln P,Wlrevi~el.I, Dischargei( m read Prohibition,a,u follows: in order to strengthen and �lari~ tht flrlt len~ne8, q

Each Permiraee shall prohibit non-slorm wa~er diseharge~ hllO its
municipal =orm sewer s~,stem (]V[$4) and into ~’stercourses within its
.jurisdiction except where such dischar~e.s are .... !

I.I, Discharge PYohibilion, in order Io strenglhen and clarify this provision,12. In Part
p]~as~ add the following ~w izzt

The Board r~�ogn~zes that Permittees have ordy limited
over those who may unlaw~lly or i~h, enentl:y dump pollutants
into a storm drain irdet. Accordi.gly. (~e occurrence of’a non-
$~orm water discharge, per se. rdzall no( �on~itu(e a violali~e
this Order.
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13. We un~rstand that
letter of Jura 17, I~.

14. P~ 2.I.E, ~
~b~ ~ to ~

Ouid~ Ma~l ~r
Diehards from Mu.icipal ~par~e Sl~m Se~r S)sIe.~ (EPA
No~m~r. IW2). ~�~. 3-3. pa~e ~4. ~is ~ct~n of ~ Tem~i~ ~m~i~
~ mv~d ~i~ly.

~ d~ d~har~ o[ u,x~ied w~ wate~ to ~ MS4 w~n Bm

~¢dli~n" is ~v~sly
SIC mm~ ~ w~
~le m i~lu~ all ~h f~dit~s m ~p~r~

16. Pm 2.1.E.l.�.iii, un~r ~. b obv~ly a~ u~~iy ~uM~,
~ibly ~ti~. m it ~uims Pen~titt~s

~ p~ibi~d by

No u~l pu~ w~Id
Mor~ver, for ~e ~rd
�~nle~ive:
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As poinMd ou! ab<:we, the~ ~ ~ls~erib~ doub~ ~ m ~tlRr k~,t mgul~io~
for by th~s order would be ~oid for vagueleSS (wha~ ~ .e~ by "similar

]z f~r ~ ~ai ~. ~ch ~ ~ pmvis~ ~guding ~l~i~s ~
w~ze di~l, a~ p~.~d ~ a matler of I~.

Mo~r. this ~r is ~p~ wilh pmv~.s call.~ f~ pmgra.~ ~

~ ~ ~t un~l~d p~ram t~ "ent~ pr~du~ to termite

~rmitlee h~ "~! m~ legal a~r~y" l~ pr~ra~ wh~h ~

ffn,il~e h~ "all ,w~m~ legal aull~rily" Ji~n n~lprxli~ li~il~ in~i~

~.

.-., 20. Pm 2.I.G, Administrative ]~vie~._,. ~hich provides a ~’r, zem for admi~rative relolufio¢ F
.. for ques|iol~ as Io the adequacy of a Pen.inee’s pm~Pam, hdls rJK~’t of implem~min~ ’

¯ S~lcm adequate to ~ task of ~h~v;qg ckt, z ~let ra~her than expensive
For this rea~l, we I~ro.gly recomne:KI Ihe addition of a .e. subsection 2.1.0.2.d, 1o
reKI as follows:

d. A Permitlee sh~il .o( be in vk~aiion of a~y term or �ondilion or
this Perm~ umil �ompletion of ~1 of tbe forego~ slepI.

21. Gemral Commem: Effecth,e Da~e vs. Dale or Adopuo.. AIUK)uBh Ihe Order I~l
�ompliance daie~ in lenns of a li.e period after [he dale or adoption of" the order,
Ord¢r provides that il does nol t~ke efire~ upon ado~on. [nsle~l. the Order

~all take effect i ~ end of l.~ d~!~ from the dated of il~ ~Izglkm.
provided the Regio~ Adminislralor Of the U.$. Environmental Pro{e~ion
Age,cy. Regio, IX. has no ob~.clizm.

We poinl ou~ thal the order mighl nol take effec[ g ~ll if" i~ is appealed ~o the $~ Wlar
R=sout~.$ Co~rol ]}o~d. Some migh~ q~estion ~he~er th~ Board has the ~Ibodly Io
sel a compliance period to begi. wi{ll the da[e of adop~, fifleen days before the Orillt
becon-~ effective. We r~�ornmend tlm a g~ol~ se~ch be performed with the wind
proc.esmr used for the preparaiion of [he order. The search should be zondu~id ~

R0031310



22. General Comment: Budget Cycles. I, m~,erous pla~s Ihrou~hou! the Order.
�ompI;ance do~es hove bee. set for ..pleme.~atio. of" progra.u dependent Of ~ndifl~
of" s~ud~s yet to be co.d~ted, a.d witho~ regard to municipal budge( �)~�:les. A~ 8
m~ll. them ap~a~ ~ ~ : ~bga;~li~ ri~ ll~l a Permill~ mighl ~ ~uimd by ~
Order m implement ~ protein l~r ~’hich ~ provis~n hM. or ~ly ~d ~,

¯ b p~lem.

Should ther~ be any questions mgardin| [he for~)ins comments,
Io �~11,

4
2
3
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?; /~riZl£CITY OF

0
95  rt, .

T MONA L

California Regio~l Walcr Q~Iiw Con~! ~
Los Angeles Region
101 Cen~ Pl~ ~ve
Monlcmy PaA. CA 91754-2156

VIA

Los Angeles Count)’ D~partment of Public
900 Fremon! Stre~
Alhambra, CA 91803

Attention: Gary llildbrand. Environmental Affair~

Subject: NPDES Permit No. CA 0061654, ¢i 6941.
Co-Permittee Compliance and New Programs

We are in receipt of the April 29, 1996 letter with the request for Permit compliance status and
summary listing of new BMPs or programs implemented by the Permittees. Due to a variety of
issues, the letter was not received until the 23rd, and due to high priority projects and the Holiday this
week, we have been unable to respond until now.

Compliance with the permit and Conditiomt tke~J:.

The City of Pomona has implemented all of the early action liMPs that were initially transmitted to
you, and continues to do so to the best of its abilities. However, certain activities that had been
assigned to the Pomona Fire Department were transferred to the County with their acquisition oftha
Fire Department, and we have not been able to monitor or follow through on those specific BMP
activities. The 13 Baseline [or mandatory] BMPs have all been implemented and the City of Pom<ma
continues to work to improve the execution of all BMP~.

New BMPs /Program+ - 1995 -

Most "new" activities are either an extension of or outgrowth from the original activities required,
however the following represent our most significant efforts in that regard:

> Developed and implemented a funding source for storm water management and
related environmental programs, through the elimination of loopholes, while having
minimal impact on the average citizen of Pomona.

> Integrating the drain system into the GIS system for monitoring ofactivilics,
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V
> Development of several minor public informatiorv’outreach handouts, most of

v,hich an: plagiarized from other Southern California agencies. This would
include the combination of different materials from different sourct’s. T

> Development of altemati\e catch basin marking s.vstern [not yet completed].
> The publication of storm drain informational materials in the City "Newsletter,"

distributed to residents.
> Participation City sponsored activities, including the wTiter being in a "dunk" tank

to bring the public to our booth to receive information.
> Utili~’ation of volunk’vrs IBoy Scout troop & "-Eagle" candidates] for handing out /’~

informational materials and the stenciling of catch basins - over 10% of households and
50% of City or, ned catch basins were covered in this manner.

> Slaff persons arc all encouraged to find better ways to implement all ofth¢ BMP$.

in summao’, Pomona. like many other municipalities, is struggling Io do iLs best to meet or exceed all
wrmit conditions, while exploring to find new or innovative methods to comply with and/or better
perform the required activities. We remain committed to implement the ptrmit to the fullest possible
extent, v,hile remaining fiscally responsible to our citizens.

Please do not hesitate Io contact this office if you have any questions or require �laritication of any of
the contents of this letter. My din,~:t telephone line is 909-620-22:]8; Fax lin¢ 909-620-2269,

Sincerely yourg

ROBERT A DELOACH
Director of Publ..ir,,,W,,,m’~ . , ,,

Engineering Associate

cc: CRWQCB - Attn Carlos Un’unaga
City Engin¢~"
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¯ Compiiaw,� dstcs, for ~ of the projrtms, arc too short tad do ~ f~ into the bodset

cycle. This will make i~ v~y impossible fo: ms~ lo¢.al 8~e~ci4~ to implaneut tb8
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t~t ~ l~rmi~ees axe ~o ~T~ia~tcr all or a=y ~ Of’ tl~D.
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EAC CONCERNS ON TENTATIVE ORDER NO.    96-X~K
(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Findings (Nsture 02 Discharges and Source of Pollutants)

Statements on the impairment of receiving waters, water
quality data° and extrapolation of data to other water
bodies (Findings Nos. 4, 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27) are
not supported by hard data nor scientific studies and
should be deleted.

Finding No. 23 regarding duplication of regulator~
efforts clearly suggests that local agencies should not
be involved in oversight cf the State General Permit,
this finding ks confusing and should be deleted.

This section will put Permittees into non-compllance
immediately upon the issuance of the Permit. It serves
limited purpose and is not mandated by the Federal
regulation. It should, therefore° be removed from the
Permit.

given a more active role inPermittees should
developing and approving all the plans and programs under
the Permit. Merely soliciting their input is not
sufficient.

Legal authorit7 requirements and the need for
inter-agency agreements for cooperative efforts are
written too specific in the Permit. Each agency handles
legal issues in a different manner and should be allowed
to deal with legal authorities more in-line wi~h their
current practices provided it is in compliance with
Federal regulations.

The Water Board should bear the burden of proof to
disallow any substitution of BMPs and/or their
modifications.

Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees
within the set period of time under the Permit should
constitute approval by the Water Board of the particular’
submittal.
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Illicit Connect£on and Illicit Discharge

Exemptions for non-sto~water discharges are not
sufficiently incluslve. Examples. such as street and
sidewalk washing, resident:el swimming p~l discharging,
and reclaim and potable water line flushing should
allowed unless evidence can indicate that it causes
adverse impact on the receiving water.

Program should allow municipal employees to be observant
of illicit discharges during their routine assignments
and initiate follow-up actions rather than establishing
completely separate illlcit discharge surveillance
program. Part 2, Section II.B.1.d of the tentative order
should be deleted.

Formal evaluation of all public agency activities as part
of developing the model program for publlc agency
activities is not needed.

"’, - Site visit requirements which also require follow-up
~ visits are no different than inspections. Such visits

should only be for public information purposes. Perhaps
utilizing a check list for self assessment would be
appropriate. Such visits should not involve any follow-
up activities which will likely require enforcement
actions.

Requirement to analyze the success of public information
programs in only 2-1/2 years upon the initiation of the
program is too short. Such evaluation should be at the
end of the five-year program.

Monitoring

The focus of the program should be on developing baseline
data.

The Permit should clearly state that the water quality
monitoring program shall satisfy the requirements of
monitoring for all parties to this Permit.
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Compliance dates, for many of the programs, are too short
and do not fit into the budget cycle. This will make it
virtually impossible for many local agencies to implement
the programs. Implementation of approval programs is not
required until Permittees are able to include them in the
nex~ available budget cycle.

Permit compliance date should be tied to the effective
date of the order and not the date of adoption.

Development and implementation of Countywide Storm Water
Management Plan during the five-year Permit term will be
an ambitious undertaking.     Developing Performance
Standards, a good concept, As beyond the scope of what
can successfully be accomplished during this Permit.

Evaluation of effectiveness of BMPs should not be
separately reported, but should be a part of the end of
permit report (Report of Waste Discharge}.

FK:pI\P:\...\MEMOS\PRMTCRNS
Ep-3/06/ 7/s 
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I appreciate the diligence of the Regional Water Quality Control Board in su.ucturia$ ¯ pesmit
that meets the unique needs of the cities. I also appreciate your personal assistance in e,-’
interpreting specific permit requi.-emems as applicable to lhe City of RolLing Hills Estates. If
I have misstated or misunderstood any pa~t of our conversation as summarized in this
please contact me immediately. Otherv, ise, 1 look forward to working with the Regioo~l Board
in implementing the requirea~ats of this important cnvironme.n~ maadal~

SRW:a
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June 26, 1996
Page 2

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

1. All plans and programs should include an active role of all permittees in their
development and approval.

to comment on any submittal by the permittees within the set period of time2. Failure
under the Permit should constitute approval by the Water Board of the particular
submittal. The state should respond to all submittals m a timely manner just as it
is incumbent for all permittees to initiate requirements of the permit within a
prescribed time limit.

3. Unless proven detrimental to water quality, more exemptions for non-stormwatar
discharges should be given. Specifically, street and sidewalk washing,
dechlorinated residential swim pool discharges and potable water line flushing.

4. Delete Part 2, Section ll.B.1 .d of the tentative order. To minimize further the
of the NPDES program, municipal employees should be allowed to be observant
of ill~,~t discharges during their normal course of performing their daily assignment=
rather than establishing separate ill~t discharge surveillance program.

We al:~te t~e opportunity to comment on the tentative permit. VVe would also like to
express our appreciation to the negotiating team for reducing the original document dowrt U
to its present form. A job well done and it is hoped that our comments will contribute
towards a more cost efficient permit which would facilitate attaining our common goal of ~.J
a cleaner and more liveable environment.

CITY OF ROSEMEAD

09792~10071L03

I
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CITY OF SAN MARINO

2200 HUNTINGTON DRIVE, CITY HALl.. SAN M, ARINO, CALIFORNIA 91 i0"8~63~

Hr. Frank
Los Angeles Count.y Department. of Public
Enviror~ent Progra~                                          .:
P.O.Box: 14~0
Alhambra, Ca 91802-1460

Dear Mr. Kuo:

Thls Is to re-emphasize the City of San MarZno’s intent to
continue to develop and implement best management practices to
reduce and control storm water pollutlon.

The City’s law and code enforcement agents are actively enforcln~
environmental regulations and contributing to the public
awareness. In addition, the City’s Public Works work force
regularly cleans and maintains a nu~er of catch basins and storm
water discharge channels within San Marlno.

Should further information be requested or If you have any
questions please contact me at (ele) 300-0700. ’n
Sincerely, U

Administrative Intern
City Manager’s Office ,-/

cc: Ms. Debbie Bell, City Manager
Ms. Robert P. Ghirelli, Calif. Regional Water Quality Board
Mr. Denald Wolfe, Chairman, Executive Advisory Committee
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S~te 300
Santa ~          F~
~l,f~ 91~21~    (~)

~ of
~nta Ciad~ June 26, 1~ . T

~sis~nt Ex~ubve ~r
Califo~ia ~onal Wa~r ~uality Con~l

I01 ~n~
Mon~ P~k, CA 917~-21~

Sublet: May ~, I~ D~ of ~vis~ NPD~ Pemit (CA~I~) ~-"

Thank you for the opportunity to review the May 23, 1996, drall of the rm~sed
NPDES Permit. While we reserve the right to provide additional comment to the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RW~,CB) at the hearing on July 15, 1996,
at this time w~ would like to submit the following comments and recommendations
for consideration by the RWG~CB staff’.

Statements on the impairment of receiving waters, water quality data, sad

¯ ¯                  extrapolation of data to other water bodies are not supported by hard data or any
scienti/~c studies and should be deleted. Finding No. 23, regarding duplication ~f
regulatory efforts, suggests that local agencies should not be involved in oversight
of the RW~B’s general permit, and should be deletod.                     ~

Overall, tl~ s~tion on "Discharge Prohibition and l~eceiving Water Limitations" will
put the Permitters into non-compliance immediately upon the ;ssuance of the
Permit. It serves a limited purpose and is not mandated by the Federal regulations.
As such, this section should be deleted from the Permit. q
and programs specified under the Permit for program management. Legal authority
requixements and the need for inter-agency agreements for cooperative efforts ars
written too spocifically in the Permit. Each agency handles legal issues differsntly,
and should be allowed to address legal authorities more in line with their cttrr~nt
policies and practicos, provided they are in substantial compliance with the federal
regulatioas (40 CFR).

The burden of proof to disallow any substitution oi" BMP’s and/or their modification
should be placed upon the RW~B. Failure of the BW~B to comment upon any
submit’t~l by a PermJttee within the set period of time under the Permit shou]d
constitute approval o/" the submittal by the RWQCB.

We acknowledge that illicit connections and prohibited discharges ar~ a sign~cant
component o/" the Permit. Exemptions for non-stormwater dLs~.harges are not
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Ms. Catherine Tyrroll
June 26, 1996
Page 2

sufficiently inclusive. Examples, including ws.~hing of impervious surfaces, sidewalk
washing, occasional car washes, reclaimed water line flushing, and resident/s]
swinumng pools, should be allowed unless evidence can be provided to indicate that
such use causes m~or impacLs upon receiving waters.

The program should allow municipal employees to be obeervant of illicit discharges
during their routine assignments, and initiate follow-up actions, rather than
establishing a completely separate surveillance/inspection program. This
requirement slmuId be deleted. Local ak, enc~es should be held to the same standard~
s~ the public. Formal evaluation of all public agency activities as part of developing
the model program for publ~� ~,ency activitie~ Ls not needed and should be required.

Site visit requirements which also require follow-up visits are no different than
i~pectio~s. Such visits should only be for public information purpo~m. Perhapa a
¯ ell’~saessment checklist for the public would be appropriate. Such visits should not
involve any follow-up act/vit/es which will likely require enforcement action~.

The requirement to analyze the success of public information programs in two and
one-hs]fyears (upon initiation of the program) is too short. This evaluation should

The focus oftbe program should be on developing baseline data. The Permit should
clearly state that the water quality monitoring program shall satisfy the
requirsments of monitoring for all parties to this Permit.

Development of performance standards, for activities under this permit, is be~nd
the scope of what can be successfully accomplished, since many cfthe programs will

BMP’s should not be separately reported, but should be a part of the end of permit
report (Report of Waste Dischar~).

Specific Concern

(Attachment C,-3) The new Permit requires a significant work effort within the
first year after approvs] of the permit. Four of the items des] with education and
public outreach and about one-third of the items relate to illicit dLscharges and
commercial and industrial inspection activities. We are concerned about the specific
limitations indicated in this attachment.

For example, the City operates a dewatering system for an area of high ground
water. This system has pump stations that pump ground water out of the ground
which is then discharged back into a channel downstream. The water then
percolates back into the ground. This ground water ha~ total dissolved ~Lid~ and
chlorides which exceed the effluent limitations. It is time consttming and costly to
negotiate to have these limits changed.
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Ms. Catherine Tyrrell                                                               O
June 26, 1996

We are concerned about the validity of the limits and possible similar problems
which may arise in the future because of the restrictions on effluent limitations.
Individually, the requirements and compliance dates seem minor, but collectively
they represent a m~jor work effort. We believe that the compliance time frames for
implementing Permit requirements should be revised to allow Permittees a
reasonable response period to comply.

(Page 3, Item 11.) This indicates that the City of Santa Clarita and County of Los
An~ies need to coordinate with Venture County for the sut~essful comprehensive
management of the entire Santa Clara River watershed. However, this Permit does
not specify the level of effort or specific actions needed to assure con-isteney
between the NPDES Permits of both Venture and Los Angeles Counties. We are
concerned with this item because the City of Santa Clarita may become subject to
conflicting requirements from differin~ Permits. Coordination among municipalities
in the Santa Clara River Watershed should be done by the RWQCB.

(Page 12, Item A.) Regarding discharge conditions for receiving waters from the
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4), we are concerned with the
narrative versus numerical requirements. We appreciate the objectives of the
Permit, but we feel that it may be necessary to establish objective thresholds to
~dequately measure receiving water conditions in a consistent manner. Clarification
and threshold levels of pollutant constituents may need to be established for
qualitative phrases such as: "adversely affect’; "create nuisance’; "undesirnble
coloration’; "objectionable aquatic growth’; "concentration, that are toxic’; and,
"r~un’mS exceodance’.

{Page 15, Table I.) The compliance periods to submit a budget summary and
demonstsate legal authority may not provide adequate time for the Permittees to
l~epa~ n~i submit adequate documentation. Please consider extending these l~ma

(Page 16, Item B.) TL~s section should include a prov~sion that the Perm]ttes be
required only to comply w~th requirements of the S~P m~d CSW~P that are
applicable to the watershed in wL~ch t~ey are located (i.e., the City of Santa Cla~ta
for requb-ements applicable to the Sa~ta Clara l~Jver Watershed.)

(Page 2,5, Item A. I. ©.) Please expand and clar[fly the methods to ut~Li~ results
of field scroem~ activities, stud indicate the responsible paxty for performing these
field activities.

(Page 27, Item 2.) The "Industry-wide Standard Pollution Prevention Practice~’
developed by the AWWA, Califorma-Nevada Section, should be included u an

¯ appendix. "Street washing~ discharges should be clarified in this document tov differentiate £rom street sweeping, which has been identified and accepted ~s an
effective BMP measure that is currently employed by several Permittee~.
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Ms. Catherine Tyrrell                                                                   O

June 26, 1996Page 4                                                      L

{Page 28, Item 3.) Perndttees shou]d be allowed to review and comment on future
BMFs which the Executive OflScer may determine necossary for implementation.
The burden of proof" to disallow any substitution of any BMP and/or their
modification should be the responsibility of the RWQCB.

(Page 29, Item 3.} Define "reportable quantity’. Incidents should also be reported
to the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Hazardous Materials Response Team.

(Page 39, Item I. b.) We would agree that sewage systems operations efficiency
is a key component to mmntaining good quality of"discharge to receiving waters, and
that cooperation between several ab.encies is necessary to assure this. However, we
feel that the resportsibiGty of constructing, repairing, and monitoring sewage system
operations should rest solely with the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts
Nos. 26 and 32 wit/fin the Santa Clarita Valley.

(lhq~e 52, Item & A. rilL} Please explain the maximum limit requirement of 3,000
additional site visits. This number seems arbitrary. Site visits should be requirod
to adequately assess a site’s receiving water impact, determine Permit violations,
and to acquire monitoring information. The number of visits may vary for individual
sites, thereby affecth~ the total number of site visits with a Permittee’s jurisdictim1.

{Pag. ,9, Item D.} It i, our understanding that th. Principal P.rmittee will be

impact reports. The language in the permit should be revised to clarify this.

(Puge 61, Item D.) The Principal Permittoe and the Permittees should be abla to
participate in the Permit revision process. This should include malting the
determination of applicability of"such laws and regulations to the Permit, and any
necessary revisions to the Permit through an appropriate review and adoption
process.

selection process with the Principal Permittee in defining the role and
responsibilities of the participants in monitoring studies, and the selection of
monitoring indicators.

(Page C-5, Item 4.) The revised Permit should clearly indicate who is responsible
/’or implementing the work plan for the loads assessment model.

(Page C-5, Item 5.) This item indicates the Principal Permittee has the discretion
of choosing participants in the funding of a receiving waters study to assess the
impacts to beneficial uses of the Santa Monica Bay. We would like to make the
point that the City of Santa Clarita is within the Santa Clara River watershed, and

¯ does not dram into the Santa Monica Bay. For this reason, we respectfully request
that the City of Santa Clarita be exempted from this provision.
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Ms. Catherine Tyr~ll
June 26, 199~

Part 2.1.E.l.I.i uses a vag’ue term where precision is r~luired. It states that each
Permittee is to possess the authority to do the followia~.

Prohibit the discharge of untreated wash waters into the MS4 when Ias stations,
auto repair garages, or similar use facilities are �leanod.

As no definition of’similar use facilities" is provided in the order, and as "similar
use facilities" might be regarded as too vague to serve as a basis for pr~ecution,
please specify, by SIC numbers, just what is meant by the term "similar
facilities."

Part 2.LE.l.c.iil is obviously and unnecessarily redundant, and possibly futile. It
would require Permittees to prohibit conduct already prohibited by the federal and
state governments. It states that each shall:

Prohibit the use of any pesticide, fungicide, or herbicide, the use of which is
prohibited by the USEPA or the California Department of Pesticide Relulation.

Mort~ver, a redundant local prohibition might well be held to have be~n prompted
by virtue of the preexisting federal and state prohibitions. For these roasons, th~
provision should be deleted from the Pormit.

Part 2.l.E.a.lv uses a vague term where precision is rmluired. It stat~ that oath
Pormittm~ is to possess the authority to do the following:.

R~quire proper disposal of food wastes by the food servie~ and food distribution
indusU’y.

As no definition of "proper disposal° ia provided in the order, and as "propm"
diapo~l" n~h~ be regarded as too vague to serve as a basis for pr~ecu~on, pleaso
specify, by SIC numbers,just what iI meant by the term "proper dispou1."

Part 2.1.E.c.v is obviously and unnecessarily redundant, and possibly futile, as it
would r~luire Permittees to legislate an area already occupied, and almost c~rtain]y
preempted, by the federal and state legislation. It states that each Permitt~ shall:

Require disposal of hazardous wastes at appropriate disposal sitaI and not in
trash containers used for municipal trash disposal.

~ proper diSlX~al of hazardous waste is already subject to elaborate Itatutory and
regulatory schemes on the federal and state levels. See, e.g., the Resour~
Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq. and the Compi’d~n~v~
Environments] Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U~.C. §§ 9601 ~
No useful purpose would be served by attempting to rekndate and prohibit that
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wldch is already regulated. Moreover. a redundant local prohibition might well be
held to have been preempted by virtue of the preexisting federal and state
prohibitions. For these reasons, this provision should be deleted from the permit.

Part 2.1.E~8.i. would require each Permittee to provide:

A statement by its representative legal counsel that the Permittee has obtained
all necessary legal authority to comply with this Order, referencing that legal
authority with specificity...

As pointed out above, there is considerable doubt as to whether local regulations
called for by this order would be void for vagueness (what is meant by "similar use
facilities" and "preper diSlXmal’).

It further appears that others, such as the previsioas regarding pesticides and
hazardous waste disposal, are preempted as a matter o/" law.

Moreover, this Order is replete with previsions calling for programs which are yet
to be developed but which have significant legal implications. (See Part 2.II.A.I.e,
regarding an as yet to be developed program for "enforcement procoduras to
terminate illicit connection,." Just how, "representative legal counsel" could
possibly certify that the permittee has "all necessary legal authoritf’ for programs
which have yet to be developed, is not entirely dear.

implications, is to require the impossible. We recommend that this matter be
referred to Mr. Leon, and invite him to work with attorneys for the cities and the
County to develop apprepriate language.

We feel that futtber revisions and clarification of the aforementioned issues should
be addressed in order to make the revised permit an effective document for
implementation. We look forward to continue working with you and your staff to
finalize efficient and effective revisions to the NPDES. Should you have any
questions or need additional information, please contact me at (805) 255-4963.

cc: Don Williams, Stormwater Utility Program Coordinator
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V
~ITY    OF    SANTA    FE    SPRINGS .... ,

June 26, ’1996

C.alifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region ~,--’-"       ~’~
101 Centre Plaza Drive ~’.~:
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156 "=

Attention: Catherine Tyrrell, Assistant Executive Officer Surface Water ~ .~"¯

Subject: NPDE$ Latest Five-Year Permit Draft Review =

Dear Ms. Tyrell:

As requested in your May 23, 1996 letter, ! am submitting for your information a few general
comments regarding the May 23, 1996 release of the NPDES Five-Year Permit. This letter i~ to
document the City’s concurrence of the problem areas brought to your attention by the Executive
Advisot~ Committee and various other agencies in the San Gabriel River Watershed. I would
like to take this opportunity to emphasize a few of our basic concerns with this permiL After a
quick review of the permit it appean there are still areas of conce rn. Many of these concent~ could
possibly be resolved with mere modifications in language or requirement standards.

The following are listed comments regarding the tentative permit:

1. The Findings sections of the permit should he more concise, and give only factual
information directly related and necessapl to the forthcoming requirements.

2. Various non-stormwater discharges such as street and sidewalk washing, reclaimed and
potable water line flushing, and residential swimming pool discharges should he allowed
unless the Board can provide proof that these discharges cause major adve~e effects on
the receiving watem

3. Analysis of the public information programs made only two and a half years into the
permit, would not necessarily produce accurate results. The analysis should be placed at
the end of the permiL

4. The allotted time periods for many of the programs do not allow enough time for
inclusion in the budget

5. Report of effectiveness of implemented BMP’s should be included in the end of year
repom instead of in a separate submittal.
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California Regional Water Ouality Control Board                                                ~/’
Los Angeles Region
June 26, 1996
Page 2

"r

Due to the short time period allowed for review of this draft, only our highest priority concerns
are listed here. Our staff is currently in the process of reviewing the permit in a more detailed
manner.

Thank you for your time and consideration, if you have any questions or comment& please feel
free to contact George O’Brien at (310) 868-0511, Extension 267.

JJ hn Pri 
Director of Public Works

! JRP/gl~:~/sm

-", Waste Management Division, P.O. Box 1460, Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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If-, particular furore task presems a unique and unusual hardship on a permittee, what
recourse does the permittee have to modify (x eliminate that requirement?

Permittees may petition the Board to modify or substitute BMP’+ No mention is m~de of
how to elimirmte ineffective BMP’s. A ih~ "F-2-d: The BN{P is not effective" should be
added to Section l.
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CITY OF SIGNAL HILL

Cathe~ne T~II
Assistant Ex~tive ~g~
California Regional Wa~r ~ali~ Con~! ~
101 Cent~ Pla~ DNve

Subject: Tentative NPDES Stormwater Permit

Dear Ms. Tyrrell:

We have reviewed the May 23, 1996 Tentative NPDES permit and have several
major concems. Below are several items which we f.l should be signific.ntly
modified prior to the adoption of this permit. The Executive Advisory Committee
has also identified several major concerns with the permit. Attached is the list of
EAC concerns of which we concur.

I) Every section of the tentative permit contains several tasks which are yet to be
defined. For example: Table 2 on page 24, the permittees are required to
implement an illicit connection elimination program 4 months after the
Courlty’s plan is approved. There are three other tasks in Table 2 requiring
action after the County’s plan is approved. There are four similar tasks in
Table 3, twn in Table 4 and .so on. A further example is item I-B-1 on page 16:
"each permittee shall comply with the requirements of the SWMP and

Since the County’s plan has not yet been developed, permittees should not be
expected to comment on the adequacy, scope of work, potential costs or
implementation.

The County has made broad promises that they, as a fellow permittee, will not
impose excessive requirements within each of the tasks. But at this point in
time permittees cannot know whether to support, oppose or simply make            ~
suggestions to facilitate implementation of the tasks since the program does            ~

¯ not yet exist.
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If a particular future task presents a unique and unusual hardship on a
permittee, what recourse does the permittee have to modify or eliminate that
requirement?

2) Permittees may petition the Board to modify or substitute BMPs. No mention
is made of how to eliminate ineffective BliPs. A line "F-2-d: The BMP is not
effective" should be added to Section 1.

Also, what format is used for this petition? there is no guidance as to whether
it should be a single page request or a multi-volume scientific study? Since the
BMPs were chosen not on the basis of rigorous scientific studies, but rather on
the generally likelihood of reducing pollution, the same standard should be
applied to removing ineffective BMPs.

3) The receiving water limitations section first gives the impression that
numerical limits or objective standards must be met, then in the following
paragraph it states that if the permittee is adequately implementing BMPs, then
the limitations are met. This is confusing.

The word "limitation" implies an objective measurement which
implementing BMPs is not. The word "limitation" should be eliminated ~s
should any reference to the Basin Plan from which it could be inappropriately
implied by third parties that numerical limits or other objective standards exist.

The definition of what constitutes "adequately implementing BMPs" and who
determines this should be clearly and unequivocally stated. The sole
determination should be that the of the Board and the Board’s executive officer
and unless the Board or the Board’s EO has specifically notified the permittee
that BMPs are not being adequately implemented, the permittee should be
considered to be in compliance of the permit requirements. Without this, the
permittees may be immediately exposed to third party lawsuits upon the
adoption of the permit.

Thank you for your consideration.

Environmental Protection Specialist
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EAC CONCERNS ON TENTATIVE ORDER NO. 96-TT~
(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Findings (Nature of Discharges and Source of Pollut~nts|

Statements on the impairment of receiving waters° water
quality data° and extrapolation of data to other water
bodies (Findings Nos. 4° 5, 60 190 25, 26, and 27) are
not supported by hard data nor scientific studies and
should be deleted.

Finding No. 23 regarding duplication of regulatory
efforts clearly suggests that local agencies should not
be involved in oversight of the State General Permit,
thi~ flndin~ id coLfusing a,~d ~houl~ be deleted.

Discharge Prohibit£on m.nd Rose,ring Water Llm.:Ltat£ons

This section will put Permittees into non-compliance
immediately upon the issuance of the Permit. It serves
limited purpose and is not mandated by the Federal
regulation. It should, therefore° be removed fro~ the
Permit.

Permittees should be given a more active role in
developing and approving all the plans and programs under
the Permit. Merely soliciting their input is not
sufflclen~.

Legal authority requirements and the need for
inter-agency agreements for cooperative efforts are
written too specific in the Permit. Each agency handles
legal issues in a different ma.nner and should be allowed
to deal with legal authorities more in-line with their
current practices provided it is in compliance with
Federal regulations.

The Water Board should bear the burden of proof to
disallow any substitution of BMPs and/or ~he~r
modifications.

Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees
within the set period of time under the Permit should
constitute approval by the Water Board of the particular
submittal.
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Exemptions ~or non-s~ormwater discharges are not
sufficiently inclusive. Examples, such as scree~ and
sidewalk washing, residential swimming pool discharging,
and recla%m and potable wa~er line flushing should
allowed ~iess evldence can indicate t~ i~ causes ~jor
adverse impact on ~he receiving wa~er.

Priam should allow municipal emploTees ~o ~ obse~an~
of illici~ discharges during ~heir routine assi~ments
and iniuia~e follow-up actions rather than establishing
completely separate illici~ discharge su~eillance
pr~ram. Par~ 2, Section II.B.l.d of ~he ~en~a~ive order
should ~ deleted.

Fo~I evaluaU~on of all p~llc agen~ ac~iviUies as
of developing ~he ~odel pr~ram for p~lic
acuivi~ies is no~ needed.

Si~e visit re~£remen~s which also re.ire follow-up
visits are no differen~ ~han inspections. Such
should only ~ for p~lic info~ion pu~ses. Per~ps
u~ilizing a check lis~ for self assessmen~ would
appropriate. Such visits should no~ involve any foll~-
up acuivi~ies which will likely re.ire enforce~n~
actions.

Re~ire~nt to analTze the success of p~lic info~tlon
pr~ra~ in only 2-i/2 years u~n the initiation of
pr~ram is ~oo shoru. Such evaluation should be
end of uhe five-year pr~ram.

Moni~or~g

The fo~ of ~he pr~ram should ~ on developing ~seline
~a.

The Pe~i~ should clearly snaue ~ha~ ~he wa~er ~ali~y
moninoring pr~ram shall sauisfy ~he retirements of
moniuoring for all par~ies ~o ~his
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O~hers

Compliance dates, for many of the programs, are too shor~
and do not fit into the budget cycle. This will make it
virtually impossible for many local agencies to implement
the programs, implementation of approval programs is not
required until Permlttees are able to include them i~ the
next available bud(jet cycle.

Permit compliance date should be tied to the effective
date of the order and not the date of adoption.

Development and implementation of Countywide Storm Water
Management Plan during the five-year Permit term will be
an ambitious undertaking.     Developing Performance
Standards, a qood conce~t, is beyon~ the sccpe of what
can successfully be accomplished during this Permit.

Evaluation of effectiveness of BMPs should not
separately reported, but should be a part of the end of
permit report (Report of Waste Discharge).

FK:pI\P:\...\MEMOS\PRMTCRNS
EP-3/06/~?/9~
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141,~ N. SANTA ANITA AVENUE
SOUTH EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91F33

(818) $79-6,~0 ¯ (213) 68~-0460 ¯ FAX (818) 579-2107

Ms. Catherine Tyrreg
Assistant Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
I O I Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Re: Tentative NPD~S Stouter Permit

We have reviewed the May 23, 1996 Tentative NPDES Permit and have several major conct.mt.
Below are several items which we feel should be significantly modifwd wior to the adoption of
this permit. The Executive Advisory Committee has ~ identified several major �oncerns with
the permit. Attached is ¯ hst of EAC concerns ofwhich we concur.

For example: Table 2 on page 24. requires the permittees to impleng’nt an illicit connection elimi-
nation program four months after the County’s plan is approved. There are three other tasks in
Table 2 requiring action after the County’s plan is approved. There are four similar tasks in Table
3, two in Table 4, and ,so on. A further example is item I-B-I on page 16, "... each permittee shall
comply with the requirements of the SWMP and CSWMP".

Since the County’s plan has not yet been developed, pem~ittees should not be expected to
comment on the adequacy, scope of work. potential costs or implementation of these activities.
While the County has made broad promises that they, as a fellow permittee, will not impose
excessive requirenx’nts within each of the tasks, permittees cannot factually know whether to
support, oppose or simply make suggestions to facilitate the implementation of these tasks since
the program does not exist. Should a particular future task present a unique and unusual hardship
on a permittee, what recourse does the permittee have to modify or eliminate that requiremem?

2. Perm~ees may petition the Board to modi~ or substitute BMP’s. No mention is made
of how to eliminate ineffective BMP’s. A line "F-2-d: The BMP is not effective..." shoukl be
added to Section 1.

I



V
Also. what format is used for this pet~k~n? There is no guidance as to whether it should be am

0single-page request or a multi-volume scientific study. Since the BMP’s were chosen not on the
basis of rigorous scientific stud~es. [xa rather on the gervJ~al likelihood of reducing pollution, and

Lin some cases arbitrary whims, the same standard should be appl~l to removing ineffective
BMP’$.

3, The r~¢ivi~g water limitations section first gives the impression that nun~’Jcal limits
or objective standards must be met. then. m the following paragraph, state~ that if the permittee i~
adequately implementing BMP’s. then the limitations are met. "i’h~ i$ �onfu~ing.

The word "limitation" implie~ an ob~ctive measurement which implementing BMP’$ i~ not. The
word "li~tation" should be eliminated as should any reference to the Basin Pl~ln from which it
could be inapwopr~tely implied by third p~ties that numerical limits or other ob~ive ~

,

The defmition of what �Ol~titute~ "~k’quately implementing BMP’s" and who deterndn~ ~
~iouid be clearly and unequivocally ~tated. The ~ole determination should be that of the Bo~’xl or
the Board’s Executive Officer and unle~ the Board or the Board’s Executive Officer h~
specifically notified the permittee that BMP’s ~ not being adequately implemented, the permitte¢
~dlould be considered to be in �omphance of the permit requirements. Without ~
permittees tray be immed~tely expo~,d to third p,~y hlwsuits upon the ~loption of the pe~nit.

o~ I,e~lroft~ city of South E! Monte. I than1, you for the opportunity to Wovide you w~th out r~
�oncerto rehlted to the Tentative Stormwate~ Permit ~1 for yout �otuidettltion of out �omment~. U
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EAC CONCERNS ON TENTATIVE ORDER NO. 96-XXX
O(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Findings (Nature of Discharges and Source of PoDutants)                                           L

¯ Statements on the impairng~t of recei~-ing waters, water quality data. and extrapolation of
data to other water bodies (Findings Nos. 4, 5, 6, 19, 25.26. and 27) are not supported by
hard data nor scientific studks and should be deleted.

¯ Finding No. 23 regarding duplication ofregulatory elTons clearly suggests that local
agencies should not be involved in oversight of the State General Permit, which is
confusing and should be delet~L

Discharge Prohibition and Receiving Water Umitatiotu

* This section will put permittees into non-compliance immediately upon the issuance of the
Permit. It serves limited purpose and is not mandated by the Federal regulation. It
should, therefore, be removed from the Permit.

Program Managememt

Permittees should be given a more active role in developing and approving all the plant
and programs under the Permit. Merely soliciting their input is not sutTgieut.

Legal authority requirements and the need for inter-agency agreements for �ooperative
efTons are written too specific in the Permit. Each agency handles legal issues in ¯
different manner and should be allowed to deal with legal authorities more in-li~e with
their current practices provided it is in compliance with Federal regulations.

The Water Board should bear the burden ofproofto disallow any substitution of BMP’s

¯ Failure to comment on any submittal by the Permittees within the se~ period of time under
the Permit should constitute approval by the Water Board of the particular submittal.

illicit Connection and illicit Discharge

¯ Exemptions for non-stormwater discharges are not sutEciently inclusive. Examples, such
~s street and sidewalk washing, residential swimm~g pool discharging, and recla~ god
potable water line flushing should be allowed unless evidence can indicate that it causes
major adverse impact on the receiving water.
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V
Program should allow municipal employ~-es to be obse~ant of illicit discharges during O
their routine assignments and initiate follow-up a~ions rather than establishing completely
separate illicit dtscharge surveillance program. Part 2, Se~ion li.B.I .d of the tentative Lorder should be deleted,

Public Agency Activities

¯ Formal evaluation of all public agency activitk, s as part of developing the model program
for public agency activities is not needed.

,/~
Public Information and Purticipatiou

¯ Site visit requirements which also require follow-up ~sits are no different than impectiom.
Such visits should only be for public information purposes. Perhaps utilizing a check
for self assessment would be appropriate. Such visits should not involve Imy follow-up
activities which will likely require enforcement actiom,

¯ Requirements to analyze the success of public infornation programs in only 2-1/2 yean
upon the initiation ofthe wogram is too short. Such evaluation should be at the end of
the five-year pmgant

¯ The focus of the wogram should be on developing Ixtseline data.

¯    The Permit should clearly state that the water quality monitoring program shall sati~lfy the

Othe~requirements of momtoring for all parties to this Permit.

¯ Compliance dates, for many of the wogratr~ are too short and do not fit into the budget
cycle. This will make it virtually impossibie for many local agencies to implement the
wograms. Implementation of approval progranu is not required until Permittees are able
to include them in the next available budget cycle.

¯ Permit compliance date should be tied to the effec~e date of the order and not the date of
adoption.

¯ Development and implementation of Countywkle Storm Water Management Plan during |the five-year Permit term will be an ambitious undertaking. Developing Performance
Standards, a good concept, is beyond the scope of what can successfully be
during th~ Permit.

2
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Fax 5

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES INDICATED ABOVE, OR IF YOU 13.AV~                                     J
,t~N’y QUF.~TIONS REGARDING TH.[S TRANS.MI’I~AL, PLEASE C&].~ ~lJ) ~                            ~
9537.                                                    I
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it ~ould ~ ¯ ~e ~ ~qu~t or s multi-volume ~�’~y? ~ t~.       .

n~(a~ li~ts or ob~we sta~ must be met, th~ i, ~e ~8 ¯

-The wold "i~Itation" implies

d~erm~ t~ shou}d be cleari)" and ~equiv~aily Ita~. ~e ~              ’
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~o~ su~ed by ~ da~a nor sc~n~ifLc
should ~ deleted,

Fining No. ~3 ~ga~ng dupl~ca~on of

~ ~n~lved ~n overetgh~ of ~e
~s ~nd~ 18 ¢on~using ~ s~uld ~ delete.

~en ~ 8~�~� ~n the Pe~.

~raZ ~latL~.

~ weber ~rd should ~ar ~he ~ of p~ to
d~ll~ a~ s~st~u~on of

�~t~tute a~val by t~ Water ~ of
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~ C’~ DAVID B. BREAJU..EY

LEC~S C. MALmJRG Or,/

F.~X: (213) 588-2761 ’r
Win. "BE.L" DAVIS

O,unt~tm~ KENNETH J. DeDARJO

R "LARRY" GONZALES                                                    FAX: {213)

DAVE T’ELIK)RD

BRvo CITY HALL
Cny Adn~a~/C|~y C~efk ~ SAIN’rA FE AVENUE, VERNON, CALII~ORNIA ~ , ,. Price ~

Catherine Tyrrell "~ ’
Assistant Executive Officer .~’
Regional Water Quality Control Board ~."    .’7. .’Los Angeles Region k~    ..
101 Centre Plaza Drive ~-~
Monterey Park, CA 91754-215~

RE: Tentative NPDES Permit

Dear Catherine,

We have received and reviewed the Tentative NPDES Permit ~hat your
staff has prepared. In general, this Tentative Permit is superior
to the December 18, 1995 draft in almost every way. The document
seems to be better organized and more focused than the December 18,
1995 draft.    We were also happy to see that some of the
recommendations that the Permittees had made were incorporated into
the Tentative Permit.                                                                 ~.~

There are, however, a few issues that need to be resolved before we
can give our full support to the Permit. These issues are ou~llned

l) Part Z.ZI.A t Roceiving Waist L4m4tatlons - While we
understand the Regional Board’s need to include some language
about Receiving Water Limitations, we feel tha~ ~he
Limitations outlined in Section IIA are unreasonable. It is
clear that virtually every Permittee will be in immediate
non-compliance with these limitations. We understand that such
exceedances will not place a Permittee in violation of ~he
Permi~ as long as the Storm WaCer Ma.~agerr.~n~ Program (SWMP)
requirements are fulfilled. The main problem is that Part
1.II.B allows ~he Executive Officer of ~he Regional Board to
require the Permi~tees to revise their SWMP to prevent these
exceedances from recurring in ~he future. The language of the
Permit seems to indicate that this would be an unlikely
occurrence, but in reality, Part 1. II.B could be invoked
immediately after Permit adoption.
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Page 2
OJune 25, 1996

Ms. Catherine Tyrrell

LIn addition, many of these limitations to which the Permlttees
must adhere cannot be controlled by the Permittee8. In any
urban area there will be litter, oil, grease, rubber, and
other substances deposited continually on the surface of
streets, and from there these pollutants are washed into the
storm drain. The Permittees have little or no control over
these types of discharges. Even with daily street sweeping,
it would be impossible for the Permittee to prevent every
piece of litter from reaching the river. It is unfair to hold
the Permittees responsible for discharges over which they have
no control.

In order to rectify this problem, we propose that the
receiving water limitations be eliminated and replaced wlth a
more relaxed form of receiving water "goals". These "goals"
should be worded so that the Permittees are not in immediate
non-compliance upon Permit adoption. The Permittees should be
encouraged to make every effort to meet these goals. These
goals should only address items that each Pe~Ittee can
effectively control.

In addition, we feel that the powers given to the Executive
Officer in Part I.II.B are a bit too broad. We feel that any
modifications to the SWMP that include additional activities
and requirements for the Permittees to enact should receive a
full public hearing and final approval from the Regional
Board.    This will ensure a fair and open process of
modification.

2) Part 2.I.F Boot Management Pza~tlce (BI~) or
8ubstitutlon/Elimlnatlon - Again, our main objection here is
that the Executive Officer has been given powers that should
remain in the hands of the Regional Board. The petition for             d
the substitution or elimination of a BMP by a Permittee
deserves the attention of the Regional Board.

3)    Part 2.I.G Azlm!nlstratlve Review - This process of
administrative review is for the most part a very good
procedure. However, there are a few problems. First, the 120
day review period seems a bit excessive.    Requiring a
Permittee to wait 4 months to find out if its documentation is
sufficient is unacceptable. A more reasonable time period
would be at most 60 days. If the Regional Board does not
currently have enough staff to review these documents
expediently, it is our suggestion that the Regional Board
adjust it’s own budget to meet the requirements of the Permit.

In addition, this section again gives a bit too much ~r to
the Executive Officer. It is our opinion that the Regional
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Page 3
0Ms. Catherine Tyrrell

June 25, 1996

Board, and only the Regional Board, can make any decision that
would require a Permittee to do anything. In feet, it is
questionable that the Regional Board itself even possesses
the legal authority to force permittees to do anything. It is
certain that the Executive Officer does not possess this
authority. Our City Attorney’s office will be sending under
separate cover comments regarding these legal aspects of the
proposed Permit.

3) Part 2 - General Comments - This objection extends to
other various provisions of the Permit in which the Executive
Officer must approve model programs developed by the Principal
Permittee. There are a host of model programs and BMPs that
the Principal Permittee must develop as a part of the Permit.
Once these programs are approved, each Permittee is expected
to implement these programs. While the Principal Permlttee is
directed to develop these programs "in consultation" with the
Permittee8, there is no requirement that these programs be
approved by the Permlttees.

These programs will define what types of activities each
Permittee will be required to perform as a part of the Permit.
We feel very strongly that since these programs will define
the activities of the Permittees, these programs must be " ~m~
approved by the Regional Board An an open, publlc approval
process. Allowing these programs to be developed by the U
Principal Permittee and approved by the Executive Officer
without public review and comment is unacceptable.

U
Please take these comments into consideration as the final draft of
the Permit is assembled. If possible, we would like to review a
copy of the final draft before the July 15, 1996 meeting of the
Regional Board. If you have any questions or comments regarding
these comments please contact myself or Tom Kennedy at
(213)583-8811.

y~urs,

Loon
Director°of~Community Services ~’~d Water
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CO: DISTRIBUTION LIST V

Gall Ruderman Feyar N]%DC 6310 San VIcente Blvd. ~
Los Angeles, CA 90048

T
Roger A. Colvln Alvarez-Glasman 200 E. Beverly Blvd. 2d FZ

South Gate & Colvln Montebello, CA 90640

Mary McMastar Oliver, Vase, 281 S. Flgueroa St.
Bell, Calabasaa, Sandifer, etc. LoS Angeles, CA 90012
Covina, S. Pasadena

¯ Merberto Dlaz Irwlndale P.O. Box 1059
Brea, CA 92622-1059

John Harris Rlchards, Watson 333 S. Hope St.
& Gershon Los Angeles, CA 90072

Mark Wm. Steres Brown, Winfield 300 S. Grand Ave. #1500
& Canzonerl Los Angeles, CA 90071-3125

Charles Bergson Monterey Park 320 W. Hewmark Ave.
Monterey Park, CA 91754

David Huff Whittler 390 H. Brea Blvd., #A
Brea, CA 92621

Lisa Peskay Malmaten Long Beach 333 Ocean Blvd

~                     ~m~
Long Beach, CA 90802

R~fus C. ¥oun~ Burke, Williams 611W. Grand #2500 U& Sorenaen Los Angeles, CA 90017

David Burhenn Sldley & Austin 555 W. Fifth St. 40th F1 ~_~
LA County LOs Angeles, CA 90013-1010

Betty Miller Jennlng SWRCB 901 "P" St.
Sacramento, CA 95814 ~

Glna Marie Agulrre E1 Monte 11333 Valley Blvd.

WInnle Jesana RWQCB-LA I01 Centre Plaza Dr. UMonterey Park, CA 91754

Carlos Urrunaga CRWQCB-LA 101 Centre Plaza Dr.
Monterey Park, CA 91754

Xavlor Swamikannu CRWQCB-LA 101 Centre Plaza Dr.
Monterey Park, CA 91754

~hrlatina Sansone Glendale 613 E. Broadway #220
~’=. Glendale, CA 91206 .~"-~
"W

Jorge Leon CRWQCB 901 "P" Street
Sacramento, CA 95812
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1

LEGAL ANALYSIS OF THE JURISDICTIONAL ISSUE
CONTAINED IN THE PROPOSED ORDER BY THE REGIONAL

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BO~tRD FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I.    Water Code q~ 13000 and 13001. Water Code $13000 gives the
Legislative Findings and Declarations and closes with the statement,
"The statewide program for Water Quality Control can be most
effectively administered regionally, within a framework O~ statewlde
coordination and policy." This declaration makes it clear that the
state Legislature had no intention of promoting a series of local
ordinances for governing water quality control. The attempt by the
Regional Board to require each local agency to adopt its own
regulations is therefore exactly counter to the leglslatlve intent.

This is reinforced by $ 13001 which states, "It is the intent of
the Leglslature that the state boards and each regional board shall
be the principal state agencies with the primary responsibility for
the coordination and control of water quality." It cannot be any
clearer that the state did not intend any diversification of
regulations throughout a region, and, in fact, S 13001 mandates= "The
state board and regional boards in exercising any power granted in
this division shall conform to and implement the policies of this
chapter and shall, at all times, coordinate their respective
activities so as to achieve a unified and effective water quality
control program in this state."

The order which the Regional Board is proposing Is neither s
unified nor effective water quality control program. It will result
in a multiplicity of local regulations which may conflict with each
other and cause unneeded difficulty for businesses which operate in
multiple Jurisdictions.

II. Water Code ~;13002. Section 13002 contains a specific
delineation of the separate powers of the cities and counties, ot the
attorney general, and "of a state agency in the enforcement or
administration of any provision of law which it is specifically
permitted or required to enforce or administer." Nowhere in the
statute is there a reference to cities or counties administering the
Water Quality Control Act.

III. Water Code ~ 13050. Section 13050 defines the word "person" to
include any city and county, but also includes the State and the
United States to the extent authorized by federal law. The city and
county are subject to the same prohibitions that are imposed on other
persons under the Code, but this section is not a grant of blanket
jurisdiction to the State and regional boards, otherwise they could
claim jurisdiction over the United States.

IV. Wager Code ~13140 to ~3~47. The adoption of the state policy
for the Water Quality Control is delegated to the state board and
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does not concern the cities, except to the extent that $ 13144
requires the state board to consult and carefully evaluate the
recommendations of local agencies.

v. Water Code ~ 131~0. Section 13160, in defining the
authorization given to the state board, makes a specific reference to
"any person subject to the jurisdiction of the state board". The
term "jurisdiction" is not defined ond must be interpreted in
accordance with the overall purpose of the Water Quality Control Act.
The City as a person is subject to the jurisdiction of the state
board with regard to complying with regulations pertaining to waste
water discharge. That is not the same as the state or regional board
asserting jurisdiction over local agencies and requiring them to
adopt ordinances and regulations.

Subparagraph (b) of $ 13160 provides that the state board is
"authorized to exercise any powers delegated to the state by the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251, et seq.) and
acts amendatory thereto." The state board has the abillty to
exercise its powers by the adoption of statewide regulations to
control waste discharges. There is no authority in state law for
requiring local agencies to adopt such regulations.

In order to avoid the legislative mandate for a statewide
regulatory program with uniform wastewater discharge requirements,
the regional board is relying on Title 33, Section 1342, of the
United States Codes which establishes requirements for NPDES permits
for discharges from municipal storm sewers. But such requirements
must be construed as part of the overall regulatory scheme.

A single sentence requiring the state board to exercise powers
under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act is not a preemption of
local autonomy, particularly when it is compared to other sections in
the same statute which speclflcally protect the rights of the cities.

VI. Water Code ; 1316~. The Californla Water Plan Includes both the
state policy for water control and regional water quality control
plans (§ 13141). Section 13164 requires the state board to develop
"general procedures for the formulation, adoption and implementatlon
by regional boards of water quality control plans" (defined in
Section 13050). Section 13243 makes a distinction between a water
quality control plan and waste discharge requirements (defined in
Section 13374), but both these are adopted by the regional board arKl
not by a county or city.

VII. Water Code ~ 13165. As part of its general responsibillties
for water quality control, the state board is given specific
jurisdiction over both state and local agencies for purposes of
gathering information. The authority of the state board to obtain
information and reports from local agencies is reasserted in SS
13225, 13266, 13267, 13271, 13272, and 13383. The repetition of this
grant of to the state and regional boardspower again implies that
any other jurisdiction over the city or county fails to exist.
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VIII. Water Code ~ 13172. Section 13172 shows how the doctrine of
uniformity can be used by the State of California to preempt local
regulation. With regard to waste disposal sites, the opening
sentence states, "To ensure adequate protection of water quality and
statewide uniformity in the siting, operation, and closure of waste
disposal sites,...the state k~>ard shall do all of the following: ....

IX. Water Code ;; 13222 and 13223. With regard to the question of
whether a regional board can adopt regulations to be implemented by
local agencies, S 13222 is very specific that, pursuant to state Dboard guidelines, a regional board may adopt regulations to carry out
its powers and duties. However, Section 13223 specifically restrict~
the adoption of such regulations to the regional board and bars any
delegation of such powers and duties to the executive officer. Th
includes promulgation of regulations and waste discharge
requirements.

The term "waste discharge requirements" (Section 13374) is
equivalent to the term "permits" in the FWPC Act. Thus, when United
States Code Title 33, Section 1342(p), requires certain prohibitlone
and controls to be included in a permit for municipal discharges,
those are to be included in the permit adopted by the regional board,
Thus, in effect it reads, "[Waste discharge requirements] for
discharges from municipal storm sewers...(il) shall include a
requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into
the storm sewers."

This does not mean that the regional board merely tell the n
county and cities to adopt such prohibitions. It means that the

Upermit issued by the reglonal board must contain such prohibitions. qX. Water Code ~ 13225. Pursuant to S 13225, the regional board
authorized to "obtain coordinated action in water quality conILrol,
including the prevention and abatement of water pollution and
nuisance." If the regional board issues its own regulations, it
produce coordinated action by all of the cities and the county
consistent with the state statute. Requiring the cities and county
to independently adopt such regulations is the opposite of
coordinated action.

Subparagraph (c) of S 13225 contains the specific power of the
regional board over a state or local agency, i.e., "Require as
necessary any state or local agency to investigate and report on any
technical factors involved in water quality control or to obtain
submit analyses of water .... " Subparagraph (d) is even more
limiting. The regional board is authorized to "Request enforcement
by appropriate federal, state and local agencies of their respecti¥@
water quality control laws."

Thus, the regional board cannot require a local agenc-f to
enforce its ovn water quality control law. The board is authorized
to make a request, but not to give a directive. How then can it
dictate to a local agency what to include in an ordinance? Again,
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subparagraph (f) authorizes the regional board to report to a local
health officer in a case of suspected contamination in the region.
The regional boards jurisdiction does not extend beyond making the
report. It cannot issue a directive to the local health officer.

XI. Water Code ~ 13240 throuah 13247. The article containing $S
13240, et seq. gives guidelines for the adoption of the regional
water quality control plan. Presumably a "water quality control
plan" (defined in Section 13050) contains a general program aa
opposed to the more specific "waste discharge requirements" provided
for in the succeeding article. In implementing the program, $ 13242
authorizes the regional board to include recommendations for action
by a public entity. A recommendation is not a directive. Section
13243 defines the power of the regional board with regard to its
Water Quality Control Plan and with regard to waste discharge
requirements.    The regional board may "specify certain conditions or
areas where the discharge of waste, or certain types of waste, wall
not bo permitted.- These constitute powers of the regional board,
not requirements which may be imposed on a city or county.

XII. Water Code ~ 13260 throuuh 13274. The next article ($$ 13260-
13274) governs implementation of the waste discharge requirements
adopted pursuant to $S 13222 and 13223. The implementation is
framed in terms of reports by persons discharging waste, with the
regional board being given authority by $ 13263 to prescribe
additional requirements if no discharge report has been filed.

lnde’d, perhap. It i. the circuitous method of civil .nforc...nt
of the waste discharge requirements set forth in the state statute
that has led the state and regional boards to propose an order In
which local agencies would be required to adopt regulations.
However, the nature of the state statute leads to the opposite
conclusion. If the state legislature has placed limitations on the
exercise of power by the state and regional boards, those limitations
cannot be evaded by transferring those powers and duties to local
agencies. A violation may be prosecuted, either criminally or
civilly, but only after the violation has been called to the
attention of the person in writing by the regional board. Although s
city or county could enforce its own ordinances, the authority of $
13265 is given to the regional board to enforce its own waste
discharge requirements.

XIII. Water Code ~ 13300 through 13361. Chapter 5 of the Water
Quality Control Act pertains to enforcement and implementation by the
regional board. It is written within the scope of the regional
board’s waste discharge requirements and the responsibility of
enforcement is entirely vested in the regional board. In fact, $
13301 anticipates a violation by the operator of a community sewer
system. How then can a city be given the responsibility for adopting
an ordinance which is to be enforced by the regional board? Will the
city issue an order against itself to cease and desist?

Indeed, the Chapter imposes the requirement of notice and
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hearing upon the regional board and sets forth the procedure which is
to be followed. S 13306 provides that a majority vote of the entire
membership of regional board is required to take enforcement action.
Section 13320 allows the state board to intervene if the regional
~oard fails to take action, and S 13330 authorizes an aggrieved party
to petition for a writ of mandate in the superior court if a regional
board fails to take action.

The complete statutory procedure for enforcement of waete
discharge requirements would ~e circumvented by the order bei~
proposed for adoption by the Los Angeles County RWQCB. The eame type
of circumvention would occur with respect to S 13360 which limite the
method whereby a person should comply with waste discharge
requirements of a regional or state board.

XIV. Water Code ~ 13370 throuah 1338q. Chapter 5.5 supplements the
delegation of authority in $ 13160 with regard to the implementation
of the FWPC Act in the State of California. Section 13377 etates,

"Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, the
etate board or the regional boards shall, as required o~:
authorized by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, ae
amended, issue waste discharge requirements and dredge or
fill materlal permits which apply and ensure compliance
with a11 applicable provisions of the act and acre
amendatory thereof or supplementary, thereto, together with
any more stringent effluent standards or limltatlons
necessary ~o ~mplemen~ wa~er qual~y control plans, or tot
~he pro~ec~on of beneflc~al uses, or ~o preven~ nulsance.=

Th. ,tatut. provide, that the permlts ~8,ue~ by the re~on,~
~ard, not local ordinances, ensure compllance. The case oE ~
California Ediso~ Co. v. State Water Resources Control B~. (1981) 116
~3~ 751, 172 Cal.Rptr. 306, shows that the courts will apply a
strict standard of interpretation to the statutory provisions. In
the same way the regional boar~ does not have the authority to ~0
~yond or ~o escape the statutory scheme by seeking to Im~se a
requirement upon local agencies to adopt regulations. Indeed, SS
13378 through 13382.5 specify that the adoption of certain waste
discharge requirements (permits) and dredged or fill materlal ~Its
Is a function of the state and regional ~ard.

Section 13383 authorizes the state or regional ~ard to r~Ire
monitoring and reporting by any person under its jurisdiction.
However, Section 13384 requires a public hearing by the regional
~ard prior to the adoption of the waste discharge requirements
(pewits). Again, the statutory scheme would be evaded by i~si~
the adoption of the regulatory scheme upon local agencies.

~. Water Code ~ 13390 through 13396.7. Chapter 5.6 ~ai~ to
~y protection and toxic cleanup with the state ~ard and regio~l
~ards having the responsibility of the adoption of pr~rams to
provide maximum protection. Pursuant to S 13391, the ~sic Wa~er
Quality Control Plan is to ~ adopted by the state ~ard.
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Subparagraph (d) states, "Each regional board shall review and, if
necessary, revise waste discharge requirements that are inconsistent
with those policies and principles." Once again, the responsibility
is placed on the regional boards to adopt waste discharge
requirements (permits). Local agencies are not given any
jurisdiction over the plan, and the advisory committee established by
S 13394.6 does not include representatives from local agencies.

~I. Water Code $$ 13397 to 13~95,9. Chapter 5.7 pertain¯ to the
drainage of waste water from abandoned mines and for the first time
shifts the regulatory burden to local public agencies for purposes of
remediation. The state board or a regional board may act as a public
agency, but will function primarily in the role of an oversight
agency. The contrast in approach is critical. It shows that the
State Legislature can deliberately require public agency regulation
when it so chooses. By implication, public agency regulation i¯ not
required unless the statute ¯o specifies.

XVII. Water Code ~ 13400 throuah 13485. Chapter 6 provides for
establishment of the state water Quality Control Fund and provide¯
for loans to public agencies, including cities and counties, for
investigation and development of waste water reclamation, end, to ¯
limited extent, for the abatement o~ waste. Chapter 6.1 is similar
and establishes the Water Conservation and Water Quality Bond Law of
1986. Chapter 6.5 creates the state Water Pollution Control
Revolving Fund. Any regulatlons adopted pursuant to Chapters 6.0,
6.1 and 6.5 are not directly related to the regulation of waste water             .,
discharge¯.

XVXXX. Water Code $$ 13500. et sQQ, The balance of the Water
UQuality Control Act does not involve the discharge of waste water in

the storm drains and is not pertinent to our discussion, except for
one example which is illustrative of the issue being considered in

XIX. Water Code ~ 13900 through 13908. Chapter 11 is concerned
with waste discharges from houseboats on or in the water¯ of the
state. In order to control the discharge of such wastes $ 13904
provides, "Each such affected city or county shall within 120 days of
receipt of the notice from the regional board, adopt an ordinance for
control of discharges of waste from houseboats within the area for
which notice was given by the board." Then ~ 13906 provides that if
the city or county fails to adopt such an ordinance, "the regional
board may adopt regulations necessary for the control of discharges
of waste from houseboats for the area designated." Section 13908
(similar to S 13002) acknowledges the autonomous power of cities to
regulate discharges of waste from houseboats by adopting additional
ordinances or regulations.

The language in these sections recognizes the distinction
between local regulation as opposed to regulation by the state and
regional boards. The State Legislature is perfectly capable of
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delineating the functions which it wishes to have assumed by local
agencies. When it does not and states unequivocally that such
functions are to be performed by the state and the regional boards,
then neither board has the authority to circumvent the statute and
impose its own responsibilities upon local agencies.

XX. 40 CFR ~ 122.26. Section 122.26 of 40 CFR imposes a permit
requirement on discharges from large and medium municipel separate
storm sewer systems. Cities under 100,000 population are exempt
unless designated as part of the medium municipal separate storm
sewer system, in which case the system is required to obtain a permit
pursuant to S 122.26(d).

A. The application for a system permit requires the appllcant (the
County of Los Angeles) to demonstrate that it has legal authority to
control discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system.
This is provided for generally under Part I of the application and
more specifically under Part 2 of the application, which contains a
definition of "Adeauate legal authority. A demonstration that the
applicant can operate pursuant to legal authority established by
statute, ordinance, or series of contracts .... " The subparagraphs
thereafter supplement this list by adding the words "permits" and
"similar means."

1. The use of the term "Permittee" for a city in the regional
board’s order is incorrect. Xn 40 CFR 122.26, the terms "permittee
and co-permittee" [Sec. (a)(3)(iii)(A)] are applicable to the county
and cities, respectively. The term "co-permittee" is defined in

¯ ~ Section 122.26(b)(1) and along with Section 122.26(a)(3)(vi) sets the
standard that "Coopermittees need only comply with permit conditions
reZating to discharges from the municipal separate storm sewers for
which they are operators." Although "permlttee" is not specificaZl¥
defined, the County’s Jurisdiction is necessarily broader.

2.    The permittee (County) as the "applicant" is responsible
for filing parts 1 and 2 of the application for large and medium
separate storm sewer discharges [Sec. 122.26(d)(1)]. Other
participants in the permit application are called "co-appllcants."
In part 2 of the application, the "applicant" or County of Los
Angeles is required to show legal authority for operating the system.
Part of this legal authority includes "interagency agreements among
the co-appllcants" [Sec. 122.26(d)(2)(D)]. Adequate legal authority
may include County and city ordinances, but it also includes any
statutory authority such as the "waste discharge requirements" or
regulations adopted by the regional board.

3.    If the Regional Board had chosen to apply for a regional
permit with a11 of the counties and cities in the region as co-
applicants, then pursuant to Section 122.26(a)(]) (C)(3}, each of the
co-applicants would have been required to "comply with the
application requirements of paragraph (d) of this section." Since
the Regional Board did not choose a regional application, that
provision does not apply.

4.    Under Section 122.26(a)(iii)(A) only the "applicant" or
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County of Los Angeles is required to comply with paragraph (d). The
compliance of the co-applicants is accomplished through the County
and the regulations and contracts which it chooses to adopt, but
primarily through interagency agreements.

5.    The "proposed management program" is to be prepared by the
County. Section 122.26 (d)(iv) provides that, "Separate proposed
programs may be submitted by each co-appllcant." However, this is
permissive, and a program is not required of each co-appllcant.

6.    Section 122.26(d)(vll) qualifies the information which is
to be provided by the County on behalf of the co-appllcants~

"Where more than one legal entity submits
application, the application shall contain a description
the roles and responsibilities of each legal entity and
procedures to ensure effective coordination."

B. The state and regional boards in reviewing the application
an NPDES permit can appropriately examine whether adequate legal
authority has been demonstrated by the County. But such
demonstration would include the RWQCB regulations for waste discharge
requirements, as well as county regulations, agreements, and
ordinances. Since the llst of legal authorities Includes "statute,"
and the statutes of the State of California require the state and
regional boards to adopt regulations as part of waste discharge
requirements (permits) for storm water discharges, those become the
primary legal authority under which the cities and counties should
operate.

C.    It the state and regional boards choose not to adopt
prohibitions and controls as part of waste discharge requirements
(permits), then the boards have in effect determined that no such
waste discharge requirements are necessary. If the boards choose to
abnegate their statutory obligations, they cannot establish an
obligation on the part of the county and/or cities to adopt such
requirements. The county and cities could independently determine
what steps to take through ordinances, permits, contracts, orders, or
similar means without specific direction from the state and regional
boards. Nevertheless, the right to examine the legal authority
the county and cities is not the same as issuing an order requiring
the county and cities to adopt regulations prohibiting certain
activities. If the state and regional board believe certain
standards should be enforced by the county and cities, then those
should be adopted as part of the waste discharge requirements
(permit) pursuant to the statute.

D.    The State of California has been granted the legal authority to
enforce the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and the statutory
scheme which was adopted under the California Water Quality Control
Act provides the method whereby the state and regional boards are
authorized to act. The state and regional boards cannot
independently legislate or innovate a new methodology for
accomplishing the purposes of the Act.
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Ci~/of Whi~ier
to LARWQCB
Comment,/6-26-96

COMMENTS IN RE: TENTATIVE WASTE DISCHARGE ORDER

The following problem areas require attention.

1. The tentative permit contains conflicting provisions which, If not �orr~t~l, ~:~k:l
impede or prevent effective comphance, that could expose the City to citizen law             ~’
suds,

2. Findings 4,5, and 6 are too either too general or inaccurate for the purpose of
just,lying current and future requirements uncler the tenlabve permit and, therefore,
should be explained more fully or deleted.

3. The tentative permit contains provisions, which if adopted, would Impose
requirements on the City that exceed federal storm water provisions of the Clean
Water Act (hereinafter "CWA") In many cases these requirements are redundant.
Furlhermore, the Ninth Circuit Courl is now leaning toward the judicial behef th~
slate-mandated requirements contained in an NPD~’$ permit are �overed und~ the
Clean Water Act. Therefore, any wolation of suct~ requirements could expose Ihe
City to citizen law suits In order words, local ordinance requirements could kteral~
be transformed into federal issues. ~"

4. The revised tentative permit’s receiving water limitations, if adopted, would still n
place the City into a state of non-comphance, thereby exposing it to citizen law Usuits. The reason: permittees can only be excused from receiving water violations if
the discharges are allowed under the tentatwe permit. Regional board staff should ~Jconsider using the same receiving water limitation language used in the Santa Clara
permit -. notwithstanding that it has Oeen reputed by the USEPA as being the most
stringent permit in the state.                                                        ~

5. The tentative permit still contains provisions that are unclear and confusing wh~h, if
not corrected, would lead the City into part,a~ or non-comphance, thereby causing nthe City’s exposure to citizen law suits.

U
6. Street washing is listed under conditionally exempted discharges and designated

d~scharges.

The tentative permit, as in the case of the December 18, permit still contair~
provisions that call for the development and imp;ementat~on of a county-wide storm
water management plan anti/or a waterst~ed management plan, neither of which ~s
adequately defined. Furthermore, it is not cJear which of the two plans cities will be
required to comply with: the county-wide plan or the watershed management plan -
or bo~h?
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Ci~ of ~i~r
to ~R~CB
Comment~6.2~

8. The tentative ~it i~ ~dundant m that ~t ~qu~res the C~ to proh~b~ li~e~ng (e~n
if the I~tter d~S not enter ~O the MS4), and the ~sposal of leave~, ~iR, ~ other
lan0s~e debris into a sto~ dra~n. However. ~t overl~ks the ~cl
also prohibits dhcd ~ischarges, which broadly ~ncl~des the d~charg~ of any’mate~l
other t~an storm water to the ~$4. unless such d~s~arge il e~empt~ by
NPDES

9 The tentative ~rm~t calls for the "proper" d~posal of f~ wasfa~ by
se~ice and f~ distribution indust~, but tt d~s not define whal
means; nor does ~ prowde a defin~hon of fo~ se~ce or fo~ II~Vt~ distHbu~

10The tentative permit contemns a 1orovision that would prohibit the dmscharge of potable
water apDlied to sK:lewalks and streets, even ~f such water does not cause the
�lel~very of refuse or other pollutants ,nto the M$4 (mcludes streelt, alleys, curbl,
catch basins, and other conveyances.

11.The tentative permit requires the City to eStabhsh legal authority Io control the ~pollutants to the MS4 by discharges associated with mdustrial ~tctiwty. These
facihties are already regulated by the regional board. Therefore, Cities should no(
have to establish legal authorIty to control pollutants from these fa¢~ltffill. .~"

12. The tentatrve permit, under legat authority requirements, contains provisions wt~h n
contradict your assertion that industrial/commercial site vasits for Ihe purpole of Uinspection have been eliminated in deference to pubhc education vmll!.

13. The tentative permit contains legal authority requirements (mandafo¢! by the federal             l~f

storm water regulations), that are still vague and offer no guid~tlce on how to
achieve comphance with them.                                                      0

14. The tentative permit contains a provision that would proh~bzt the dis~.-.#jerge of potable
water applied to sidewalks and streets, w~thout any explanabon as Io why potable               j
water discharges are ¯ problem. ;

15.Several terms that are contained in the permit such as "propel’ disposal" end
hazardous waste are not defined.

16.The tentative permit refers to a document prepared by the Americ~ln Water Works
Association relevant to the conditional clischarge of potable waffir, but is
appended to it. In order to understanO and evaluate thiS requiremerlt, it is important
that we ~ it.
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City of V~nlttier V

to LARWQCB
OComments/6-26-96

~ 17.The tentative permrt, because of comment #16 and other masons, is incomplete
end is still being revised by the regIonal board staff (most recently, on June 17. T

we atso �oncur with many of Ihe concerns =dentified by the Executive Advisory
Committee.

It should also be noted that the City is concerned about the short time frame it has
been g~ven to comment on the ray=sad permit. 30 Oays really =s not enough to fully
evaluate and respond to its prov=sions, especially since the permit is not complete.
Beyond th,s. the C=ty is concerned about how the regional board intends to respond to
its comments, given that the tentative permit =s scheduled for adoption on Joly 15 -
about two weeks from now. Will the regional board, in response to the cities’
comments, cont,nue issuing rev=sions to the tentative permit right up until the July 15
regional board meeting? Clearly, c,t,es should have suff=cient time to comment on a
~ instead of an incomplete one that st~ll =n the process of evolving. Therefore,
the City recommends that the adoption date be extended to a time mutually agreed
upon between the �,tles and the reg=onal board.

We look fozward to the opportun=ty of discussing and resolving these problems w~th
you and/or staff as soon as oossibl...e. Their correction will further improve the quality

¯ ~ To that end, if you or your staff require any asststance, please let us know. :’
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¯
Catherine Tyrrell

~’~ Assistant Executive Officer ~ i: ,..~:~ :
Los Angeles P, WQCB
101 Centre Plaza Drive 9~ J[j~ ~0 P~/ I: 2 1
Monterey Park, Ca 91754-2 ! 56

June 16, 1996 .uS ,,NG~:LES ~’G~O,~ "

Dear Catherine;

I am writing you to suggest a change in the NPEDS permit and monitoring ot’Storm Drain
P, unotf i learned that not all storm drain runolTis the same and that urban runoff Cahoot be
compared to other urban runoff in the ocean.

i also learned that Santa Monica Bay is monitored extensively. After listening to the
monitoring experts at the workshop i felt that the monitoring emphasis should be t’ocused more
on the actual storm drains ( a point source) rather than the vast ( non point) Santa Monica Bay.
By monitoring SM Bay we can tell if’our efforts to reduce pollution is working but it doesn’t tell
us who is doing the polluting.

Ocean monitoring is an important education tool to tell us where it is sale to swim or not
to swim. This monitoring only tells us three days after we’ve been in the water. Don’t get m~
wrong. It needs to continue. Althouk~h i I’eel that more emphasis needs to be brought on the
storm drains to catch the perpetrators that pollute so they can be educated.

lf’a regulator test a pipe he can tell it’there is pollution and trace it back up the pipe. A
storm drain channel is just a big pipe. If’he tests the ocean, the sample is diluted and harder to

! suggest that the NPEDS permit locus more on enforcement monitoring and finding tbe
true sources ot’the pollution.

My other thought is on trash and debris. If’more fences (such as the one at the end of’La
Ballona Creek) were installed and maintained regularly this would reduce visible pollution and
hazards to marine lil’e. Again, by keeping the debris in a narrow channel and collecting it there is a
BMP and cost effective. To Collect it in the ocean or on the miles of’beaches is expensive and
labor intensive. Lets stop this pollution before it hits the ocean.

Lastly, I will work with you on diverting these storm drains offour public beaches. It
would be easier to clean up ! 5 drains rather than 30. Again trying to concentrate all efforts by
narrowing down the points of pollution.

Sincerely yours,
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V
Catherine Tyrrell 0
Assistant Executive O~cer
Los Angeles RWOCB
101 (?entre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park. Ca 917.~4-2156

Dear Catherine;
5

I am writing you to suggest a change in the NPEDS permit and monitoring of Storm Drain
Runo~ 1 learned that not ,,11 storm drain runoffis the same and that urban runoffcannm be
compared to other urban runoffin the ocean.

i also learned that Santa Monica Bay i.~ monitored extensively. After listening to the
monitoring experts at the workshop I felt that the monitoring emphasis should be focused ~
on the actual storm drains ( a point source) rather than the vast ( non point) Santa Monica Bay.
By monitoring SM Bay we can tell if’our efforts to reduce pollution is workin8 but it doesn’t
us who is doin8 the polluting.

Ocean monitoring is an important education tool to tell us where it is safe to swim or not
to swim. This monitoring only tells us three days after we’ve been in the water. Don’t get me
wrong, it needs to continue. Ahhough I feel that more emphasis needs to be brought on the
storm drains to catch the perpetrators that pollute so they can be educated.

Ira regulator test a pipe he can tell ifthere is pollution and trace it back up the pipe. A              ~- ""~
storm drain channel is just a big pipe. Ifhe tests the ocean, the sample is diluted and harder to               "
trice.

! suggest that the NPEDS permit focus more on enforcement monitoring and finding the               U
true sources of the pollution.

]Vly other thought is on trash and debris, if more fences (such as the one at the end oleLa
Ballona Creek) were installed and maintained regularly this would reduce visible pollution and
hazards to marine life. Again, by keeping the debris in a narrow channel and collecting it there is ¯
BMP and cost effective. To Collect it in the ocean or on the miles ofbeaches is expensiv~ and
labor intensive. Lets stop this pollution before it hits the ocean.

Lastly, I will work with you on diverting these storm drains offour public beaches. It
would be easier to clean up 15 drains rather than 30. Again trying to concentrate all efforts by
narrowing down the points of pollution.

Sincerely yours,
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REVISED

Workshop Objective ~.~.~
To discuss the following:

¯ ~.~, ~u~.=,..~ ~. ~. ~,.. WORKSHOP
were addressed;

¯ Costs involved and bener~s tha~ will be dmtvecl LOS ANGELES COUNTY
from storm wat~ managemen~ and.

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER

JUNE 18. 199~
S:30 A.M. TO 4:00 P.IL

Los Angeles City Hall
Board of Pub~ Wod~ Hearing Room

2o0 Ncxth Sprig Street

Los Angeles Region





PLEASE SIGN FOR RECORD OF PARTICIPATION:          WORKSHOP . LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL
STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

Location: LOS ANGELES CITY HALL, BOARD OF INJBLIC WORKS HF.ARING ROOM
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The California Regional Water ~uality Control Boards
(RWQCBa) are in the process o~ reissuing the eearlyU
8tor~ water ~t~8 vht~ veto ortgtnally ~88uod ~n
pewits are considered eoarlye ~cause ~oy yore 188u~ prior
~e final EPA 8to~ water radiations of Nov~r~ 1990. UZarlyU
Pe~it were issued in San D~ego~ Orango~ Rivers/de~
dine, ~s ~geles, Santa Clara a~ Sacr~ento ~ttoo.
pewits have nov ~en reissued for San~ �1ar8~ Orange, R1vo~
side, Sacr~ento and San ~ardlno Co~ttes. Draf~
~en prepared for ~s ~geles and San Diego

~s ~geles County and aany o~ Its 8S �o-~lttees
~at ~e dra~ ~t~ o~ ~ce~or 18, ~99S vht~ ~a8 pre~
~e ~8 ~gelo8 RW~B va8 ~ detailed and �on~nod
razOr,onto. Hovevor~ a revised draf~ ~ has n~
prepared ~F ~o ~o ~geleo RW~CB and vaJ p~l~ norwood on

e prepared a �omparison (dated ~ar~ ZS, 19~) of ~e nero
trovors~al ro~lr~enta of ~o ~�~r 18~ legs retaken

the Santa Clara County and Orange Cowry ~~. We also
reviewed ~e Nay ~3, 1996 version of ~e ~s ~gele~ Co~ty
nit to pr~uce ~Ls u~ate ot ~e �omparison vL~ ~e Or~ge
Santa C~ara �owry ~Lta. The Santa Clara �owry pr~
outntandlng pr~r~ a~ van ~e vL~er of EPAel 1993
a~a~ for excellence Ln ato~ water ~alLty u~ga~t.
Orange Cowry pr~r~ would ~ �onsidered at leas~ a
tLve~ ~: not ~ve average p~.

T~le I JmarLses ~e prLncL~l re~Lr~ts of
~e ~s ~gelea Cowry ~Lt Ln �on~rlson vL~ ~e ~L~ ~or
Santa Clara cowry ~d Orange Cowry. Ap~ndLx 1 dLm~maem
re~/r~ ~ more detail. Ap~ndLx ~ highlights pr~cL~l
area8 where ~e lates~ ~s ~geles Cowry draft ~L~ ap~a~
~ nero 8tr/ngen~ or ~ore detailed ~ one or ~e o~er o~
Santa Clara Co~tF ~r Orange Cowry ~L~. ~e differs
not se~ to ~ ~L~larly sL~LfL~t, hovers.

It should,also ~ noted ~at ~e ~ ~geles cowryd~s not refer~ce ~e sto~ water p~r~ pro~salm ~

Co~ty and Orange Co~tF. The ~s ~goles RW~ f~
~gele8 Cowry ~1~ applL~tton deftcL~t ~ ~ny ~8~
elected to ~Ate all ~e re.Argents Anto ~e ~t.
tot �ontr~utes 8~s~ntlally to ~e i~ ~d de~ll o~ ~e
~geles Co~ty pe~A~ as compared to ~e o~er ~o ~A~.

R003~402



R0031403



I) Receiving Water

The RWOCBs are attempting to s~andardlze Ehe lan~a~ In all
~he S~a~e’s m~ic~pal s~o~ wa~er pe~i~s �onceding
wa~er llmi~a~ions. A ~rkgroup was foxed ~n early 1996
~el pe~it l~age was developed which has ~en ap~arlng
recen~ ~i~s (wi~h minor varla~ions) prepared by ~he ~llfo~la
RW~s.

The ~el pe~ lan~age essentially re~lre8
wt~h receiving wa~er limitations via ~mplemen~a~ion of
wa~er ~Ps. S~o~ wa~er monitoring ~s re~£red wi~h
B~Ps as necessa~ to ensure �ompliance wt~h ~he receiving water
llmi~a~ons. The ~e1 1an~age also s~a~es ~ pedigrees will
no~ ~ ~n violation of the ~£~ provision re~£r£ng �omplian~
wi~h ~he receiving wa~er limitations as long as they £~le~nt
~he re~red

~e ~e~ ~an~age vas ~nco~ra~ed into ~he fina~
for Orange Co~y which was ~ssued on ~arch 8, ~ ~ ~ho
~a RW~, and alJo ~he May 23, 1996 draf~ ~s ~geleg
pe~i~. The Santa Clara Co~y ~i~ and ~he previous draf~
~geles Co~y ~ of ~ce~r 18, i995 ~nclude sAmilar l~-
~age wA~hou~, however, ~he provision ~ha~ ~he ~i~ees ~uld
~ An compliance wi~h ~he receiving water l~mi~a~tons £f ~heF
£mplemen~ Uhe re~tred

EPA, ~n �onJ~c~on w~h ~he National Ur~We~ Wea~h~
FI~8 Advi8o~ Conferee, ~8 in ~he proems of developing
~onal ~lIcy ~o address receiving wa~er llm£~a~ions for
wa~er ~e. The national ~li~, which ~8 s~ill ~n
fo~, ~slcally reco~ends ~ha~ s~o~ wa~er ~i~s f~s on
for ~he momen~ due ~o a lack of ade~a~e £nfom~ion regarding
how ~o inco~ra~e receiving water l~mi~a~ions £n~o s~o~ ~r-
mi~s. This ~s generally consisten~ w~h ~he retirements of
Cal~fo~a s~o~ wa~er pe~i~s. ~hough Ehe ~af~
~Ii~ ~y ~ modified £n res~nse ~o co~en~s received, ~ dolt
~ha~ ~he flnal version will differ si~if~c~Iy fr~ the
~af~, ~d ~ha~ ~he curren~ Callfo~la s~o~ waterfalls will

2)

Several ~s ~geles Co~y ~-~~ees objected to
~ retirements for pr~ram ~agem~ ~d c~~tion
the ~ce~r 18, 1995 ~af~ ~. In ~i~lar, ~he
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The Los Angeles County permit does go beyond the Orange
County permit in the srea of non-storm water discharges. The Los
Angeles County permit specifically requires that BMPs must be
developed for street and sidewalk washing. The Orange County
permit provides that the permittees need not prohibit these dis-
charges unless they are determined to be a source of pollutants.

The Santa Clara County permit also requires that BNPsbe
developed and implemented to reduce pollutants fro~ street and
sidewalk washing operations. In addition, the Sants Clare
permit requires that permlttees evaluate s llst of 12 other non-
storm water discharges and consider the need for additional BMPs.
Overall, in the ere¯ of illiclt discharges, the Los Angeles
County permit would seem to be midway in stringency between the
Orange County and Santa Clara County permlts.

4) Controls for Industrlal/Commerclal Sources

e) Inspectio~

The draft Los Angeles County permit sets forth the
types of facilities which must be Inspected and the inspecttm~
frequencies. Xn this regard the permit goes beyond the require-
ments of M<)th the Orange County and Santa Clara County
The Santa Clara County permit requires that the
develop ¯ performance standard for the £ndustrial/�o~nercAal
runoff control program including an appropriate inspection
program. The Orange County permit requires that co-permlttees
incorporate storm water inspections into previously existing in-
spection programs (e.g., hazardous waste, pretreatment), and thus
the inspection frequency and types of facilities which are
¯petted depend on the nature of these other inspection progrm.

The Santa Clara County permittees have s~itted their
proposal for a Performance standard for inspections to the 8an
Francisco ~a¥ R~0~B. The types of facilities whichwouldbe in-
spected are similar to the requirements of the Los Angeles County
Permit; however, the proposed inspections are slightly less fre-
quent. For exaNple:

Vehicle Repair once/2 years once/2

Restaurants once/3 years once/2 years

Facility w~th once/2 years once/2 years
Pre~restment Permit
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As noted above, the types of facilities to be inspected in
the Orange County program depend on the types already belng
spected under the existing inspection programs. However, these
types of facilities are similar to the facilities whlch would be
inspected in the other Counties. The number of £nepectlons
ducted annually by the Orange County Health Care Agency As
another 7,000 inspections are conducted annually b¥Orange County
fire departments. The City of Los Angeles has estimated that
12,000 inspections would have been required per year under the
proposed permit of December 18, I995 for the City alone. Given
that the population of the City of Los Angeles is about 3.5
llon (vs. 2.6 million for Orange County}, the Inspectlon
quency for the December IB, 1995 LosAngeles County per~it ~ould
be less than the Orange County permit. In addition, the
tlon frequencies were reduced somewhat for May 23, 1996
of the Los Angeles County permit, thereby further reducing the

bprden. Angel._ County ver.u. Orange county.,uu~u a~so ~e notes, however, that Orange County is still An
process of incorporating storm water into the other Anspection
programs. No specific schedule is included in the Orange ~ounty
permit to complete this task.

Many Los Angeles County �o-permttteee objected to the highly
specific BMPs which the draft permit of December 18, 1995 had re- ~m~qutred for industrial and commercial facilities. Examples cited

Uby the City of Long Beach included the requirement for regular
sweeping of parking lots with more than 25 spaces, and the
prohibition on the repair of machiner~ or vehicles An areas
posed to etormwater, i~ they are visibly leaking oil or other

Ufluids. However, for ~he May 23, 1996 version of the Los Angeles
County permit, these requirements were omitted and replaced with
requirements to obtain legal authority to require much BMPm. In
addition, the revised permit would only require legal authorAty
to prohibit discharges to the maximum extent practicable

fluideareas whereare visible.repair of machinery or vehicles occurs, A~ leaks o~

The Santa Clara County program is currently �ondu~cAnga
s~udy of parking lot runoff, and the co-permtttees have �ommt~ted
to consider appropriate parking lot BMPs a£ter the m~udy has been
completed. The nature of the BMPs and the size o~ the a~ected
~acilities remain ~o be determined. The Orange County permit
requires ~nspect~ons of commercial and industrial ~actlttles and
general pollution prevention would be required (which could An-
clude regular sweeping). In addition, ~or new developments wi~h
a property owners association, sweeping of parking lots Am
quired prior to the we~ season.
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with regards to the example involving the repair of
machinery or vehicles, the Santa Clara County pern~Lt requires
performance standard for industrial/commercial runoff control.
The draft performance standard which has been
co-permittees would not necessarily prohibit outdoor repairs, but
would require appropriate BHPs for such activltLes. The Orange
County permit would essentially require BMPs based on the Judg-
ment of the

The legal authority recrulremen~s of the Santa Clara
and Orange County permits are less specific than those In the May
23, 1996 draft Los Angeles County permit. However, the BMPa
which Santa Clara County and Orange County ultlmatel¥ require are
likely to be slmIZar to those for which Los Angeles County would
be required to have legal authority to prescribe. Moreover, the
May 23, 1996 draft Los Angeles County permit focuses on
tional site visits rather than heavy-handed enforcement.
such, the permit difference does not seem especially

S) Controls for New Developments

The Los Angeles County �o-permi~tees expressed various ~on-
cerns regarding the proposed requirements in the December ZS,
1995 draft permit for storm water controls for new developments.
In particular, �o-permittees objected to the
scheme for prioritizing projects. Projects were classified as
high priorLt¥, priority or limited priority depending on detailed
criteria in the permit. Zn addition, objections were raised
regarding the requirement for a s~ormwater mitigation plan for
priority and high priority projects. The Hay 23, 1996 draft Lcm
Angeles County permi~ modified the prioritization requirements
somewhat; however, the requirement for a storm water
plan was

The requLrement for a s~ormwater mitigation plan does not
seem to be excessive considering the requirements of the
Clara County and Orange County peru~Lts. The Santa Clara County
permit requires the development of a performance standard by
permi~tees by September 1, 1996. Co-permittees would develop and
uhen require specific BMPs to be Included in development
which are proposed. The equlvalen~ of a
plan would be ~equired to be submitted by a developer for review
by ~he appropriate munlc£pali~y. The specific B~Ps remain
developed, but would be based on a 1994 guidance memorandum fr~
~he San Francisco Bay RW~B.

The Orange County permlt also requires the equivalent of ¯
storm water mitigation plan to be submitted by developers for
review Orange County has also developed de~ailed guidance for
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V
developers regarding appropriate s~or~ water BMPe. BMPs ~re x~-
q~red "~n keeping with the s~zs and type of development.

Overall, the draft Los Angeles County permit requirements do
not seem excessive in �omparison to
Orange County Pars!is.                the Santa Clara County and

6) Mon~tor£ng Requirements

Zn most respects, the monitoring requirements of the draft
Los Angeles County permit are similar to the requirements of the
Orange County and Santa Clara County permits. Few adverse
manta were received on the December 18, 1995 version. One par-
ticular requirement in the Los Angeles County permit which did
generated concerns was the requirement for critical source/BMP
monitoring. Los Angeles County would be required
runoff from 5 (and possibly 3 more] particular types of sources
(industrial, commercial, or �onstruction sites], and subsequentlF
test appropriate BMPs at the sites. Other �o-permittees would

NRDC0 the County has a re¯ "~" -===n~ Jeuuzement agreement w£thg d to implement this typ~ of pro~ect~however° the County suggested certain changes to the program set
forth in the draft permit. Other �o-permittees argued t~at
t~e of research is excessive as s permit condition. The M~y
1996 draft Los Angeles County Permit omitted the monltor£ng re-

nquirement for the 5 additional critical sources which co-

Upermittees other than Los Angeles County would have Investlgated.

The Santa Clara County permit requires the su~nittal oE an
nannual monitoring program proposal, and also sets forth the
Ugeneral objectives of the monitoring program. Special studies or

pilot projects are expected to be part of the proposal £n order
for the proposal to be approvable, and several such studies are
under way or planned by the �o-permittees. Examples Include ¯
brake pad study and several other metals reductton~ studies, ¯
parking lot study, a street sweepin~ study ~d others.

_ Th? Orange County.pe.r~_tt establishes various goa 8 formonitoring Program (which ~nclude research �oncerninglpollutan~
sources and BMPs) and requires the submittal of a Ul~Jraded
monitoring program in 1997. However, the permit also
that the goals may not be achievable in this rm!t
unclear but probably doubtful that re ....... ~pe__ .ter~.. It £s
by the Los Angeles County permit would be required. Neverthe-
less, it should also be pointed out that the Orange County
program did conduct some pilot projects in the first perm!t term
~ncluding monitoring of golf course runoff and runoff fro~new
develol~nenta.
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County per~nit related ~o critical source ~n~or~ng ~uld exceed
~he re~re~en~s o[ ~he Orange Co~y ~. The Jou=ce Sden-
~£~ca~on and control pr~ram re~ired ~y ~he S~a ClaE~
pe~. h~ever. ~ould 8eem �~par~le ~o the Ee~S~ntg o~ the

Zn a �os~ analys~s prepared by ~he ~o ~geles
Pe~L~ees, s~ree~ sweepLng was clued as a particularly hLgh

~ was no~ estimated, h~ever. In �om~r£son w£~h
Clara Co~y and Orange Co~y pe~s, the retirements of the
~s ~geles Co~y pe~£~ regarding s~reet sweeping are not

~e May 23, 1996 draf~ ~o ~gele8 Co~ty~tt
(am did ~he ~ce~r 1B, 1995 ~a:~) mweep£ng o~ cured mt~e~m

.at least monthly, and more :re~ently where :eas£ble ~or aream
which generate high levele of re~use. In S~ta Clara ~ty, the
sweeping ~re~ency vartea a~ng cities, but generally excee~
once/month. ~amples are: Palo~o, once/week or ~rel ~-
~a~n V~e~, once or ~ce/mon~h~ San Jose, ~eekly ~o ~n~hly. In
addition, a study ~ red,red ~o £nves~ga~e £~roved
s~eepSng ~e~h~s ~h revisions ~n s~eep~ng pr~ra~ ~o ~ ~1~-

U"mented ~sed on ~he results of the s~udy. In Or~ge ~o~y,
sweeping fre~enc~es are also on ~he order of ~n~hlF or
fre~en~,

n
~e s~reet sweeping retirements of ~he ~af~ ~s ~eles U

~o~y ~ ~ere no~ a~ong ~he more �ontroversial as~�~s
the ~ (~he City of ~s ~geles d~d rec~end ~n £~s
on ~he ~ce~r 18, l~5 draf~ ~ha~ the ~n~hly fre~ency ~
stdered a ~arge~ ra~her than a re~re~ent). However,
associated ~h ~he ~s ~geles Co~y s~ree~ s~ep£ng should~
co~ar~le to ~he pr~rams of ~he o~her
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Dit~T June 1(~ 15~

0
v~th~

~er 4t ~ rec~Lzed ~e tec~LcaZ dLffL~Zty in
deriving n~erLc wa~er ~a~L~y-~sed effluent
f~r ve~ vea~er discharges Ln L~a brief on ~e nerL~
Cititens for a Be~ter Environ~en~ (CBE) v. Uni~d
~viro~ental Protection Aaencv. 91-70056 (9~ Ctr.)
~e G~eat ~es Wate~ ~ua~ty Guidance (58 ~ ~084~

Zn ~e ~ ~se, ~A �laimed ~at Lt via te~L~lly
Infeasible to derive n~erLc rater ~81Lty-~sed ettlu~
limitations tot ~e discharge ~t metals Ln stc~

~sed ettluent limitation could take ~e to~ st a na~at/~
8tatenent~ 8u~ as a ~, ~t Ltvas Infeasible ~o derive
n~erLc 1tnLta~L~n. Zn e~laLnLng L~s 8r~en~a Ln
case~ ~A cited 40 ~ 122.44(k)(2), vhLch provides
~s nay ~ /n~sed Ln NPDES pewits "to �on~ol or
~e d~scharge o~ ~llutants when ... (~) [n]~er£�
ZLnLta~tons ~e ~teas/ble."

e~end ~e ne~ for c81~lat/ng vasteload all~atlons~ ~e            --
hill for n~erL� va~er ~alL~y-based e~tluen~ 1LnL~8~Lo~
to a~o~ wa~er or �o~/ned sever ove~tlov (CSO) d~l~qOJ
~cause ~e yawing nature of ~ese dts~a~es
Inconsistent vL~ ~e ass~p~Lons used Ln developL~
~/dance. The Grea~ ~es Water Quality GuLdan~ dete~s
national ~Ldance and polL~ on vet vea~er and d~s not
saek to establish a separate and dLstln~ set st

~viso~ Conittee (60 ~ 21189, May 1, 1995) to provLde
reconendatLons ~u~ how to 8d~ess ~e br~der
/ssues Lnvolved ~ 8~LevLng �onpl/~ce vL~ WQS

~es~/on

1~t/on8 ~o~ sto~ ~t~

effluon~ l~~ons provide a ~oater do~oo of
~at a ~Lttee is in �ompliance vL~ WQS, ~e n~lc

d/rectly fron ~e n~Lc component of ~ose s~. In
addition, n~lc rater ~all~y-~sed affluent
~ avoid ~e ~nse ass~tated vt~ ov~ly prote~t~

4
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DRAFT June 10, 1P~
DR~F

0
t~ea~nent technologies, because nuaerlc ~a~e~ ~all~y-~

Te~fluen~ Ztnt~ttons provAde a prectse ~anttftable
~or ~ittees. Potential p:oble~ ot tnco~ratt~
water ~altty-~sed ef£1uen~ limitations :a~er ~
sto~wate: ~Ats at ~As t/ne are st~l=Acan~ ~
~ses. DerAvAng n~e~Ac va~er ~alt~y-~sed
ZAnAtatA~ns ~or any ~DES pe~lt vA~out ~ 8d~ate
effluent charactertzatton, or an ade~ate re~AvA~~
e~s~e assessaent (vhlch could Anclude ~e u~e et
a~ellng or ¢on~Anuous slaula~Aons) :ay resul~ ~ ~e
A:posltlon of AnapproprAate n~erA� lla1~tAens ~n a
discharge. ~a:ples ~f ~1s Anclude ~e ~sAtA~n
n~erAc rater ~al1~y crA~erAa as ltaAtatlons
pro~rly acco~tln~ for ~e :eceAvAn~ eater asslaAla~Aen
~e pollutant or faille to acco~ for a alxA~ se~ (At
alloyed by applicable S~te WQS). This could Xead to ov~ly
8~tngen~ ~t re~lr~en~s~ and excessive a~ e~mlve
�ontrols on s~o~wa~o: discha~es~ no~ neceasa~ ~o
�onpltan~e vl~ W0S. �onve:sely, an lnade~8~o
characterization could lead to rater ~al/ty-~sed ettlu~
11nltatlons ~at are not s~lngent enough to proto~
designated uses In WQS. This could result ~cause
~aracterl:atlon and ~s~e assessaents tot
vl~ high variability of ~llutant �oncen~atlons, l~dl~s~
and ~lov are nero dl=tlcult ~an el~pr~ess vas~va~
dls~es at 1~ tl~s.

~ost/on St Should n~er/o ~ter ~al/tT-~o~ e~tlu~t U"

U
l~ttatlons to CSOs Is also dtttAcul~, but d~s not pr~t
all o~ ~e sue ~alle~es as sto~ wat~ dls~~. Zn
general, nora Intonation Is available
~u~ ~Os ~d ~e~ ~~.

~ese �oncepts ~e reflexed ln~e ~Con~l
lssu~ bY ~A on April 19, 1994 (59 ~ 18688),
provides direction on �onpltance wl~ ~e
~ ~ater ~allty-~sed re,truants o~ ~e ~A tow
�o~t~les vl~co~lned sewer systm. ~e
provides for tnpl~enta~lon of tec~ol~-~s~
(~ressed as "nine n~ controls’) by3~u~ 1,

In a~dttlon, ~der ~e CSO Polt~, �~ttles ~
~ed to develop lo~-t~ con~ol plans ~at
provide for affluent of w~5 ~ough et~ ~e
"pres~pt~on approa~" or ~e "d~ons~atton app~.o
Under ~e pres~ption appr~, ~0 �onSols ~ld ~ ~    " "
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DRAFt Jm~ 10, 1~
¯                                                   DRAFT¯

presuaed to attain MS if certain perforaance criteria
met. & program ~hat meets ~he criteria specified in
policy As presuaed to provide an adequate level of-~onl:rol
to meet the rater quality-based requtreaen1~ of the CWA#
provided ~he peraittlng authority deteralnes that
presu:ption is reasonable based on characterization,
monitoring, and m~ellng of ~e syste:, lncludl~
�onsideration of sensitive areas. Under ~e
approa~, ~e ~l~tee vould de:ons~ra~e ~at ~e
CSO con~rols, when lapl~ented, viii ~ edemata to

~e CSO Poli~ antlcl~tes ~at It viii ~ dltti~lt
~e early stages of ~l~tn~ to dateline whaler n~erlo
wa~er ~altty-~sed et~luen~ limitations are necessa~
CSOa~ and, 1~ so, vha~ ~e limitations should ~. For
reason, In ~e absence of suttlclen~ data ~o evaluate
need ~or n~erlc ~ater ~alt~y-~sed effluent
~e Poll~ race.ends ~a~ ~e ~lrst phase of CSO ~i~
(’Phase l’) contain a negative limitation to �~ply
W0S. ~er, so-called ~Phase ll" ~l~s would �on~ln
va~er ~allty-~sed et~luen~ limitations, as provided In
C~ 122.44(d)(1) and 122.44(k) ~at ~y ~e ~e to~
n~erio ~rto~nce or desi~ s~ndards, su~ am s
n~r ot overflow events or a ce~aln ~rcen~
~pt~e. ~nerally~ only attar ~e lonq-te~ canal pl~
is in place and after collection at sufficient rater ~all~
data (Including applicable vasteload all~atlons de~lo~
d~lng a ~L pr~ess) vould n~ertc rater ~allty-~s~
ettluen~ limitations ~ Included In ~e ~lt. ~ls mid

~ostAon 18 Zt ~s alone m d~ons~ted to p~/de

~ough ~l~enta~ion of app~prlate ~s r~ir~
~D~ 8to~ vater ~lt, ~e diseases have
�onpllance vt~ W~S and te~ol~-~sed
addi~lonal consols need no~ ~ Included In ~e
Conversely, if a dis~a~er (nuu1�1pal or lndus~181)
¯ o adop~ and ~plen~ edemata ~s as ln~, ~e
~l~tng au~orl~y nay have to consider nora

401 ce~AfA~Aons have edemata tnfo~a~Aon on ~t~

~e to ~ ~�o~rated An~o 8to~ ~ter ~~ ~
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DRAFT June l~Lg~
DRAFT

water dischargers �ontemplating the need ~dovolop

addition, ~A e~e~8 ~e Ur~n We~ Wea~er
Co~£~ee (60 ~ =1189, ~ay l~ 19~5) ~o p~£de
reco~enda~lon8 on ho~ to ~tter non,tot sto~va~~
o~ ~e~ vea~er discharges using a va~er~

~estion ~0~ ~es this poli~ ~pply to ~th stoN.t~
d/sch~ges ~s8oo/~tod with ~ndustrL~l 8otiv/t~ ~d

~o~ 108 Yes. ~18 ~ll~ ~s applicable ~0 ~
dis~arges from municipal separate 8~o~ 8o~o~ 8yotm
s~o~ va~er discharges ass~lated vi~ ~ndu8~£81
re~la~ed~der C~22.26(b)(~4).
apply, however, to lndus~risl s~o~ va~er dis~a~
re~la~ed under 8n ef~luen~ ~lnl~a~lons ~ldellne for
te~ol~-~sed n~eric effluent Iialtatio~ have
~en derAved tot ~ose discha~es. Xn
~rticularly tot sone An~ustries~ ade~ate integrally
already have ~en �ollecte~ vA~ ~hi~ to assess ~
reasonable ~tential for a sto~ rater disease to~e
�on~Abute to an ex~rsion of a WOS, and tr~
n~e~Ao ~ater ~ality-based e~tluent lini~tion ~
has ~en) appropriately derive~. ~ ade~ate ~t
sto~vater ~llutant source Annexation nay also
vhi~ to assess ~e effectiveness o~ ~e Andus~ial
~a~er �ontrol neas~es An �onplying vi~ ~e lini~io~
An reducA~ sto~ rater �ont~inants tot pro~i~va~
~alAty.

9
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June 17. 1098

~teres~ed

TENTATIVE MUNICIPAL 8TERM WATER PERMIT FOR THE COUNTY OF Lea
ANGELES (CAS614001)

We recognize that there are additiorml issues that may have to be resolved. Two of
these issues are Receiving Water Llm~tJons and Administrative Review requimmer~"
Since May 23, we have conferred with our legal counsels and as ¯ result we are
proposing changes to these sections and associated findings. These changes Me

Again, we encourage early submittal of your comments so that we can continue the n
dialogue to resolve issues of ~ U

Should you have any questions, please call me at (213) 266-7515. or any of the following n
Board staff membem: Winnie Jesena. (213) 266-7594; Xavier Sw~mi~nnu, (213) 286-

U7592; or Carlos Ununaga, (213) 266-7598.

CATHERINE TYRI~LL
A~istant Ex~ ~

Endcaum: Revi~lon~ to the 5/23/g~ Tent~tive Pormll

¯ --      ~ ........ R0031422
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State of cerrfornkl
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

REVISIONS TO THE 5/25R$ LA COUNTY STORM WATER TENTATNE PERMIT



Revisions to the LA County Storm Water Tentat~,~ Permit
C~cler No. 96-XXX                                                 CAS614001

3. The above changes in Receiving Water Limitations is ~:�ompan~ed by a change in Annual
Program Report. Part VIl~,.2.b. (page ,58) to read:

b. A summary of program accomplishments and self assessmen~ of strategy
effectiveness (including how the Permittee arrived at new program elements, if
any) by each Permittee, organized by Watershed Management Areas. in the
areas of (i) Program Management; (ii) Illicit Connections/Discharges; (iii)
Development Planning/Construction; (iv) Publk: Agency;. (v) Public
Education/Public PartJc~atJon.

4. Change Part VII.O. Receivina Water Imnacts Re_port (page 59 & 60) to mad:

D. Inter_rated Receivin_o Water Im_~acts Re.oort

The Principal Permitlee shall, not later than 54 months after adoDtion of thi~
Order. prepare and submit an Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report. The
report shall include, but not be limited to, a comprehensive analysis of the T
results of the different monitoring data (land use. mass emission, chtJcal source,
load assessment, receiving waters, and other pertinent studies available), and E
feasible environmental indicators. It shall also include recommendations on
future monitoring requirements, e.g., integration of storm water receiving water
monitoring with regional receiving water monitoring, if applicable. This report ’~T n
will be an integral part of the Report of Waste D~,harge for the renewal of thisJ’~

UOrder.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIL=~tN U

5. Chan_oe Part 2.1_G. Administrative Review, pages 21 and 22 to read:
~ ~=~

G. Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes Itm procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under
this Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in
compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees prior to ~
initiating enforcement action.

water program documents, including progress reports, guidelines E1. Storm
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation
and compliance schedules, developed by the Phncipal Permittee or ~

2 6/17/96
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V
Revisions to the LA County Storm Water Tentative Pom~

O~1~ Order No. 96-XXX CAS614001

Permittee under the provisions of th~s Order shall be submitted to the            L

Regional Board.

a. For documents that require Executive Off’K~er’s approval, the
ExecutNe Officer will notify the Principal Permittee andlor Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disapproval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board and
interested parties of its intent to implement the program components
as submitted, If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not
responded, the Permittee will implement the submitted program and
the Executive Officer may not make modifications thereof.

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Perm~ee’s storm water program
is insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order. the Executive Officer
shall send a "Notice of Intent to Meet end Confer (NIMC)" to the
Permittee, with specific information in support of the determination. The
NIMC shall include a time frame by which the Permittee must meet with
Regional Board staff.

Note: Subsequent provisions under Administrative Review remain the
same as in the 6/23/96 tentative.

V

R003t425



V
COMPARATIVE COST OF TIIE LA COUNTY STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

O~’~ PROGRAM

Marianne Yamaguchi. Dr. Guang.yu Wang                                                     L
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Proje~

Tills p~x’~’ntation is aimed at examining two outstanding issues:

I. The pmjecled average cost to municipalities in Los Angeles County for implemenEn$
6

the municipal storm water NPDES prod’am, and

2. The projected cost reduction that municipalities may receive as ¯ result of

implementing the revi~-d draft permit.

The information presented bere was collected primarily from municipalities in Los ,km~,eles

County and from the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. It is impmsant to

realize that the cost figu~s are ~’ma~ oaly. As pointed out by many people who i:~ovided

the information, evaluating the cost implicatiom of the storm water NPDES program can be

’T’~ ~’~ t~o r~.s~ns that t~ cost estimates ~ so difficult to

~ First, the responsibilities for implementing the NPDES program are often shared by many
U’ divisions, bureaus, and departments throughout a municipality; .tl~y are often piggy-backed on, ,./¯ city’s existing operations. It is difficult to single out the cost incun~d to ¯ municipality

solely for the purpose of storm water managemeat.

Second, some program elements are new for many cities. It is hard to project how mu~h

those program elements will cost until the cities have had some experience in implementing

Nevertheless, we believe that the information we present here reflect the best estimat~ that

can be expected at this time. We used information that is from sources that have, to the be, t

1
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V
of our knowledge, no intention of either inflating or deflating the costs for program

0implementation. We ar~ also providing as much as possible the sources and assuml~iOns
associated with each cost estimate used in this presentation.                                        L

The primary source of information on overall cost of the NPDE$ program is ¯ cost lurvey

conducted by a Task Force under the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
(SGVCOG). The survey identified nine program areas and related tasks that am required to              6

comply with proposed regulations. Data were collected from six SGVCOG member¯

regarding the cost impacts in their respective communities. Based on the analysis of the

sample data, those findings were exl~polated to each of the 26 SGVCOG member cities.

Table I. Cost estimate provided by lhe SGV(~OG survey

Table i summ~zcs those results. All the information in this table ~ originally fi~m the

survey except the colunm on far right, which w~ extrapolated from the original data beazd

average of :3 persons per household. We found that th~ average per household per mes~th is

~�)und $I.70. We did th~s extrapolation for �omp~son with other communities in the S~nto.

It is important to note that the numbers in Table I were estimated based on an ear~ier permit            ~m~

draft (12/]8/95 vc~ion). Th=~ costs are in addition to what these cities arc already spcndi~

on existing prulgam~ that fulfill many permit r~quirun~ts,                                    ~m~

Table 2. Levels of dedicated storm water program funding

We made comparisons of th~ above cost estimates with the amounts that many other

communities in and out of Los Angeles County have invested in NPDES storm water

programs. Table 2 summarizes the level of dedicated storm water program funding

monthly rate for a single family parcel) established by 13 cities throughout the

Figure I. Levels of storm water program funding

In genera], the ~ per single family as esth~ated by SG Valley cities is at the lower range of

other municipalities listed in Table 2, as we show by Fig. 1. We think that this is in geoeml            ~
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reflective of the level of efforts that is dictated by the curr~t draft of the permit. If it h Irue,

it could b= good ~w~ for citi~ in ore" County,

Cost Reduction Associated with Permit Revision (be~,een 12JI8/9~ ¯rid ~

A preliminary comparison of the draft permit language suggests that language �.hangca f~om

the early 12/18/95 draf~ �ould result in cost savings in the following thr~ program

lndus~ial/Commercial Educational

With regard to the industrial/�ommercial site ia’ogram, it is suggt~ted that modificatim~

Ix’emit language �ould me.aa the following changca in

2. The mbili~ to pis~rbmck site visits using ezJsting city progrmn~personnd, it opens

need to 8o throu~ the cumbcr3ome ~ of obtamin8 ¯ warrant to euta" the

Table 3. Compurision of inspection/site visi! frequencies

To Five you a~ cxampl© wh~r~ these chanScs are in ~� permit la~sua&�, Table 3 shows how

th~ ~ciuer~! of inspe~ons as r~quired b)’ the earl), draft compa~ to the fi’equenc3, of

educational sit~ visit a�oordin8 to the new tcntabve order.

R0031428
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from the permit r~vision differ. They range from zero to fifty.percent for the

industrial/commercial of program alone. We did a preliminary analysis on what it
meam in terms of dollar amount if 10%, 25%, or 50% cost reduction can be achieved through

Table 4. Proportion of industrial/commercial program in a city’s entire storm water

program

To conduct this m:lysis, again, we assumed that the proportion of industhal/~

program element in ~n entire NPDES program is greater for a larger city than for a smaller

city, as shown by Table 4.

~0 Table $. Amount of cost reduction expected through modification of the draft perndt

¯ ~ (industrial/commercial site visits)

This assumption and the percentage we give to city in each category is generally suppoaed by

ll~ SGV survey, will f~v cgoeptions. We then plugged ll~se percentages in, along with tl~

I 0, 2~, ;50% reduction mumptions to ~lculate the expected savings in dollar amount. Tsbk

$ illustrates the ~sults for SO Valley cities as well as the County as a whok,

Will regard to �onstngtion site inspections, we intepreted that the new draft permit would

allow construction site inspection for th~ purpose of permit �omp]ian~ be integrated into ¯

city’s z~gular program of insp~tions, it s~ms that will this change, ¯ city can be saved from

budgeting additional funds beyond existing r~ourccs for seperate inspections. Th~efore,

the amount can be saved by z city gould be up to 50 to ]00 percent of a city’s budget when

it considers doing sepesate ~tions according to ll~ esdy draft of the pcrmiL By

extrapolating data provided by the SO Valley survey, this change can save one to five p~cent

of the city’s entire storm water progntm depending on the chaz-acterisbcs of a city.

With regard to the monitoring mq~t, the 05/18/96 tentative permit relaxes tha

requirement for cities to conduct separate critic.a] som’ce/B~p monitoring (in addition to what
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the LAC-DPW is required to do). Using LAC.DPW’s estimate for fulfilling their

responsibilities for critica] source/BMP monitoring, this change could save the cost to

municipalities by $700,000 County.wide over the next five years for not directly involving in
this monitoring component. (Note: Uhis will not affect cost estimates made by SGVCOG,

because that sur~ey did not have estimates on monitoring cost to municipalities).

Table 6. Summary o1’ estimated cost reduction through modifications to the dnIR permit.

In summary add cost reductions in all three areas that we just discussed, municipalites in Los

Angeles County wide can potentially save between two and seven and half million dollm’~ u

shown in T~ie 6.

Condudin~ Remarks
in conelusion, we have shown dmt indeed, implementation olr an effective storm

management program is no{ inexpensive. However, given this analysis, what we found

that costs for stormwater management program implementation seem equitable to those

incurred by other communities around the ~tal=.                                                   -,~

In this era of" diminshed municipal revenues, it will likely be a challenge to convince citiz=m
~m~ "

to ftnancially support a new program. We believe that the key to the program’s succe~ is to,

on lhe one hand, enhance our efforts to educate citizens about the multiple benefits of clean

water versus the high cost of clean up after it happens; and, on the olher hand, to promo~

ongoing exploration of creative mechanisms by both regulators and municipalities for

reducing cost and secure financing. Over the years, we have been a member of the ~eam

confront those challenges. We have been working with municipalities in the County o~

9educating citizens, testing for cost-cfTective measures, and exploring new fundin~

mechanisms. Good examples are our innovative PIE program and pilot/demonstration

projects that test the local applicability of existing and new urban runoff BMPs. We would

like to share our experiences to explore opportunities for collaboration in the future.
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L.A. County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Permit Workshop

Comparative Cost of the Los Angeles
County Storm Water Management

Program

Marianne Yamaguchi
Dr. Guangyu Wang

.̄ Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project
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Focus of Cost Comparison

Projected average cost to municipalities
in Los Angeles County

¯ Projected cost reduction as the result of
draft permit revisions

== 6f18/96~ 2



Challenges to Obtaining Precise
Cost Estimates

Responsibilities are often sh .ared am.ong divisions,
bureaus, and departments w=thin a c~ty.

New program elem. e.nts m.ay require additional
resources from ex~st=ng c~ty programs.

Co .sts of new program elements are difficult to
proJect.



Table 1
Cost Estimates Provided by the SGVCOG Survey

3 ~ ~ ~ IndusW, $1,788,133
$6.73 $1.70

4 B’acb~, [ba~ I~ S~ $479,317 $6.73 $1.68

;0 ¯
o 6rlM)6o 4
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T̄able 2                .
. Levels of Dedicated Storm Water Program Funding

, City
. Avg. M onthly Rate*

Sacramento $10.46
Palo A Ito $4.05
Berkeley $4.17
San Jose $3.75

¯ Modesto $3.40 .
Santa M onlca $3.02
Hayw ard

$2.40
Santa C larlta $2.00
Los Angeles

$1.92
Monterey

$1.74
Manhattan Beach

$1.67
Santa Cruz

$1.51
Average

$3.34



Program Areas Modified from 12118/95 Draft

Industrial/Commercial Site Visits

Construction Site Inspections

Monitoring



Comparison 1
Industrial and Commemial Educational Site Visits

Reduced number of visits/year for many
facility categories.

The .abilit.y to piggyback site .visits using
existing city programs/personnel.

No obligation to carry out enforcement
actions during site visits.



Table 3
Comparison of Inspection/Educational Site Visit Frequencies

Inspection Schedule Frequency of Educational Site Visits
Facility (12118195 Draft) (5123196 Tentative)

Category INSP ECTION$/YEA RS
CONTACTIYEARS

I 515 21S
ii .115 215III 215 215

iv ’ 115 115v 315 215vl 215 215
vii 215 215



Table 4
Proportion of Industrial/Commercial Program in a City’s

Entire Storm Water NPDES Program

Category Avg Population Proportion of Program
1 124,000 20%
2 63,500 15%
3 32,900 10%
4 11,900 5%



Table 5
Estimated Cost of Reductions Associated with Change to

Educational Visits (5/23/96 tentative)

Category Percent Reduction to Cost of Industrial/Commercial Program
10% reduction        25% reduction        50% reduction

1 $74,000 $168,600 $337,100
2 . $62,700 $156.900 $313.800
3 $26,800 $44,700 " $89,500
4 $2,400 $6,000 $12,000Total $165,900 $376,200 $752,400County Total $1,072,600 $2,432,400 $4,864,900



Comparison 2
Construction Site Inspection

Allow integration into a city’s regular
program of construction inspections.

No need to budget additional funds beyond
existing resources.

One to five percent cost savings to city’s
entire storm water NPDES program budget.



Comparison 3
Monitoring

~~q,; .’; .

Relaxes the require.m.ent for cities to
conduct separate critical source/BMP
monitoring

Saves approximately $140,000 per year
County-wide

6/18/96
12



Table 6
Summary of Estimated Cost Reductions

(12/18/95 draft vs. 5/23/96 tentative)

PROGRAM AREA ANNUAL COUNTY-WIDE COST REDUCTION

Industrial/Commercial $1,000. 000 to $5,000.000

Construction Site Inspections
$1,000,000 to $2,500,000

Monitoring
Approximately $140, 000

Total          ¯ t;2,140,000 to $’/,640,000
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MEMORANDUM

~aroara £v~v~, Chief ~’1) Office o~Statewide Consistency

2) Catherine ~ell
~s~stant ~ecuti~ Officer
Los ~eles ~e~onal Board

~nedy

~conomice Unit

June 20, 1996

m~:    ~urlem and Beach Use Valuation

Attached is the final version of the tourism/beach use
valuation paper. Sorry we d~d not have a copy of this when
Nes came for the presentat£on. Hope this,has been o5 value.

If you have any questions or ~ould like to discuss this                 ~.,
~tter further, please telephone me at(916) 6S3-3822.

Attac~nt (m) ~
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Trave! spending supports eml:~oyment within these industries. Employment in some industries,
Accommodations and Ground Transportation for examine, is quite 0ependent on travel spending,
accounting for over 50% of to~ ~ wittVn mat industry. ~x)ut 3% of Los Angeles County’s
l:)nvate sector employment ~s suf3x~ed by travel spending. The follow~ng table details employment
generated by travel spenchng contrasted w~th total county employment within that indusVy,

T

Los Angeles County
1994 Employment Generated by Travel Spending

by Industry
Industry Employm~n! Industry % (14

Generated by Total Industry
Tin, v~l Spending’ E ,mpk)yment~

Accommodetkms 20.S64 3?,080 55.5%
Eatx~, D~nkJng 27,806 212.098 13.1%
Food Stores 2.944 80.363 3.?%
Ground TmnsponaiSon 12.502 24,544
Recr~etion ?037e $0.$$? 14.~J4
Retai 8ales 10,982 138,169 7.814
County Total 82.176 $42,851 15.1%I. De~ Runy~n ~

In addition to the direct spending generated by loui~sm, fix revenues ~m llls~ generated. The
nfOllOwing table details tax revenues by type of ~
U

I.~94 Tax Revenues Generated ~ Travel spendk g

Trar~emOccupency S128255
Sales ’rax $68.140
State Tax S2M,0?0

The Santa Monica Bay Area attracts many visitors. The Public Summary of the Santa Monk= Bay
Restoration Plan (December 1994) indicates that 45-60 million people visited Santa Mortice Bay
beaches in 1990. Some Santa Monica spending information is available. Since this information is                    -
developed from small samples, an average value for four survey sites (san Onofre, Cabdllo-Long
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Beach, Santa Monice. w~l Leo Cam.o) is included for �omparison. This information appears to be
�o, lacked for rec~abonaJ users only, Jndudu’~ both county residents and non-�ounty visitors, tt does
not fo~k)w the same irKlustry ciass,f~.ation as the pmvk~Js information. Therefore, it is not suitable
fo~ �lirec~ �omparison.

,
Av~rl0e Spending

b~, Visitors to Southern California ~_-e~_stal Areas
F.xpendtture Type                 Per Person Per Day           Per Group Per Trill

(s 1|S4)

Santa Monks Southern Santa Monies 8outhem
CalJfornla C~_!~ornla

Lodging $21.89 $21.06 $68.23
Food end Bewmge $,10.09 $19.14 $92.52
Transportation $16.00 $22.16 $46.21 $1 t 0.27
AclMt~es/E ntert~lnmerfl $11. I 9 S 15.92 $43. S0 $73.13
Miscellaneous $9.S8 $~.30 $22.40 $4?.24
Sen4ce~ $.1.18 $1.59 $5.19 16.60
Total $91.93 $86.17 $278.0~ $414.20

It is clear that tourism generltes a substantial amount of revenue to Los Angeles County In terms
of direct spending, tax revenues, and payroll. The quest~n that is diff’=cul/to answer is how
these amounts may change v~th improvements in water quality. Or morn importantly, how much
¯ :lditional revenue would increased tourism bring in, and how much of that could be used to
finance the cost of improved water quality. It seems logical to assume that cJeener belches
would encourage more people to visit the beaches, but to estimate the potential inc,’ease In
spending is difficult. Much is unknown, such as, how Bay water quality or perception of Bay
water quality influences people’s decisions to visit the Bay. information such as this would need
to be collected before any meaningful conclusions could be re~:hed.

An important point is that the population of local beach users probably consists mostly of Los
Angeles County residents. It is this group of people that would potentially receive the molt
benefit from improved water quality. Theretoro, this group is the likely sotxce of Idd~
revenues for water quality improvements. The following section details the values of ocean
recreational activities and the potential increased value of improved water quality.
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Potential Benefits of Improved Water Quellty

Water related actuation provides e variety of benefits, some of which can be estimated from
market transactions, such as expendIture on saltwater fishing, and some for which no market
exists, such as the value of access to a beach for sw~mming. Because very little of the value of gbeach recreation is captured by’ mariner transactions, this analysis focuses on the nonmarket
side.

I~ is assumed that approximately 60 percent of the improvements w~ll occur in Santa Mo~m Bay,
and that compliance w~th the new permit requirements w~ll improve bay wllor quality by It least
10 percent. It is important to note that this represents only a portion of the potential beflellL
Improvements to other water bodies will also yield benefits depending on the uses of these
watorbodies and the potential improvements in water quality.

The two recreation activities that am likely to be affected by changes in water quality ire:

¯ beach use, w~

Value of Beach U~e

Thre~ studios ware Identified that may provido insight into tho valuo of beach recreation In
Southern Cllifomie. The first, Leeworthy and W0iey (1993), estimated the value of beech
actuation at three Southern California sites, Santa Monica Beaches, Leo Clmllo State Beth,
and Cabnllo-Lon9 Beaches (combination of stretches of beaches at C~brillo Pier and Long

,~ Beech). The followmg table details the day and year values for the three sites. This study shows L
~’- that, on averago, people valuo a day el a Santa Mon~ca beach by $21 morn than they I~Y to ~-                  ""

access the beach. This amount is essentially pn)fit to the individual. App~ng this velue te the ’
annual aflendanca at Santa Monk~a Bay Beaches estimate (45-60 million) given in the Public
Summary of the Santa MonJca Bey Restorabon Plan, owes a total beach value of roughly $988

Ufll~llJorl to $1.3 b~ll~rl d~iere annually.

($1o~1 1$

Leo Carrillo State Be~ch $62.12 $385.03

Cab~llo-Long Beach $9.76 $123.27
1 Consumer’¯ surplus I the (~tferenc¯ be~ve~ w~ ¯ person I w~ng and ll~e to pay for ¯ gom:l ~ ~ end                           ’

what the person ¯ctu¯ly h~l tO ~ for U~ good or 14rwco W~’I reglrd tO ¯ reore, l~on day at ~le ~

COSt of unOertalang the reef¯el)on aa,/ Thus, i~ ~ corm.:lered ¯ "hat value" and manures (m dol~l) the vllue o~
U~e flow of ~erwces ¯ person rece~ve~ from the bea~ resource. When these ~ Ire m:lped ~�~l ~1 ~
total ¯nnu~ flow of lena:el can be used to �~k:ui~ the a-,let vllue of ~¯ belch nlloufg~l, w~h ringlet to
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The second study, Bockstael0 Hanneman, end KJing (1987), estimated how changes in o~1,
chemical oxygen demand, end fecal coliform would affect user values at 11 Boston belches.
Results of this study ira detailed in the following table. The I~gragale column represents the
potentSal benef’=ts of water qual,ty improvements ¯s applied to Santa Mortice Bay attendance.

Im:mased InmasedQtml~ty C~nge Consumer’s
Surplus C~ts~me~s
per Tdp , 8ml~S

10% Reduction in Oil $0.15 S7-$9
10% Reduction in Chem~al Oxygen Demand S0.36
10% Reductx)n in Fecal Coliform $0,06 $3-$4
Total So.r/
30% R~luct~n In Oil $0.60 $27-S36
30% Reduct)on in Chen~al Oxygen Demand $0.87 $39-$52
30% Reducbon in Fecal Coliform $0.36 $16-$22
Total $1.15

The lilt Itucly, performed by Apogee Rela¯rch Inc. estimated the economic value of improved
water quahty in the Indian River Lagoon region of East Central Florida, ¯ popular rasorl and
vacation destination. The study estimated the value to residents end visitors of improved
environmental quality. Recreational activities It this site incJude fishing, shell
boating, nature observation, water sports end hunbng.           ,

Residents were asked their perceptions of the effectiveness of three types of rastoraUon
programs (wetlands protections, land acquisition, and storm water �ontr., Is well as their
willingness to pay for these programs, For nonresidents, no analysis of the different
management plans was attempted. Residents of the Lagoon believed that the
somewhat deteriorated while visitors perceived the Lagoon to have above average
environmental qual:ty. Residents thought that storm water management would be the mos~
effective program for improving Lagoon environmental quality. They were willing to pay from $40
to $,58 (mean end median, respectively) per household per year in new local taxes for storm
water management for the Lagoon. Nonresidents visitors indicated a willingness to pay of $23 to
$25 (mean and median, respectively) per visit per travel group in a special tax on lodging and
restaurant bills to pay for improved environmental quality of the Lagoon. This study
demonstrates that both residents and nonresidents were willing to pay for the availability of
enhanced recreational activities. Also of interest is the payment vehicJe used in the survey.. The
ramifications of new taxes are easily understood by survey respondents. Yet the potenti,M for
new taxes did not result in average values that would be considered low or inconsistent w~l
those found in other studies. With well designed studies, people do express valid willingness to
pay amounts. These amounts do represent a potential soun:~ of revenues for environmental
improvements.
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There am many stud,s that estimate the value of access to a fishing ~rea. What is diff~dt to
determine is how I change in water quahty may affec~ the value one places on the ec~v~ty. Moat
studies have focused on the relationship between the value of the fishing trip and the catch rite.
Unless the relationship between water quahty, fish populations, and catch rates am underst~l.
~hese stuches are of lm~ted use in estimat,ng the benehts of improved water quelily.

Two fishing studies �onducted on the Weal Coast warn selected. The following table ~
estimates of values f(x increased catch rites. Again. this will not answer the question ~
value of improved sport fishing in the Santa Monica Bay, but it wdl provide �~IfK~ence th~
do place a significant value on recreational activities and these people am willing tO ply
Impmvemants in wate~ quakty that will lead to improved r~:~at~n~l

Value ~f

~ info~t~ ~mt~ ~ that ~ value ~ ~at~l ~l
~lling to pay f~ t~ ~va~nts. In ill ~ses ~t values, ~ ~g~at~ ~ss
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¯
II is obvious that ~~ ~ ~ q~l~ ~ke ~ey ~
~ve a limit ~ ~ a~nt ~t ~y ~ able to s~. The ~v~s
~tent~al value of ~e ~nefits ~t ~ld ~ mal~ed t~mugh morn s~nt
~pmvements. Th~s is ess~l~ ~e fi~t step: dete~n~ng ~et~r

~e se~d step is ~ to ~ ~ ~a~up. ~ is assum~ that
dnven by the ~ea ~at ~a~ ~sm ~venues and taxes ~uld
f~ ~ter qual~ ~pm~nts. ~ ~lling~ss to pay values ~sent~
~u~ of ~ven~s f~ en~tal ~mpm~nts. ~le
value Is unl~ke~, ~ is ~a~ ~ss~e to e~ ~e ~rough s~l

As ~nti~d ~s~, ~ greatest use~ of ~1 ~a~es am pmba~
~s~dents. No data ~s f~ that ~ta~led ~e share of Coun~ to
M~ ~y Rest~tion ~ ~ su~ey, d~s i~te that
~a~es ~ f~ ~mug~ ~ ~n~, ~th the h~g~st
~e Inlsnd and M,d-~un~ ~mas. Nso of ~ntemst, t~ majon~ of su~
~d~te a ~ll~ng~ss to ~y f~ ~a~r ~a~es. It ~s th~s group of
gm~esl from impmv~ ~tM q~l~. T~mf~, t~s group ts ~
invents f~ ~ter q~i~ ~.
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Apogee Research Inc. 1996 Economic Asses~ment and AnMysi~ ~ ~ I~n
Re~ ~md f~ ~e F~ ~ Imp~mentat~n T~sk F~ I~ R~ver ~
Est~ P~mm.

~stael, Nanw E., W. Mi~a~ Ha~msnn. =~ ~thefine L. ~i~. 1987.
of Water Quali~ Improvements in ~ R~at~l ~a~ Fm~= Water
Reseamh vol. 23, ~. 5, ~. 951-~.

B~stael, Nan~ E., Kenneth E M~nell, a~ Ivar E. St~. 1989.
of Improvements ~ Water Quali~: The ~sa~ake Bay," ~a~ Re~ E~

~ ~vision of T~hsm, ~lif~ta T~de a~ ~m~

Hup~, ~n~l D. 1989. *Measu~ng t~ Value of Fish to Angle~: ~t~

L~hy, ~. Vem~ R., Peter C. ~1~. 1~3. ~mational Use Val~ ~
~li~mia ~�~=. Strategic Envi~ntal Assessments ~vision, ~ of
~se~ation and Assessment, Natal ~an~ a~ A~osphe~ Admlnistm~..

~hem ~li~mi= ~stal~es. U.S. ~pa~ent of ~me~. Natal
At~iphe~ Adminis~

I
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~e ~ante~ t~ ~o~en~ en ~r~vi~ion~ which were inse~
¯ uqgestion o~ o~ne~ in~e~este~ Fa~ies and a~ ~o ~hi~

~e ~A11 ~ a~aittin~ fo~al ¢�~ents, alo~ vl~ acover letter siailar to our June 2~, ~99~ letter, to
in ~e a~inis~ative ~eco~d ot t~e ~oa~d’s hea~inq
~oweve~, we ~an~ed to F~ovide our �o~ents t~ you An e~v~ ot
~e hearing.

attem you have reviewed ou~ su~qeste~ eSdltienal~ange~ to ~e Revieed Pe~i~, ve au~ ~a~ you con~ider
~eco~en~a~lon ~ha~ these changes be made in ~e ~1~.

you have any ~e~Aons ~eqa~n~ ou~ �o~en~a.

~tt~. ~ank you tar your �on~In~An~ �oo~raCion An

R0031460             ’
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F~,~ 27. mm 8.

~i~ ~o ~1~ w~ ~y n~cal wa~r quali~ ob)~wes
~g~ ~ ei~r F~mg No. 27 ~ supplcmen~ or a ~w
[o ~lu~e ~ fo~ow~ p~vbion:

"Nei~r ~ CI~ Water Act ~r ~A’s regulttiom
n~enc wa~r quali~-ba~d ef~uent I~i~[io~.
fo~ ~t n~enc i~i~tio~ for sxo~ wa~er
t~ly ~ibIe to develop at ~is t~e
~mg s~e of ~owledge t~t ~ inte~inent" ~ of ~ di~g~s, ~ eff~ on ~ivmg
~e eff~tive~ss of �on~l ~t~s ~ a~evi~
effiu~t limi~tio~ ~ ~p~vin8 wa~r quali~.
Cl~n Wat~ Act ~ federal ~latio~, ~
~ gegio~ ~a~ t~ tu~o~d to employ
�o~rols ~ ~o~ water ~i~. such ~ ~st
p~ti~, w~, ~ ~ ~is ~, nu~� e~ue~

O~ t~ w~ ~ developed by ~ ~iptl

~ effl~ l~im~m."

Fi~ No. 28, ~ ~ fo~ I~ ~ p~or d~

~ of ~ ong~ F~g, ~ ~o~ ~n~, which
~~, wu ~. ~ pm~sio~ ~Id ~
follow~ ~ ~

"~fo~. ~ ~er ~lud~ a p~u~ f~
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~tion ILC.4 (~du~s for Exemption).
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

IO~NNE STUI~GtS, utK-ur~ O--,ct~ July 2, 1996

Mr. Michael Keston, Chairman ". ~.~
California Regional Water -’--~’
Quality Control Board >--;j,,~

Los Angeles Region ~-’:"
101 Centre Plaza Drive ’- -
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156 ,,,-

Dear Mr. Ke~ton: ~-.;;: o --

At its meeting held today, on motion of Supervisor Zev Yaroslav~lo/, the
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors requested the staff of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board to work with the County and ctttel
to resolve any issue and address any concerns that remain over a new
stormwater permit which will c~ll upon the 85 cities within Los Angeles ~" -
County, as well as the County itself, to adopt practices that will reduce
urban runoff. In addition, the Board urged the Regional Water Quality
Control Board to support and adopt the stormwater permit at its meeting U
to be held July 15, 1996.

n
For your information, enclosed is a copy of the Minute Order detailing thl~ Uaction.

Ver~ truly yours,

JOANNE STURGES
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

0702-1.L1
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V
MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
O

Joanne Sturges, Executive Officer
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administratio~
Los Angeles, California 90012

meeting held July 2, 1996, the Board took the following action: /

Supervisor Yaroslav~ky made the following statement:

"The Regional Water Quality Control Board will ~on be
rendering a decision on a new stormwater permit for Los Angeles
County to reduce urban runoff, This permit will call upon the 85
cities within Los Angeles County as well as Los Angeles County
itself, to adopt practices that will raduca urban runoff.

"Pollutants from industries and sewage treatment plants have
declined in the last 20 years because these discharges are
regulated. But over that same period, urban runoff has increa~l
and now accounts for over 50% of water pollution. Not only doel

Uthis pollution account for the debhs that poisons our coastal waterl,
contaminates fish and afflicts marine mammals, it has also been nfound that swimming in polluted waters near storm drains can lead
to illne~. U

"Over 50% of the Plan to restore the Santa Monica Bay
depends on the implementation of the stormwater permit.
Wrthout this permit to spur corrective actions, the water quality in
the Santa Monica Bay and along the Southern California coast wilt
continue to detenorate. Furthermore, our economic vitality is
dependent on clean beaches and water as coastal tourism
amounts to billions of dollars a year for Southern Califorr~
businesses.

(Continued on Page 2)

-I-
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"Los Angeles County has taken a leadership position on this
issue. It has committed to taking an active role in the institution of
runoff controls and would assume a central role as ’principal
permittee’ in implementing the municipal stormwater permit.
cities and the County have a responsibility to make sure our water
is clean and safe and the permit will ensure that all municipalities
are doing their part to reduce runoff.

"The permit will ensure that the County and the cities cooperate
and tailor their stormwater abatement efforts to allow for ample
flexibility and cost savings between the cities and County;, that
programs are developed to identify illicit storm drain connections
and reduce illegal dtsposal by businesses and industries; that
runoff from constructK)n sites end public facilities is reduced; and
that a public outreach and education program be implemented to
prevent stomwvater pollution."

Therefore, on motion of Supervisor Yaroslavsky, seconded by Supervisor
~,~,~    Antonovich, unanimously camed, the Board took the following action~:

a. Requested the staff of the Regional Water Quality Control
Board to work with the County and cities to resolve any
issues and address any concerns that remain over a new
stormwater permit which will call upon the 85 cities within
Los Angeles County, as well as the County itself, to adopt
practices that wdl reduce urban runoff;, and

(Continued on Page 3)

-2°
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b. Urged the Regional Water Quality Control Board to support
and adopt the stormwater permit at its meeting to be held
July 15, 1996.

10702-5.com

Copies distributed:
Each Supervlt~or

7Interim Chief Administrative Officer
County Counsel
Director of Public Wod~
Director of Be=ches and Harbors

Letter sent to:
Chairman, California Regional W~t~r

Quality Control Board
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o===,=~=a=,~,,~== July 11, 1996

C)q=~::E~ Mr. Michael Keston, Chair, and Member~ 4’~.!;$
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

~ Los Angeles Region
o,v~=x~ 4 101 Centre Plaza Drive

Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

~ v {Ha//~ Dear Mr. Keston and Member= 7Los Angeles Region CRWQCB:

A M~/S~B~ This letter is in support of the adoption of the proposed LosI:~s, on 1
Angeles storm water permit. A= active participants and managers

T~a~,-w- in the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project the I.as Virgene$Ann Dor~ District has assertively worked on watershed issues to protect
and enhance the natural resources of this region. Through I

MWO Re~ variety of recycling activities, monitoring and environmentalC,~np~.=o~ protection programs the staff and board of directors have
consistently supported appropriate management of storm water

Coun=~ pollution in the Malibu Creek watershed as well as the Losw~ K. ~ Angeles water basin.

Jwnee E. ~ Adoption of the storm water permit is a critical step in the Uaccountability and management chain to ensure all participants
~r=~z~JaJwB~ are working in unison to the betterment of the world famous nL~ V~ ~ Santa Monica Bay resources.

C;a~msa=. CA 91302
U(818l g80~110

lelel eao~o77 Whhout reservation I strongly support adoption of this important
---"’- permit. ¯
T~U~

RECIJ~,ATO~ F~:IJW
(e’~e) .~.~7 Very truly yours,

U
[818] 878-1310

[81B] 878-1316

RL~’~n:~ PL=,~ CC: Board of Directors, LVMWD
tisle} sa9.4741 Governor Pete Wilson

Mayor Richard Riordan
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Californt~ Regional Water Quality Control Board
July 15, 1996 Hearing

Los Angeles o)unlT Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit

Good Afternoon. My nama is Laurie Newman. I am a field deputy for
Assemblymember Sheila k tJehl whose district includes the coastal cities from Santa
Monica to Malibu. As Sh¢lja’s representative, i sit on both the Oversight
Committee and the Water,heal Council of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project.
I am speaking here today a~ Assemblymember Kuehl’s representative and as an
active member cf the Bay f’rolect- Assemblymember Kuehl urges you to approve
the Storm Water Permit which will aid us, on a regional level, in improving the
health of the Santa Monica Bay.

The Santa Monica Bay Re.~taration Project was established by the stale in 1988 and
was charged with the resp,Jnsibility of assessing the Bay’s problems, developing
solutions and most imporlant of all, putting them into action. The Project’s
membership is quite diver*e; we are an active partnership of government
representatives, environmentalists, scientists, and representatives of industry and
the general public.

Storm water management ~s a key component of the Bay Plan, which is a product of
a five-year, consensus-ba~d effort by the Bay’s stakeholders. The Bay Plan
recommends that a number of acliorts be taken to improve storm water
management. Among the recommended actions, this storm water permit is one of
the most important tools rleeded to achieve the goals of the Bay Plan. Your
approval of the permit today will be a huge step forward in reaching our goal of
restoring the Bay and prol~cting it for years to come.

We urge you to approve the permit and to ensure that it is environmentally sound,
consistent with conservalion principles of aquatic biology, that it incorporates the
recommendations contained in the Bay Plan, and that it provides for timely
implementation of the m~nitoring program.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
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~~ ~a,~ ~-,m, WALLY KNOX

~ve~or Pete Wilson
S~a~e Caplcol,
Sacra~n~o,

~ar ~ve~or Wilson,

I am ~i~ing
Project, National Pollucan~ Dilcharge Ellmlna~ion System (NPDES)
Pe~i~ for

Just thi= month, t~ independent studie~ demonstrate that Sant~
Monica Bay is s~ill highly pollu~ed and Cha~ illnesses co~nly
occur among Chose who swim near ~he existing s~o~ drains.
University of Southern California epidemiol~is~ Ro~r~ Halle
fo~d ~ha~ ~ach users who swim within 100 yards of a s~o~ drain
are approxi~cely 50 percen~ more likely ~o fall ill, ~han ~hole

away from ~he sco~ drains. Heal ~he Bay’iwho swim farther
annual re~r~ card vallda~es
failing grades for ali ~aches where a sco~ drain exls~s.

The p~llci~y of ~he
local economy as well, as word spreads around ~he world ~ha~ our
~aches are ~ealChy for users. The nu~er of a~ual ~ach
users has si~ifican~ly dropped from 80 million ~o 50 million ~r
year, according ~o county estimates. ~ you can see, we are no~
reaching our ~imum ~ourism potential a~ ~he ~aches.

In addition ~o hur~ing the local economy and ~sing a heal~h risk
~o swi~ers, the sco~ drains further pose a risk ~o marine
wildlife ~d birds. Many fishing en~husias~s ea~ ~heir catch,
and much of ~he region’s wildlife is ~ in local, pollu~ed
estuaries. Marine biol~is~s find ~races of ~oxic pollu~ion in
all local species of wildlife, si~ifican~ly as a resul~ of ~he
s~o~ ~ains.

The NPDES permit would culminate six years of progress by
representatives of local government° economic interests, and the
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May 30, 1996
Gove~or Wilson
Page Two

environmental community, as well as your Adminls~ration. So much
time and energy has already ~een invested in this project to insure
maximum effectiveness, that to deny this permit would be an
unforgivable waste of eye.one’s hard work and tax payers’ ~oney.

Please support issuing this NPDES pe~it so that Santa Nonica Bay
flourishes once again.

Sincerely.

Assembl~uan, 42nd District

cc~ Michael ~eston, President
CA Reglonal Water Quality Control Boar~

R0031481
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Twenty-Third Di~rict

Mayor l~cha~l Rk)rd~                                                                     ’ ~

.~,..
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June 14. 1996
Page Two

L
As tt~e regulatory autho~ty ct~arged w~th protec~ior~ of our waters, I urge you to adopt
tyro penO,r~g storm water permit. Los Angeles County has taken a leadership position
on th:s :ssue. It r~as commzttecl to tak,ng an active role ~n the institution of runoff
co~trols and would assume a central role as "l:~nc~pal" permittee" in impteme~r)g the
municipal stormwater permit. But all of ~ c~t~es as well as the County have ¯
resporlsibihty for clean and safe water and tr~e permit wdl ensure that all munic~palitie~             "~’
ar~ �~r~ U’)eir part to reduce rurloff, /
Thar~ you for your attent~n to this important rnattw’,

725 Ar~xta Ave,, #102 U

U
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’~’~ BP,~D SHERMAN L: ,~ ~ s~ ,,,c. ,k~.I !.~-.~ :..~, ~ ~. s~ ~,o



StormWuer
~.~ to bu~i~e~ con~dered to poae the ~re~e~t threat of po~em~ po~ The

Mo~ Bay, ~ ~e ~ of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

~y ~ ~ w~ ~ Pint ~ ~
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BRAD SHERMAN L
F~M/LE (310) 4~ ~

J~ 18, I~

M~ P~ CA 9 i 7~2 i ~

~, ~    ¯ ,
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Storm Wg~- Permi~ wo~ld requir~ cities

Mo~ Bay, ~ ~e ~ ~ ~
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Please contact sender at 1818) 894-3671 If yOU
are having problems wttb Ibis transmittal.

Total ~ of pages Including cover3
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~Lr. HLchael Kea¢on
Cha t rman
California Regional ~¢e~ QualL~y Control ~

consAde~ adoptAn~ a I~o~m ~aLe= pe~ZC ~or ~ ~geles Coun~.
issuance o~ ~h/s ~tt will ~ve as~rong and signi~/c~t a~ec~
on the £u~u~e o~ Cali~o~nia’~ scanty ae well ae ~he health
shousandl o~ ~¢pl~. Z s~rongly urge you and all the ~a£d

~ha~ ~me, ~housands of people, residents and ~ouril~l, ~ve ~d

delayed, ~he gre~r ~he �onse~enceo we will ~ace by ~vln2
~asaive clean-ups along Lhe ~aches and by having

Urban ~o[~, which includes ~eeidues [~ v~cles,
i~/ga~/on, industrial procesueB and ~d and ~i~1 waste,
largee~ sou~�~ o~ �oastal ~llu[i~n ~n ~s ~geles
s~ wa~e= pe~i~ i� ~he only way ~or our ~gion to ~n~Z
~d o~h~ ~llu~s ~s~ eventually end up our wa~@r.

Tourism m~ ~he ~achee has d~ae~icaily declined in recen~ years
~sch tissues a~$ ~�~in9 ~e ~equcn~. Tourism is the
larges~ ~ndus~ in ~s ~geles and ~he health ~d vitality o~
~aches i~ critical ~o our economy, no~ just for the
businesses ne~ ~e ~ean, but throughout Southe~ Cali£o~la.

Tourism accounts for nearly $2 billion in l~al revenue a~
~aches are a ~jor incentive ~or ~ople ~o visit ~he ~.A. ~In.
It is not yew ap~aling to would ~ tourists to ~e ~acb �losu~
signs due to high ~llutant con~ in ~he
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RICHARD KATZ

DEMOCRATIC FLOOR LEADER

July 2, 1996                                             -

Mr. Michael Keston
Chairman
California Regional Water Ouallty Control Boar~
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Montery Park, CA 91754

Dear Mr. Kemtons

On July 15, 1996, the Regional Water Quality Control Boar~ will
consider adopting a storm water permit £or Los Angeles County. The
issuance of this permit will have a strong and significant affect
on the future of California’s economy as well as the health
thousands of people. I strongly urge you and all the board memberm

It has already been a year mince the last
that time, thousands of people, residents and tourists, have had tO
swim in unhealthful and polluted water. The longer
delayed, the greater the consequences we will face by having
massive clean-ups along the beaches and by having taxpayers foot
the bill for health care costs due to illnesses caumed by owln~ng
in polluted water.

Urban runoff, which includes residues fro~ vehlclem, lawn
irrigation, industrial processes and food and animal waste, is the
largest source of coastal pollution in Los Angeles County. The
storm water permit is the only way for our region to control theme
and other pollutants that eventually end up our water.

Tourism at the beaches has d rastically decllned in recent years and
beach closures are becoming more frequent. Tourism is the second
largest industry in Los Angeles and the health and vitality of our
beaches is critical to our economy, not just for the small
businesses near the ocean, but throughout Southern California.

Tourism accounts for nearly $2 billion in local revenue and our
beaches are a major incentive for people to visit the L.A. basin.
It is not very appealing to would be tourists to see beach closure
signs due to high pollutant content in the water.               ¯
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As the agency charged with enforcing the storm water provisions of             f ~
the federal Clean Water Act, I urge you to do what ever you can to
protect our water, marine life and the health of all those who want
to enjoy our beautiful coastline.                                                     T

Again, I ask that you vote in favor of the permit. Should you have
any questions, or wish to talk with me further about this issue,
please don’t hesitate to contact me.

7RICHARD KATZ
Assembly Democratic Leader

cc: Regional Quality Control Board Members "
q

R0031503

!



~ ~-~ ANTONIO

July 5, I

Michael K~t~
Chair
California R~ional
Los Angel~ R~i~
101 Cenl~ PI~
~nle~y P~,

Dear Chairman Keston and Members of the Board:

--’~
I’m writing to urge you to adopt the proposed Municipal Storm Water Pollution Prevention

.~a~" Permit when it comes before you on July 15.

~- As a legislator representing Northeast Los Angeles, including segments of ihe Los Angeles
River, I take great interest in improving the quality of runoff in the region. Our beaches are
a major recreational resource for my constituents and an important economic resource for Uthe entire region. Public health, marine life, real estate values and a $2 billion*a-year
tourism economy are at stake. We must take cosl-effec~ive action to protect them. n

UThe Municipal Storm Water Permit is a comprehensive, reasonable approach to improving
water quality along our coast. It proposes to share the tasks of education, clean-up and
enforcement, and it provides a rational set of exemptions which will mitigate the burdens
imposed on both the public and private sectors.

Los Angeles County is a year late in coming forward with a measure to comply with the
federal Clean Water Ac~. We can afford no further delays. Please support this permit.

Assemblymember, 45th Dimic~
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ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT
P. O. Box 800

2244 W~lnu~ Grove A ve~,~e
R~e~d, CaI~F~ ~ I770

FAX f818) 302-$~
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.... iifornia
(~,~ ontract .Cit!es

, Assoc,at,on L
10810 Par=rr~jnt BhKI.. Suite #202 ¯ Downey. Califorr~a 90241 ¯ (310) 861-3908 ¯ F--;sJ((310) 861.238~



LOS ANGELES COUNT].~ BOARDS or REALESTATE
822 South RoberLson Boulevard, Suite 300, Los Angeles, CA 90035
(310) 358-1500, ex~. 405 ¯ FAX (3 I~)) 358-1509

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION COVER

If you dXd nor. rec~lv~
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ee: Governor Pete Wihoa
Mayo~ Rkha,-d Riord~m
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lOi ~.4mtt’¢ Plaza Driv~                             ’
Monterey Pazk, CA 91754-21~
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Date               L

Reco~n~ation to ~o~t ~esolutlon Con~itlonalXy
~ I. Title of ~e~rt:    Sup~rtinq Tentative waste Discharqe Or~e~

If. Repot initiat~ b~:

City
City Manger ~ate
Other     P~lic ~rki ~te    6-2?-96

7III. D~s the repot Include a resolution, ordlnan=e, agre~ent
other l~al matter~

Yes    x No

Has the City Attorney revle~ed the item? Yes            No

IV. Does the report recommend an expenditure, were the Eunds
in the approved b~dget?

Yes

~ Ha8 it been approved by the Finance Director? Yel ~ No . ~ "

V. List any other departments the report

I. City Attorney 3.

Has it been dlscusse~ with each? Yes x No

Yl. List any attachments:

2.

3.

VII. Evaluate the potential environmental impact of this Agenda Item:

I. No potential impact x

2. Categorically exempt_ Class

~     4. Environmental Impact Report
Submitted by: _ S..~~- J

Date: June 27, 1996
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CITY OF ALHAMBR.A                                                L
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

July 8. 1996

To: Honorable Mayor and City ~.~,,T~,,,,,,,

7
From: Julio J. Fuentes. City Msnag’~

By: Terry L. James. Assistant City Manager/Public Wodcs
Manny J. Magana, General Manager/Utilitim

Subject: R¢commendation to Adopt Resolution Conditionally Supporting ~’¢ntatt~� IFa~t¢
Discharge Order No. P6.3OO~ NPDE~ P¢rmit CAS611001

To request that the City Council sdol~ the anached resolution which supports the Tentative Permit            ~l~
on the condition that it be ren.trned to Regional Water Quality Control Board staffto revis~ several             ~l~
provisions that potentially threaten the City’s fiscal and legal iaten~.s,

FACTS:                                                                              ~m~

i. "T~ l~ation.~J Pollutant Discharge EILminmJ~n System (’%rP~ES") is a permitting syst~n �~vised
by Congress under the Clean Water Act. It essentially compels municipalities to perform a             ~m~
regulatory role for the purpose of protecting marine environments. Initially, N’PDES focused               [
on cont~x~lli~g sewer discharges to oceans and other wate~ bodies such as lakes, rivers, streams,
and flood chaanels. Latex, however, Congress determined that storm watex and non-storm runoff
accounted for more than half of the pollution that exists in American watex~.

2. In 1987, Congress amended the NPDES provisions of the Clean Water Ac~ to include storm
water and non-storm wate~ runoff pollution. NPDES is administered by the State Water
Resources Control Boaxd and its several regional boanis on behalf of the United States                J
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).
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3. This City and 85 other municipalities in Los Angeles County have been operating under the
Omunicipal NPDES permit s, irme 1990. The City of Alharnbra, in cooperation with the Executive

Advisory Committee - a group comprised of the principle permittee and other key cities

L
designated by this permit to advise on the development of the new tentative order - has been
working with the Regional Board to r~olve fiscal and legal concerns.

4. This permit, which will remain in effect until the new permit is adopted, requites municipalities
to identify existing practices that operate to reduce storm water pollution ~ to comply with
thirteen (13) mandatory best management practices {"’BMPs"). The~ include such activities as
cleaning catch basins annually, sweeping streets on a monthly basis, encouraging residents to
clean sidewalks, and encouraging residents to recycle oil and properly dispose household

7hazardous wa,~te. The City of Alhambra’s Utilities Division administers this program and }u~
proudly taken a proaetive stance by implementin~ all mandatory BMP

5. The proposed new permit, will be more difficult to implement. In general it contains sevta~I
provisions that could have trmjor nesative fisc.al ~xl legal impm:ts for the City, including but not
limited to the following:

¯ potential violations ofthe permit’s with the extremely strict receiving water limitations, possibly
subjecting the City to citizen lawsuits, as provided for under the federal Cle~m Water A~t;

¯ being subject to requirements that ate seemingly Imsed on supposition rather th,tn on relevant

! " "scientific and compelling d,tta; ~"~

¯ r~iuirements to comply with wovisions that are unclear, confusing, ¢omqiedng, which ifnot ~
comx:ted, could mislead the City into partial andS, or non-compliance and potential exposure to U
¢itizen lawsuits;

~¯ rt;quirernents to visit cga’tain industrial f~ilities, under the pretext ofcorglucting public education
Usite visits, to detem’fine whether such facilities have complied with state-issued Oeaw.ral

lladustrial Aeaivity Storm Water Permit. These inspections should be performed by the Regional

~
It should also be noted that some of the Tentative Permit’s requirements exceed those found in             8

permits issued for other regions of the state, including the permit for Santa Clara, which is
considered the most stringent.
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ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION:                                                           ~

Due to the inconsistencies and ut~clcgr meaning in parts of the cu~en~ Tentafivt Permit. the CityT
council should conditionally ac~.ept the permit and endorse the attached Resolution oudiaing
concem.s of the this and other L.^. cities. The Utilities Division wIll continue to �onsult with the
Executive Advisory Commitl¢~. designated in the 1990 permit and responsible for assistance with
the development of the Tentative Order. and work with the Re~..,mal Board to develop ¯ clear.
legally valid permit through work ~lmps and written conunent. N,merous cities afl’cctcd by this
permit are approving similar r~solutions Io docmncnt their comrnil~sent and concerns.

7
RECOMMENDATION:

it is therefore, the r,.’cornmendation of’the Utilities Division that the bdlowing ~solution be adoixed
by the City Council, stating the r.ond~tional aCCelxance ofth¢ Order which notes the City’~ art, as ot"
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RESOLUTION NO..____.
0

~i~tB~ ~D.~ONALLY SUPPORTI~~
WAr  U L rV COntROL

96-.~ ~ATIONA~-- ~L~ANT ...... DISCII~GE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM NO. CAS611001), W~
DISCIlARGE ~QUI~ME~S FOR M~ICIP~ ~O~
WATER ~D UI~ RUNOFF DISCI~G~ ~T~N ~
COUNTY OF LOS ~GEL~                                                        ~

WllEREAS, the City Council of Alhambr~ (hereinafter "City"), is committed to
iml~ementing programs and practices that shall, to the maximum extent practicable, reduce
pollutants discharged into the San Gabriel River and, therefrom, into Long Beach. Had)or.

WHEREAS, the City is commitled to continuing its allocation of resoumej to finance
the co~t of implementing reasonable, effective storm water/urban runoff pollution reduction

WHEREAS, the tentative waste discharge order (hereinafter also referred to
"tentative order") authorizes the new National Pollutant Dischazge Elimination S)’~em
(hereinafter "I~IPDES") municipal permit for Los A~geles County prepared by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Boa~cl, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter "regional board"),
and such order contains conflicting provisions wi’fich, if not corrected, could impede
prevent effective compliance and, thereby expose the City to citizen law auits;

~rlgERE, t~, fmcling ~ is too general and should not be used to justify any requirement
contained in the tentative order because: (1) it does not refer to any specific study
pertaining to storm water or tu’ban runoff fi’om areas within the LOs Angeles basin; (2) while
heavy volmnes ofstormwater may discharge into the MS4 from areas of rapid urbanization,
which may have significant impacts on aquatic ecosystems, to the extent of causing bank
erosion and channel widening, such impacts have not beg~ documented in any area within the
Los Angeles basin, and (3) reference to the federal "Guidazw~ Manual for the Preparation of
Part I1 of the NPDES Applications for Discharges from Municipal Storm Sewer Systems,"
is Lrmlevant because it contains no mention of storm water or urban runoff problems within
the Los Angeles basin;

WHEREAS, while the City agrees that pollutants in runoff.can impair the beneficial uses
of water bodies, finding 05 is a g~ization, to the extent that (1) it does not identify
which water bodies are impaired (i.e., receiving waters in each of the watersheds subject to

i
the tentative order, (b) the beneficial uses of each watershed, C~ the extent of impairment of
water bodies within each watershed, and (d) the pollutants responsible for such impairment;

t1
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V
and (2) overiooka the fact that the monitoring component ofthe lentative order calls for ¯

Orecewmg water study, the purpose of which is to determine "the impacts, ifany, of storm
water/non-storm water discharges on the beneficial ~ of Santa MoM~ Bay" m~d the Los

LAngeles and San Gabriel River and. therefore, the comlu~ion that the beneficial tL~es of the
Los Angeles River. San Gabriel River,. Los Angeles Harbor. Long Beach Harbor, or other
water bodies in the basin, are impaired by storm water and non-,~torm runoffis pt’tnmture and
~ppositiorml;

WHEREAS. finding #6 asserta that studies done for the .~tata Moaica Bay Restoration
Project can be "extrapolated" to other water bo~ies of water, such ¯ claim can be scientifically
false and must be tested with scientific controls before being ¯pplied on a bro~d scope4

7
WHEREAS. the tentative order contai~ several provisions, which if~dopted, would

do little to improve the quality of storm water and urban runoff while httposing ¯
substantial cost to City residents and business as tazpsyers~

WHEREAS, abe ten~tive ord~ conchs Ix~v~sions, which if ~lopted, would impose
upon the City requirementa that e.xceed federal storm water provitior~ of the Cleam Wat~ A~
("CWA"), and by imposing upon the City any requirement timt exceed~ the f~lertl storm
water provisions of the CWA, through the tentative order, which al~o functions ~ an NPDF~
permit, this could be argued to be acaiormble t.mder the Clean Water Act, which entiti¢$ third
Imrty citizen l~wauim notwithstanding that ~:h requirengnt is ¯uthorized only by m law;,

unclear and �onfusing which, if not corrected, would lead th~ City into imrtial or non-
compliance, thereby �~ming the City’s exposure to ¢itiz~ lawsuits; U

washing a~ inch discharge, however ther© is no mention of wilt ¯ designated di.~harge is,
Unor is it defined in the glo.~sary of term~ .~.tion ofthe order, str~ wa~tg ~a~mld be exetn~

WHEREAS, ~ cities through their City Attorneys, pursuant to the public rt,ords
act, have requested regional board staff to provide documenta containing scientific data,
anecdotal or qtmntitative, that would justify the imposition requirementa beyond those
mar~lated by federal ~torm water regulation& regional board ~affhat not �ornpliod with sue&

WHEREAS, the tentative order nor doe, it explain what mechanism will trigger the
watershed managemeat plan after the county-wide storm water rn~magement plen is
implemeated;
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WH£1~..~, the ten~tive order contains ~ provision w~, ~n~
~ by ~ ~gio~ ~ ~d ~u~ ~e visi~ of ~ acfi~ f~li~ f~
p~ of i~uon ~d enfo~ment, in addition to p~viding public ~o~

~~, ~e t~fi~ o~er con~i~ a ~vision ~t ~d ~bil-~ di~e
of ~ble ~t~ appli~ to side~l~ ~d s~, even if such ~t~ d~
delive~ of ref~e or other ~llu~ into ~e MS4 (includ~ s~ ~1~
~i~, ~d o~er ~nvey~);

WHEREAS, the tentative order contains legal authority requirements that are vague and
offer no guidance on how to achieve compliance with them;

WIIEREAS, ~e tentative order requires the City to identify industrial activity facilities
by Standard Industrial Code classification (hereinafter "SIC") and determine if s~-.,h facilities
axe covered by an NPDES permit, however, the responsibility for identifying industrial
activity facilities by SIC and determining if such facilities axe covered by an NPDES penni[,
should rest with regional board staffsince it is responsible for enforcing General Industrial
Activity Storm Water Permit requirements on behalf of the Slate Water Resources Control
Board and, therefore, po.~..~es more experience and expertise in this area ~ the City;

WHEREAS, the tenlative order’s legal authority requiremenls compelling fl)e City Io
conU’ol pollutant discharges from sites of industrial activity is excessive m)d probably
impermissible b~cause "sites of industrial activity," which the tentative order
in~|odes "I I categories of industrial activities required to obtain National Pollutant Di~
System (NPDES) permits for storm water discharges ... as required by 40 CFR
and as such are regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board (under Waler Quality
Order No. 91-13-DWQ, NPDF, S General Permit No, CAS000001) and a~ ~fl’orc~l by the
regional board; and therefore, such requirements cannot be imposed on the City under the
Cle~n Water Acl, the regional board cannot delegate to the Disr.harlers Its own
authority to enforce these general permits," (made in reference to industrial
consu’uction activity permits), because such discharges from industrial activities ~re alr~dy
controlled;

WHEREAS, however, the tentative order’s legal authority rexluirements overlook
fact that the City does not have the authority to prohibit discharges from sites of indus~al
activity if the facility is covered under an NPDES general industrial activity permit and has
certified to the regional board that it cannot eliminate non-storm water di~ -
information that is out of the City’s n~ach;

WI-I:EP,.EAS, although the City is prepared to allocate a portion of its resources to fund
storm water/urban runoff pollution prevention programs, it is concerned about (I) ~ co~-
effectiveness of some of the programs proposed in the tentative order;, and (2) polential legal
costs associated nol only with defending against ~volous citizen lawsuits resulting firom
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unreasonable requirements imposed on the City by tentative order, but also in defending
against legal challenges from f~:ilities or individuals against which City has ~ compelled
to take enforcement action for failing to comply with a vague or unreasonable legal authority

Lrequirement;

WIIEREAS. since February of 1995, the regional board h~s been negotiating with the
Executive Advisory Committee (hereinafter ’EAC"), consisting of individuals representing
the County of Los Angeles, the City of Los Angeles. and other cities from six w~ for
the purpose of negotiating waste discharge order requirements with region~ hoard

WIIEREAS, city representative, of the EAC negotiating tcam, excluding the City of Lo~ 7Angeles, disengaged from negotiations with the regional board staff in October of 1995
because it (I) continually ignored requests from negotiating team for a complete draft waste
discharge order; (2) failed to incorporate into its partial working draft waste discharge order
recommendations from city negotiating team members; (3) made revisions to the working
draft w~zte discharge order without prior consultation with negotiating team member,; (4)
failed to provide negotiating team members with a complete draft w~ste discharge orde, until
December or 19925, some ten months ~’ter negotiations began; and (25) first agreed ~ then
reneged on sevend important waste disch~ge order issuer.

WHEREAS, the Regional Board informed cities that it would complete the tentafivt
orders by April 30, 1996, but did not send cities the tentative ordert until May 23, 1996.

WHEREAS, the Region~ Board staff remi ned a consultant to develop w~ste discharge
orders for Ventura County authorizing its municipal storm water management program, it
chose not to retain a consultant to develop a program for Los Angle, County;

WHEREAS, regior,~l bo~d ~tfir claims a "strong correlation" exists ~ th~

UEAC’s alternative storm water m~rmgement program ~nd the tentative order;, however,
contrary to what regional bo~xl staff Ires ~zserted, the tentative order differ, substantially
from the EAC’s alternative storm water nmnagement progrmn;

WHEREA..q, regional bo~d staff.justifies the length of the permit by acknowledging
that other regional w~ste discharge orders are shorter because they have ~lrcady developed
"voluminous county-wide ~nd/or wmershed nmrmgement plans in their applications;"

WHEREAS, bowever, regior~ board staffhas overlooked the f~ct that in keeping with
other regional wa.~e discharge orders, the tentative order -,lso contains a provision that cadis
for the future development of county-wide a.,xl/or watershed management plans which, if
adopted, would also give rise to voluminous county-wide ~nd/or watershed management
programz the length of other that ar~ likely ~:companying program plans;
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NOW, TIIEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ALHAMBRA DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Advise regional board membe.m of the City’s conditional supporl ofthe
permit and recommend revision of the tentative orders to the following extent:

A. Re-write receiving water limitations in a manner that does not ~ause the City to
be in non.compliance with the orders such as those written for ~aq~_~._Clarit
Co..~.p.~_~ty...(Order 95-180, NPDES Pert’nit No. CAS02918), including the provision
of¯ reopener that would be triggered in event that adverse impacts to beneficial

.~t./.~_ {] use_~,s, of receiving waters persist, despite implerger~ation of program/plan

B    .--ta..,=~ . e’~,..~,~..~a     .           .
Program and Watershed Management Program in ¯ manner that

i) identify the mechanism that would trigger the water, shed
management plan during the term of the order,

it) define beneficial uses of each body of wa~,.

C. Address proposed legal authority requirements to facilitate under~ and
compliance, including but not limited to the following:

1) prohibiting untreated wash waters to the MS4 which
with the tentative order’s prohibition on illicit di~

1i) requiring proper disposal of food wastes by the food
food distribution industries by defining "proper disposal" and
identifying food service and distribution industries;

iii) requiring "compliance with conditions in ordinance~ pennit~ and
contracts," in terms of specific tasks needed to achieve �ompliance;

iiii) requiring "control through interagency or inter-jtaisdictional
agreements among Permittees or any alternative mean& the
discharge of one portion of the MS4 to another," in tea~ of
specific tasks needed to achieve compliance; and
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~ D. Cla~fy [h~ following non-~orm warn" d;sc~arge prov~fior~ 0\
i) the definition of "designated ~e" (e.g., ¯ prohibited or

Lconditional non-storm water discharge) wiOfin the context of street
and sidewalk washing and explain why the regional board has
determined that such discha~es ax~ pollutants of concern;

ii) the placement of street washing under "conditionally exempted
discharges" and under "d~;igm~ted discharses;,,

iii) conditioning the discharge ofpotable water discharges to the MS4
7(including discharges originating firom residential, industrial, and

commercial facilities), by requiring "standard pollution prevention
practices developed by the American Water Works Association,
California.Nevada Section, wbe~ such practices were developed for

iiii) explaining what determines ¯ non.storm water discharge to be
designated discharges.

E. Delete the foilow~.

i) f. t s 4, and s; and .....
ii) those legal ¯uthodty requi~m~u pertaining to indusu~al ae.tivity

facilities.

F, Resolve the conflict betw~.-n indus~ial/~al public education visits and
enforcement of legal authority nxlui~m=l~$.

Section 2. The City Council otthe Ci~ ofAl~ambra offe~ to assist regional board
staff in revising the tentative waste discharge order as describcxl he’=in under Section I A
[hn)ugh F..                                                              ,

Section 3. "l’h¢ City Cleric xlmll certify the ~doption of this resolution.
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~A RESOLUTION OP THE CITY CO{/NCIL OP THE CITY OF AZUSA L’~DNDITIONALLY
~ DPPORTING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ORDER 96-F~
~ATIONAL POLL~/TANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM NO. CA~611001}, WA.gTE

DISCHARGE. REOUIREMENT~ FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND UR~ RUNOFF
DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COL~ OF LOS ANGELES

WHEREA~, the City Council of the City of Azuea (hereinafter "City’),
is committed to implementing programs and practices that shall, to the
maximum extent practicable, reduce pollutants discharged, into the San
Gabriel River and, therefrom, into Long Beach Har~or.

WHEREAS, the City is committed to allocating resources to finance the
cost of implementing reasonable storm water/urban runoff ~ollution
reduction programs;

WHEREAS, the tentative waste discharge order {hereinafter also
referred to as "tentative order’) authorizes the new National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System {hereinafter "NPDES’) municipal permit for Lea
Angeles County prepared by the Callfornia Regional Water Q~allty Control
Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter "regional board’), and such order
contains conflicting provlalona which, if not corrected, could impede or
prevent effective �o~liance and thereby, expose the City to clti=en law

WHEREAS, finding |4 of the tentative order refers to studies that
purportedly show that (1) organic and Inorganic pollutants contained la~orm water runoff ere often found in waatewatera and that such pollutants
can have adverse impacts on human health and aquatic ecosystems; and (2)
high volumes of storm water discharged from municipal storm water aya~am~
in "areas of rapid urbanization have bad significant impacts on aquatic
ecosystems due to physical modifications such as bank erosion and widening
of channels;"

WHEREAS. however, finding #4 is too general and should not be used to
~ustify any requirement contained in the tentative order becauae~ (1) ~t
does not refer to any specific study pertaining to storm water or urban
runoff from areas within the Los Angeles basin; (2) while heavy volumes of
atormwater may discharge into the MS4 from areas of rapid urbanl~ation,
which may have significant impacts on aquatic ecosystems, to the extent oE
causing bank erosion and channel widening. Such impacts have not been
documented in any area within the Los Angeles basin, wherein, in any case,
most of the channels and rivers that are responsible for conveying moat of
the storm water are concrete lined (with the small exception of those
portions of channels or rivers that are used for ground water recharge or
detention purposes) and, therefore, are not prone either to bank erosion or
channel widening; and (3) reference to the federal "Guidance Manual for the
Preparation of Part II of the NPDES Applications for Discharges from
Municipal Storm Sewer Systems,- is irrelevant because it contains no
mention of storm water or urban runoff problems within th~ Los Angeles

WHEREAS, finding #5 of the tentative order, refers to "Periodic Water
~m@uality Assessments, " on which regional board staff rests its aaaertio~

that beneficial uses of such water bodies in Los Angeles County are
"impaired or threatened to be impaired= because of heavy metals, coliform,
enteric viruses, pesticides, nutrients, and other pollutants;

WHEREAS, however, while the City agrees that pollutants in runoff can
impair the beneficial uses of water bodies, finding #5 is a generalization,
to the extent that (1) it does not identify (a) which water bodies are
impaired (i.e., receiving waters in each of the watersheds subject to the
tentative order, (b) the beneficial uses of each watershed, (c) the extent
of impairment Of water bodies within each watershed, and (d) the pollutants
responsible for such impairment; and (2) overlooks the fact that the
¯ onitoring component of the tentative order calls for a "receiving water

~udy, "the purpose of which is to determine "the impacts, if any, of storm
water/non-storm water discharges on the beneficial uses of Santa Monica
Bay- and the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River and, therefore, the
conclusion that the beneficial uses of the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel
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River. Los Angeles Harbor, Long Beach Harbor, or other water bodies in the
~basin, are impaired by storm water and non-storm runoff is premature

suppositlonal;

WHEREAS, finding #6 of the tentative order refer¯ to (1) an
epidemiological study co~,issioned by the Santa Nonica Bay Restoration
Project (hereinafter eSMBRp) which confirms that swimming near
storm drains in Santa Monica Bay increases health risks to humans; and
other studies conducted by the ~J4~RP identified pathc~jenic contamination in
non-storm water flows during the summer at four storm drain lo~atlons in
Santa Monlca

WHEREAS, however, the tentative order’s assertion that the results of
the SNBRP studies can be "extrapolated. to other water ~x>dle¯ ¯horrid be
regarded as a speculation; and if were co~pelllng, similar
conducted in other parts of the country could be "extrapolated- to
~onica Bay, thereby obviating ~he need for epidemiologlcal or other studies
of that water

WH£REAS, whatever conclusions .~y be derived from SI(BRP ¯tudle¯ should
be confined to Santa ~4onlca Bay and should not he extrapolated or applied
to other water bodies because ~hey are different in te~ of ty1>e and level
of ~x>llutlon, and beneficial use -- a fac~ acknowledged in the 1%94 "Water
O~allty Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the
watersheds of Los Angeles and Venture Countle¯ls

WHEREAS. the tentative order contain¯ several provision¯, which if~edopted. ~ould do little to improve the quality of storm water and urban
runoff while imposing a substantial cost to City Eesldent¯ and busln¯s¯

fjxpa~er¯/

WHEREAS. the tent¯tire order contains a provision, which if
~ould place the City into a state of instant non~x~ol~ance. ~hereb~
exposing It ~o citisen Zaw

WHEREAS, the tentative order, contains provision¯, which if
~ould impose upon the City requirements that exceed federal storm water
provisions of the Clean Water Act (hereinafter "CWA..), including but hO~
limited to (1) legal authority requirements, which for example, mandate the
prohibition of hazardous waste, in containers used for, municipal refuse
collection, and ¯ provision in the tentative order that calla for a future
county-wide storm water management plan that is to include a program
reporting incidents of hazardous substances in "reportable quantitie¯~
entering the MS4 (which is only an NPDES requirement for those
~hat are ¯ub~ect to General Industrial Activity Storm Water NPDES permit¯
and for facilities that are sub~ect to 40 CFR

WHEREAS, however, by imposing upon the City any ~equirement
exceeds the federal storm wa~er provisions of the CWA, through the
tentative order, which ales functions as an NPDES permit, may be
interpreted by a federal court to be actionable under the Clean Water
which entitles third party citizen law suits, notwithstanding ~hat
requirement is authorized on1¥ by ¯tats law;

WHEREAS, the tentative order contains provisions that are ~rritten in ¯~anner that is unclear and confusing which, if not corrected, ~ould lea~
the City into partial or noncompliance, thereby causing the Ci~y’¯ exposure
to citizen law suits;

WHEREAS, the tentative order calls, under "conditionally
discharges, lists street washing as such discharge, which "need not be
prohibited,, but under "designated discharges,, street washing is mentioned
again, however there is no mention of what a designated discharge is, nor
is it defined in the glossary of tez~s section of ~he order;

WHEREAS, the regional board staff claims to have authority ~o
upon the City and other municipalities subject to the ten~ative order,
~equirements ~hat exceed federal storm water regulation,

~ha~ such requirements may not be based on supposition, ra~her ~han on
scientific da~a;

WHEREA~, several City Attorneys have requested regional board staff to
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provide documents cont¯ining ¯cientific d¯ta tt~t would ~ustlfy the

~;:~i~on o~ re~ire~nts ~yond those mandated by feder¯l sto~ w¯ter
~u,aclons, regional board st¯£f has not complied with such reque¯te;

WHEREAS, the tent¯fly¯ order cont¯ins provisions that call fOr the
development ¯nd implementation o£ ¯ county-wide storm water ~anagement
pl¯n, or ¯ watershed management plan, which would, unilater¯lly, impose
upon the City additional requirements to be determined after the waste

V
discharge order approved, without City review or ¯pproval;

WltEREAS, the tent¯rive order is equivocative to the extent that in one

O
place it states that the City will be sub)ect to ¯ county-wide storm water
management plan or ¯ watershed management plan, yet in another states that
the City will be subject to both pl¯ne; and in each c¯se the~e is no                L
explanation ¯a to what or who will determine which pl¯n the City will he
sub)act to; nor does it expl¯in what mechanism will trigger Hhe watershed
management plan after the county-wide storm water management plan is
implemented;

WHEREAS, the tentative order cost¯ins ¯ provision which. �ontr¯r~wh¯t has been asserted by the regional bard, would require ¯its visits o~
industrial activity facilities for the purpose of inspection and
enforcement, in addition to providing public education;

7WHEREAS, the tentative order contains ¯ provision that ~ould prohibit
the discharge of potable water ¯pplied to sidewalks ¯nd streets, even
such water does not caume the delivery of refuse or other pollut¯nts

~’~ (includes streets, ¯lleys. curbs, catch basins, and other �onve¥¯nces) l

_~ WHEREAS, the tentative, order cost¯ins legal authority wequirementst ¯re vague ¯nd offer no ~uid¯nce on how to achieve compl£ance with
them;

WHEREAS, the tentative order is redundant in that it requires the City
to prohibit littering (even If the litter does not enter to the I%S4), and
the disposal of leaves, dirt, or other l¯ndscape debris into ¯ storm
but is mindful of the fact that the order also prohibits illicit
discharges, which broadly includes the discharge of any material other than
storm water to the I%S40 unless such discharge is exam¯ted by the order or
an NPDE~ peZlitl n

WHERe, the tentati~re order calla for the proper dispomal of foodwastes by the foxed so.vice and food distribution lndust~/, it does not
ndefine what "proper disposal, means.; nor does it provide ¯ definition of

food service or food service distribution industry/
U

WHEREA.g, the tent¯rive order requires the City to identify ln~uetrl¯l
activity facllit£es by Stand¯rd Zndustrial Code classification (hereinafter
°SZC’) and determine if such facilities are covered by an NFDES permit;

WHEREAS, however, the responsibility for identifying Industrial
¯ ctivity f¯cilltles by SIC and determining if such f¯cilltle¯ are cov~
by an NPDES permit, should rest with regional board staff since it le

%m~responsible for enforcing General Industrial Activity Storm Water
requirements on behalf of the State water Resources Control Board

~herefore, possesses more experience and expertise in this ¯re¯ than the
City;

WHEREAS, the tentative order requires the City to establish leg¯l
¯ uthority to control the pollutants to the MS4 =by discharges associated
with industrial activity and the quality of storm water disc~rged
sites of industri¯l ¯ctivlty,;

WHEREAS, however, the tent¯fly¯ order’s legal ¯uthority regulz~me~ts
compelling the City to control pollutant discharges from sites of
industrial activity is excessive and probably impermissible because of the
following argument: "sites of industrial activity which the tentative order
defines, includes "11 categories of industrial activities reguire~ to

~btain National Pollutant Discharge System (NPDES) permits for storm water
~ischarges as required by 40 CFR 122 26(c}..... " and as such are re~z~lated by

the State Water Resources Control Board(under Water Quality Order No. 91.o~ 13-DWQ, NPDES General Permit No. ~1) and are enforce by the regional
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board; and therefore, such requirements cannot be i~ed on the City
Abecause (1)the City would be preempted by state law fro~ en[orcing¯

"and (2) aa asserted under finding I15 of Order 95-180, NPDES Permit No.
#~S029718. Reissuing Waste Discha,rge Requirements for municipalities
¯ Istricte in Santa Clara County, ... under the Clean Water Act, the

regional board cannot delegate to the Dischargers its own authority to
enforce these general permits.- (~ade in reference to industrial and
construction activity permits), because such discharges from industrial

Vactivities are already controlled;

WH£REAS, the tentative order contains legal authority requirements
that are not called for in federal storm water regulations per Title 40,
Code of Federal Regulations, S122(d) (2) (I} (A-F}, including proscriptions
mentioned in E.1(a)(b) of the tentative order (e.g., prohibi~:ing lltteri~j

Tand discharges to the MS4 from storage areas maintaining hazards
materials) ;

WHEREAS, ho~mver, the tentative order’e legal authority req~irements are
contradictory in that (1) on the one hand they prohibit the discharge of
untreated wash waters (inferring that discharging treated wash waters is
permissible under the order) to the MS4 from gas stations, auto repair
garages, or similar use facilltles and from mobile auto washing, steam
cleaning, mobile carpet cleaning, and other such mobile commercial and
induatrlal operations, yet on the other hand they prohibit such discharges
under the. illicit discharges and non-storm water sections of
elsewhere in the tentative order; and (3) they also extend to gas
auto repair garages, or similar use facilities (a term also not defined in

-’~ the tentative order), even though these commercial facilities are not, by thetentative order’s o~n definition, considered sites of industrial activity;

WHEREAS, the tentative order’s legal authority require~ents overlook the
fact that the City does not have the authority to prohibit discharges
sites of Industrial activity if the facility is covered under an NPDES
general industrial activity permit and has certified to the regional board
that it carmot eliminate non-atom water discharges -. information that t8

resources to fund storm water/urban runoff pollution prevention program, At
As concerned about (1) the �ost-effectiveness of ¯sam of the
proposed in the tentative order; and (2) potential legal costs ¯ssociated n~t

Uonly with defending against frivolous citizen law suits resulting
unreasonable require¯rants imposed on the City by tentative order, but al~o An

ndefending against legal challenges, fro¯ facilities or individuals against
which City has been co~pelled to take enforcement actions for faAl~ng to

Ucomply with vague or unreasonable legal authority requirement;

W~, the tentative order is inco~plete~

WI~, the tentative orders references "standard pollution prevention
practices developed by the American Water Works ~msociatton, California-
Nevada Section, ¯ but does not describe such practices or append the

~m) referenced document to the orders;
WHEREVer, the regional board was required by federal regulations to

~aste discharge orders authorizing the second five-year NPDES ~Aeipal
permit in June of

W~, since February of 1995, the regional board has been negotiating
with the Executive Advisory Committee (hereinafter ~J~C’), consisting of
individuals representing the County of Los Angeles, the City of Los Angeles,
and other ci~ies from six watersheds for ~he purpose of negotiating waste
discharge order requirements with regional board staff;

WHEREAS, city represen~atives of ~he EAC negotiating team, excluding tbe
City of Los A~geles, disengaged from negotiations with the regional
staff in October of 1995 because it (1) continually ignored requests froe~
negotiating team for a complete draft waste discharge order; (2) fail~<! to

~e COrpora~e into i~s partial working draft waste discharge order
cc~nmenda~ions from city negotiating team me,d~ers; (3) made revisions to the

working draft waste discharge order without prior consultation with
negotiating team members; (4) failed to provide negotiating team members wlr.h
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¯ complete draft waste discharge order until December of 1995, some ten
~month8 after negotiations began; and (5) first agreed then reneged on several

¯ mportant waste discharge order ’       -

WHEREAS, the City has apprised the. regional board staff of the several
problems associated with the December le,- 1995 draft permit waste discharge
orders through extensive, comments, many of which were not addressed, and as
a rosult, such problems are no~ present in the tentative order;

WHEREAS, the regional board Informed cities that It ~ould complete the
tentative orders by April 30, 1996, but did not send cities the tent¯fly¯
orders until May 23,

WHEREAS the reglon¯l board staff retained ¯ consultant-to develop waste
discharge orders for Ventura County authorizing its municipal ¯tor~ wa~er
management program0 it chose not ~o retain ¯ consul~an~ to develop a program
for Los Angeles County;

WHEREAS, the EAC developed ¯ alternatlve s~or~ water management program
tha~ corrects the several problems associated with the tentative order end
submitted It ~o reglonal board staff;

WHEREAS, reglonal board staff claims ¯ "’strong correlation" exists
betveen the EAC’e ¯Iternatlve storm water management program and the
tentatlva order; hovever, contrary to what regional board staff has asserted,
the tentative order differs subs~antlall¥ from the EAC’a alternative storm
water managemen~ program;

WHEREAS, the BAC and other cities subject to the tentative order have
"-~q)ressed ¯ need for ¯ shorter tentative order, (nov over 100 pages)0elmilar
co other stor~ water management program waste discharge orders adopted in
o~her regions of ~he

WHEREAS, z-egional board staff ~ustlfles the length of the pezq~It by
acknowledging that o~her regional was~er discharge orders are shorter because
they ¯Iread~ developed "voluminous county-wlde and/or watershed
plane in their

WHEREAS, hoverer, regional board staff has ovsrlooked the fact that in
keeping with other regional waste discharge orders, the tentative order ¯I~
contains ¯ provision that calls for the future development of county-wide
end/or watershed managemen~ plans which, if adopted, would ¯1¯o give rise to
voluminous coun~y-wide end/or watershed managemen~ program~ the length of
other ~ha~ are likely accompanying program plans;

NOW, ~0 T;~ COUNCIl- OF THE CITT OF AZUSA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS

Section 1. Advl~e regional board members of the City’s conditionalsuppor~ of the pemit and re¢o~end revision of the ~entatlve orders to the

A. Re-write receiving water limitations in a manner that does not
~ cause the cause the City to be in non-compllance with the orders

such as t~ose written for Santa Clara County (Order 95-180), NPDU
Permit No. CAS02918)0 including the provision of a reopener that
~ould be triggered in event that adverse impacts to beneficial uses
of receiving waters persist, despite implementation of program/plan

B. Re-wrlte provisions to be identified by City staff to eliminate
contradiction and confusion;

Re-write provisions regarding the Coun~y-wlde S~orm Water
Management Program and Watershed Management Program in a manner

i. will ~ot impose, unilaterally, additional requirements on
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City in the for~ of tasks or best management practice, without
the opportunity to appeal such requirements ~o the regional

~’ board’s governing body; and

’\- ~ ~ ii. clarifies whether the City shall be subject to ~ire~n~ of
~he ~un~y-wide S~o~ Wa~er ~nage~n~ Pr~ram
Watershed ~nage~n~ Pr~ram.

~c~nlss for de~e~ini~ which o~ ~he ~iii. iden~i~les ~he
plans will apply ~o ~he City;

iv. or, i~ i~ is ~he regional ~ard’s in~en~ion ~o re, ire
plans, tden~l~y ~he ~chanism ~ha~ ~uld ~rigger ~he
~nagemen~ plan during ~he ~e~ o~ ~he order,

D. addressing pressed legal authority re~ire~n~s ~o
understanding and c~liance, including bu~ no~ limited ~o ~he

i. p~ohibi~ing un~rea~ed wash wa~ers ~o ~he ~4 ~ich
con~lic~ wi~h ~he ~en~acive order’s prohibi~l~ ~
discharges;

proof dis~sal of f~ was~e8 ~ ~ f~ ~O~LCo11. re~iring
and ~ distribution lndus~ries by defining "proof dis~al¯
and Identifying ~ service and distribution

ill. re~lring "c~liance vl~h ~ndi~lons In o~lnances,
and �ontracts’, In te~ of 8~cifi¢ tssks needed ~o achieve
�~pl lance;

iv. ~e~i~ing "con~rol ~hrough in~e~agen~ o~ in~e~-~u~lsdic~i~l
ag~ee~n~s a~ng Pedigrees o~ any aide,native ~ana~ ~he
discharge o~ one ~ion o[ ~he ~4 ~o another", in
s~cif~c ~aska needed ~o achieve �~pl~ance/ ~

v. prohibi~ing ~he place~n~ of hasardous ~erials (which
s~cific legal definition ~ As no~ provided anthers
orders), into re,use containers ~or ~nLc~l ~rash
~hLch should eliminated ~cause (a) t~ ~uld do 1~1e
any~hLng, ~o ~mprove s~om wa~er ~ali~y; and (b)
re~re ~he Ct~y ~o all~a~e resources ~or t~s enforce~n~.

Clarify ~he fo11~ non-s~om va~er dLsc~e

~he deftnLtion of "designated discha~e¯ (e.g. a p~htbt~ed or
condt~tonal non-s~o~ wa~er d~scharge) wt~htn ~he �on~ex~ of
s~ree~ and s~dewalk washings and explain ~hy ~he
~rd has datelined ~ha~ such d~sc~rges are ~11u~an~s
�once~

A~. the place~n~ of stree~ washing under "~nd~tAonally exe~

~
discharges" and under "designated

~ ~. condi~ioning ~he d~scharge of ~able wa~er dtscha~es to
:    ~ ~4 (including discharges originating fr~ reslden~ial,

industrial, and c~ercial facilities), by requiring
~llu~ion prevention practices develo~d by ~he ~rlcan Wa~er
Works ~socia~ion, Callfornia-Nevada Section, ~hen such
practices were develo~d for ~a~er pr~ucers.

e~lalnlng wha~ de~e~Ine8 a non-s~o~ wa~er dlsc~e ~o
designated

flnd~ngs 4, 5, and 6; a~

~hose 1~al authority re~re~n~s ~r~alni~ ~o
. ac~v~y

G.    Resolve ~he conflic~ ~ween indus~rial/~erclal p~lJc ~uca~i~
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Dis~h~,r~s from Mun~:ipaJ Storm Sewer Systems.
~ ~ w~ m u~ ~ff ~s within

w~ ~y," ~ ~ of w~h ~ ~ ~W~ily
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it to P.~io~ Board s~ for t~ch"

~ ~ ~C’s ~vc
T~Uvc ~

or un~v~ ~ ~h my ~It m a d~

~ [~ ~w,

~~ve ~ ~i"

NOW, ~~

S~OY
~~ ~n
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iv,    the provisions of the Tentative Order ~quiring proper dLspo~ of food

O
wastes by the food service and food distribution indu~rics must be ~’vised
to include a defmitkm for "profit di.spo.~tl" and to klcnfify food
and distribut~n indu~rics;

L
v.    the provisk~ts of the Tentative Order r,.~quiring "compliance with

condRk)ns in ordinances, permits, and contracts," must be ~-viaed to
i~¢l~l~ q~cirg ~ noo~ m ~:hi~ve mob

vi. the Tentative Order must b~ amended to/nclude information a~d ~
~ to "cont~, through mteragen~y or inter-jurisdictio~J agg~ancn~

7
¯ mong laermitteea or any tlten~tive mea~, the di~:llagge of one

vii. the Tem~tive Onler must be revised to elimin,tte the prohibition e~ the
plac~mem of "h~.,anJou~ WL~e" (which il not defined in the Order),
ret’u~ �om,tinen tot" municipal tr~ disix~, ~ th~ pcovtdon
lfi~y pngmpted by existing =.ue ~xl fede~ ttw; (b) ~ do ~ It
¯ ,,y~g, to impcov~ =orm w~a" query; ~d (¢) ~’ould requ~ tl~

i. the d~’mition or" "d~ignaled di~ch~ge" (e.g,, I pm~u’bited o~ �ondJdoml
non-storm w~tcr discha~) within the context of stt~ and side~v~
w~hings must be clarifggl L, gl ~n explanation provided, with ~upportlng U
informatio~ ~ing why the Rcgkx:l Botrd h~ determined t~t inch

the M.S4 (including d~sch,~gcrs originating from resklentiaJ, indust~
~ �ot~Bctuial fg;li~), by n:quL’ing "st,tadud polJution prevention
~ developed by the ~ Waw~" Works ~
Cttifon~-Ncv~ Section," must be cLtrff’~d ~d ~

iv. the terms of the Te~t~ve On~r i~lkzmg tim ¯ noo-stom
discharge may a/so be ¯ ~ discharge, mu= be ~
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F.    The following sections of the Tentative Order should bc deleted:

i. Findings 4, 5, and 6 in their entirety;

ii. all legal authority requirements pertaining to industrial activity facili6cs;
L

iii. all provisions of the Tentative Order requiring the City to ¢ettify it Ires all
legal authority necessary to comply with the Tentative Order and implying
that the City mus~ demonstrate "legal authority" outsick~ of what
authority exists under federal and/or state law.

SECTION 2. The City Council of tim City of Baldwin Park offe.r~ ~ assistanc~ of
7Baldwin Park staff to assist Regional Board staff in r~vising the Tcalativ¢ Ord= as proposed in

this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVI~ AND ADOP’ri~ [J~is :]r.._._~d day of July     ,1996.

"LLMDA L ~ cfrY ~

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELI~ )
cn’Y OF BALDWIN PARK )

I, LINDA L GAIR, City C]e~ of ~ C~ty of ]~dwin P’~k, do ~m~by ~ ~ ~
foregoing Re.solution No. ~-5~s duly ~dopt~d by [he City Ccmm:~ ~d signed by ~ M~yor
of s~Jd City at ~h~ ~egulm- me~ing held on ~ 3rd d~y of J-ly

,1996, ~d ~,~ mm~ w~s ~ by the following roll �~ll~ to-w~U’-

AYES: LQZAN0~ MARTINEZ# MUSE# LK3~I~# ~D ~YOR VARGAS

"I.n A L GAtg, Crr  CLmU 
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A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
BUR3ANK URGING TH~ REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL 8OARD TO RETURN TENTATIVE ORDER NO.
96-XXX (NPDES NO. CAS614001), WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND
URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGE WITHIN THE CO[D~Y OF
LOS ANGELES, TO STAFF FOR RESOLUTION OF
AND UNFUNDED MANDATES, ECONOMIC IMPACTS AND     "
DEVELOPMENT OF MORE CERTAIN AND ACHIEVABLE
GOALS AND MORE OBJECTIVES, BA,gED ON RELEVANT /STANDARDS AND STUDIES.

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BURBANK FINDS~ -          -"

A.    The Council of the City of Burbank is committed to taking
all steps required for the City to be in full compliance with the
requirements of the Clean Water

B. The Council of the City of Buz~ank is committed
cooperation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board
develop a. workable and effectiv~ Order for Waste Dischaz~e
Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges
Within the County of Los Angeles (NPDES No. CAS614001) which will
implement the r.e._~ui~emenJ~s .of the ,Clean Water A,~, t.                                                                                                                                   ,~o,: "                n

C. Finding 4 of the Tentative Order le based on ¯ federal
Uguidance document which is general in nature, no~ studie’e shown

be relevant r.o water bodies in Los Angeles County. n
D.    Finding S of the Tentative Order fails to Idenclfy which

U-water bodies w~thin LOs Angel¯8 County are impaired and falls

E.    Finding ~ of the Tentative Order is relevant only
euudlee of conditions of the Santa Monlca Say," and" Ao-scientific
basis has been presented for ex~:rapola~ing those studies to any or
ali other water bodies .in Los Angeles co~u~:y. ,

F. Streets, ~urbe, and gutters kre designed to convey water
into storm drains. ,                                       .:.     -

G.    C’er~ain pollutants preeenu in storm wa~er are �ontrLbuted
by acniviuies which ~he permittees canno~ control, despite full
implementation of all provisions of the ,Tentative Order, and it i~
a fact of nature .bey°nd the control of permittee ci~iee that
whenever it rains in Los Angeles County, storm water discharges
will occur.                                                 .. .,.. ~..
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Finding 19 of ~he Ten~ative Order sets bo~h narrative andH.
numerical water quality objectives which would hold the

litigation.t° unnecessarily restrictive standards and ~uld expose them to

I. Findings 25, 26, and 27 are ~ased on generalized
statements or studies, none of which quantify if a problem exists
in Los Angeles County or have been shown to be relevant to water
bodies in L~s Angeles County.

J.    The S~a~e Water Resources Control Board has issued
General Industrial Activities S~orm Water Permits (the "GIASP*) and
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permits (the *GCASP’) and
the administration of the GIASP and ~he GCASP see the
responsibility of the Regional Water Quallty Control Board.

K. The Ten~atlve Order infers tha~ local agencies have
responsibilities to enforce those permits (the GIA~P and GCASP).

L. The Tentative Order, IE adopted, ~a¥ impose slgnlfican~
conditions and requirements which are to be based on future
and require future actions which have not been identified and see
not now identifiable.

M. The Tentative Order, if adopted, ~uld impose financial
obligations which are not n~ quantifiable but could be of

"N. The Tentative Order, if adopted. �ontains p~ov~slo~ n
wh!ch may expose ~he City to costly and unnecesaaz~ ~h/rd pa~l:y

Ulawsuits . ..

TXE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BURBANK RESOLVES :

I." -The Council of ~he City of Burbank calls upon ~he Regional
Water Quality Control Board ~o direct "its staff to re, flew
Tentative Or~eE to:

a. Delete Findings 4, S, 6, I%, 2S, 26, and 27 unle88
they can show findings based on ~elevant, sound scientific studies
specific to the ~ater bodies to which they are to be applicable;

b. .Delete requirements that ~he permi~ees . see
adm!nister all or any par~ of the GI~.SP and the GC.ASP as those
the responsibility of the Regional Water ~ality Control Board
to require the permittee cities to administer the~ ~ould be to
impose an unfunded mandate;

�.    Delete findings and requirements which would
artificial and unreasonable exposure to liability on the’I:~XT. Of
the permitnees; and
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d.    Delete excessive Receiving Water Limitations which
impose unnecessary costs obligations for local agencies.

2. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of thisresolution.

PASSED and A~PTED this 9tb day Of~ " 1%96.

Bill Wiggins
Mayor of the City of Burbank

Attemt~                                     ’"                   .

_. _e~aesare~ N. Lauer~an ’
:, Margaret N. Lauer~an. City Clerk

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF BUREANK          )

I, Ma~aret "M. Lauerman, City Clerk, ~o.here~y certify
the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly passed and ado
by t~he Co.u~.cil of the City of Burbank at ;-

by the foll~ing v~te~

NOF~ : Coua=LI, J/cubers

¯ A~SENT:
C~actl ~m~er Sin.

Margare~ M. Lauerman, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 96.386                                                                                          V

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
0

CALABASAS. CALIFORNIA, SUPPORTING THE PROPOSED
LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER T
DISCHARGE PERMIT.

WHEREAS. on July 15, 1996. the California Regional Water Quellty Control
Board, Los Angeles Region. wil~ hold a public hearing to consider the Los Angeles
County Mun=c=pal Storm Water D=scharge Perm=t; end

WHEREAS. the Regional Water Quality Control Baird his made an
unprecedented effort to develop with municipalities a workable water program in Los               7
Angeles County; end

WHEREAS, Los Angeles County volunteered to be the Principal Pormittee end
to menage the countywide monitoring progrw’~ because storm drains connect from one
jurisdiction to another operating as an interconnected system; and

WHEREAS, the proposed permit breaks away ~rom the traditional commorKI end
Control model of regulation allowing the pnncipal permittee, along with municipelitie$~
to develop programs they will implement.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CALABASAS CITY COUNCIl.             ,,,-
Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Discharge --~HEREBY aupports the proposed Los

The City Clerk =hall certify to the ~doption of this resolution end =hall ~u~ the
Usame to be proceased in the manner required by law.

nPASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 12th day of July, 1996.
U

Bob Hill, Mayor                          L
ATTEST:

Robin Parker, CMC. City Clerk
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STA~ OF CAUFORNIA
COUN~ OF LOS ANGELES) $$
CITY OF CA~BASA5 )

I, ROBIN PARKER, Ciw Clerk of the C~w of Calabasas, Ca~ifornla, DO HE~ CER~

that the foregoing resolution, being Re~olufi~ No. 96-38~, wa~ duly adopted by the

Council of the C~ of Calabasas, It � special meeting of tl~ City Council ~ld July 12, 1996,

and that it w~s ~opted by the following vo~, to

AYES: Mayor Hill, Mayor pro Tern Lol)ate, Councilmarnber

NOES: N~me.

ABSTAIN: Nor~.

ABSENT: Councilmembera Devine Ind Walhbum,

Robin Parker, CMC, City Cle;k "" ’
City of Caleba=as, California

U
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WHEREAS. compliance with the requirements of this permit may constitute ~n
unfunded mandate; and

LWHEREAS. the concerns of the City of Carson and other affected cities
regarding the costs and expected effectiveness of the requirements have been
repeatedly expressed to the RWQCB staff;, and

WHEREAS, the City Attorney has met wi~h the RWQCB staff and has
suggested a number of modifications to the tentative order which are attached to this
Resolution,

WHEREAS, ¯ public headng on the proposed permit will be held or~ July 15,

NOW. THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CARSON DOES

1996, /
HEREEiY RESOLVE, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Carson cells upon the Regionel
Water Quality Control Board to direct its staff to revise the tentatNe order in accordance
with the modifications suggested by the City Attorney’s office in its letter of June 26,
1996, a copy of which is attached hereto end incorporated herewith, and furltmr, to
delay its consideration of the tentatNe order to provide the City additional time to review
and comment further on the proposed order.

Section 2. The City Clerk ~hall certify the adoption of this Rel, olutJon atKI
rforward it to the Executive Director of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 2nd day of July, 1~.                U

ATTEST:.

APP~
q

ASSISTANT ~ITY ATrORNEY
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ~.
C~TY OF CARSON

I. Helen S. Knwagoe. City Clerk of tt~e City of Car~on. C~lifomla. do hereby
who~e number of members of the City Council of said C~y is five; that the foregoing m4olutkm, being
Resolution No. 96-068. was duly and mgu~arty adopled by the City Council of 84iid City ~t ¯ rt~gu~r
meeting of said Council. duly and regui~ly held on July 2. 1996. ~ that the urne

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: C~I~s. FINe,do. O~e=. ~ O’Neid
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS:
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Maycw Mtton~

c~y c~.~ c~ of ~

C.~RSON CITY COUNC~= _
~ 30J~ 3 RESOLUTION NO. 98-068 ~REGULAR MEETING

m~o~ ¢~=~eeeo~ o=ml==o =’ JULY 2, 1996
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.~’11"11~’~4~ KAP7’~ MUCE ~A’. 15A/U~OW5
PAUL BOWL/.J’I/~AYOR MAYOR FRO TEN CCy,.j~IC_.ILJ~q~j~I~R
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RESOLUTION NO, 96-23

A RESOLL"HON OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CERRITOS. CALIFORNIA URGING THE REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD TO RETURN TENTATIVE
ORDER NO. 96-XXX (NPDES NO. CAS614001), WASTE
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR ~IUNICIPAL STORM
WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, TO STAFF FOR RESOLUTION
OF ISSUES OF UNFUNDED MANDATES. ECONOMIC
hMPAC’TS AND DEVELOPMENT OF MORE CERTAIN AND
ACHIEVABLE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, BASED ON
RELEVANT STANDARDS AND STUDIES.

WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Cerritos. is committed to taking
all steps necessary for the City to be in full compliance v.ith the requirements of the
Clean Water A~t;

WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Cerritos is committed to
cooperation ~ith the Regional Water Quality Conti-ol Board to develop a xvorkable
and effective Order for Waste Discharge Recjuirements for Municipal Storm Water
and Urban Runoff Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles (NPDES CAS
614001 ) which ~,ill implement the requirements c~f the Clean Water Act; .

WHEREAS. The Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board has
d~ a Tentative Order for Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm
Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles (NPDES
No. CAS 614001 ) which is scheduled for public hearing on July. 15, 1996;

WHEREAS, Finding 4 of the Tentative Order cites only a federal guidance
document ~ch is general in nature, and not studies sho~-n to "be relevant to water
bodies in Los Angeles Coun .ty,

WHEREAS, Findings 5 and 6 of the Tentative Order are relevant only to
studies of conditions of the Santa Monica Bay and no scientific basis has ~
presented for ~trapolating those studies to any or all other water bodies in Los
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WHEREAS. Certain pollutants present in stormwater are contributed bv
actixfities which the Permittees cannot control, despite full intplementation of all
provisions of the Tentative Order.

\VHER£2LS. It is a hct of nature b~,ond the control of Permittee Cities that
whenex.er it rains in Los Angeles Countv.storm water discharges ss~ll occur.

WHEREAS. Streets. curbs and gutters are designed to con~x-v ~ter into stom~
drains;

WHEREAS, The Clean Water Act does not require and it is beyond the legal
authority of the Board to require the impossible, or to require ~bsurd results
(Hughey. v./MS Development Corp.. 4:2 ERC 1449 (i ith Cir.. April 1. 1995);

WHERE.AS. Inclusions of narrative receiving water limitations that require
that stormwater discharges neither cause violations of water quality objectives, nor
cause conditions of nuisance in receiving waters ssx)uld hold the ~ermittees to an
impossible standard and would expose them to litigations x~th respect to pollutants
contributed by activities which they cannot control, which litigation would be
baseless in the absence of the indus’ions of the receiving water limitations in the
Order.

WHEREAS, The Rndings of the Tentative Order fail to specify which water
bodies in the County of Los Aa)geles have which benefidal use~. raising the
possibility of claims or lax,~uits alleging that all water bodies in the County are to
have all beneficial uses listed in the Findings, including such mutually exclusive
beneficial uses as ocean commercial fishing and cold freshwater habitat;"

WHERE.AS, The State Water Resources Control Board has issued a General
Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (the "GIASP’) and a General Consta’uction
Activity Storm Water Permit (the "GCASP’);

WHEREAS. The administration of the GIASP and the GCASP are the
responsibili .ty of the Regional Water Quail ,ty conu~)l Board, not the Permittee Cities;

WHEREAS, The Tentative Order, if adopted, would impose significant
conditions and requirements which are to be based on future studies and require
future actions ~x+~ich have not been identified and are not now identifiable;
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\~,’HEREAS, The T~ntati\,e Order. if adopted, would impose Rnanci~l
obllg~ons which are not now quantifiable, and are of indeterminate, but significant
magnitude;

WHEREAS, The Tentative Order. if adopted, s~:~uld requir~ the City Attorney
to represent to the Board that the City has the authority to enact las~ ~ith
to the disposal of hazardous substances and hazardous wastes, and the use of
pesticides, which are matters preempted by federal and state lass, and beyond the
authority of the Ci .t~,                                            ¯

WHEREAS, The Tentative Order, if adopted, wouJd rt~luir¢ the City Attorney
to ~pr~’nt to the Board that the City has the authority to enact iass~ s~ith
to matters which the board has de, nell in only vague and ambiguous terms, and not
in the manner prescribed by federal regulation=;

NOW, THEREFORE, TIlE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CERRITO$
DOES HEREBY RESOI.VE AS FOLLOWS:

~. The City Council of the C’itv of Cerritos calls upon the RegionalWater Quality Control Bo~d to direct iu Staf~ to revise the Ten~tiv¢ Order to:

l~10ar¢ Findings based on relevant, sound scientific studies specific to
the water Ix~¢s to which they are to be applicable;

Delete the Receiving Water Limitations as permit r~quirements;

Sl0¢Ci~cally identif-v, in proposed findings, the beneficial us¢’~ol~ each
body of water in t~e County of Los Angeles, based on studies which
are demonstrated to have’a valid scientific basis and which are
demonstrated to be applicable to the water body in question;

D. Delete requirements that the l~rmittccs arc to administer all or any
part of the GIASP and the C, CASP as those are the responsibility
the RVVQCB and to rt~luire the l>¢rmittee cities to administer
would be to impose an unfunded mandate;

E. Delete findings and requirements which ss~uld impose artificial and
unreasonable e.x]~osure to liability on the part of pc.rmittecs;
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F. More specifically identify the responsibilities of the permittees in order
0that their respective elected officials will be able to appredate the

financial impact of the Tentative Order. L
G. Revise the provisions relative to representations as to the legal

authority of the City to conform to the requirements of the governing
federal regulations ~nd the US EPA Guidance Manual.

~. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this llth day of].~, 1996. 7

A’I’FEST:
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CITY OF CERRrTOS

I. C~mline deLhm~s. City Clerk of the City of Cerritos. C~l|forr~, DO

HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolutiol~ N~Lg.(Z:~ was duly adopted by

the City Council of the City of Cerritos at a Regular Meeting held on the .l.12.h day
7

of ’~[lg,_l.~ and that it was so adopted as lrollow~:

AYES: COU’NCILMEMBERS. Bowlen, Crawley, Hu,
and Kappe.NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS. None.

ABSENrT: COUNCILMEMBERS. None.
ABSTAIN: COUNCILMEMBERS. None.

City Clerk of the C,~ty o[ Cerritos

DATED: JulylS, 1996
u
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C~RRI/~)5, CALIfORnIA 90703-31_~O ¯ PAX: {3101 ~!i
LI*l’lO~r: 1310) 860-O311 0(714) ~I-3710

CAROl.IRE del.,LAIqJl,8. CNC I J4AE

CERTIFICATION 7

STATE OF CALIFOILNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CITY OF CERK/TOS

I, Caroline deLlama~. City Clerk of the City of Cen-ito~, C~ifomta, DO
r~

HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing document is a true and con’e~ coW of U

City or- Cerritos Resolution No.96-23 duly and regularly~l~l.~ed by the City
/

Coundl at a Regular Meeting held on the llth day o~’~.
n¯ U

Caroline deLlamas, CMC/AAE
City Clerk, City of C-.mitos

DATED: July 15, 1996



CITY OF COMMERCE
0

L
July 9, 1996

Councilmen Larry Zarian
Municipal Government Board Member
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

101 Centre
Monterey Park CA 91754-2156

SUBJECT: Request to Defer Adoption of Tentative Waste Discharge Order
Authorizing Re-issuance of NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County

Dear Councilmen Zadan:

As a regional board member representing municipal interests, end ¯ fellow
councilman, I am sure you are aware that many cities are concerned about the
proposed tentative waste order which authorizes the new municipal NPDES permit.
Cities subject to the new permit will be required to allocate ¯ substantial portion of
its scarce resources to fund several programs end requirements celled for under the
permit. However, based on what we have learned from our staff and from other
cities, there is no compelling reason to believe that the implementation of these
programs will in fact substantially reduce pollutant Ioedings in receiving waters (in
our case the Los Angeles River which flows into Los Angeles Harbor).

It should be made clear, however, that the City Council of the City of Commerce is
committed to improving the runoff quality and the quality of its receiving waters,
end therefore supports the purpose and spirit of the proposed permit,
Nevertheless, we note that the proposed permit raises several issues that we find
very disturbing. Issues that are more particularly described in the comments
appended to this letter. After reading them, I am sure you will be convinced, as we
are, that the proposed permit your staff is recommending for adoption at the July
15, 1996, regional board meeting, needs to be deferred until the issues we have
raised are resolved.

I should also point out that the City of Commerce would have expressed its
concerns about the proposed permit through a resolution (as many cities have done
or are in the process of doing), however, the City did not receive the,proposed
permit until the first week in June leaving insufficient time for staff to evaluate its

2535 Comm~-~ Way ¯ Comm(~c~. Ca~forma 90040 ¯ (213) 722-4805 ¯ FAX # (213) 726-6231
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I. IJnds L Gslr, City Clerk of the City of Baldwin Park, do hereby certify Ittat the
~ttached copy of Resolution No. 96-54 is ¯ true end ex=ict copy of the odgin=l reKflutton
on file in the Office of the City Clerk.

[~N’~, L G~, C~TY CLERK

¯
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Letter to Councilman Larry Zadan (July 9, 1996)                                            ~’~"
NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County V
Page 2 of 2                                                                          "

0
impact and recommend City Council action. In any case, we hope that this letter T
will be viewed as demonstation of this City Council’s resolve that the proposed
permit requires correction before it can be fully supported.

I look forward to sharing our concerns with the regional board !n person at the July
1 5 meeting.

Sincerely,

j~. C~-rnejo~K::~, ,

Mayor ~

RJC:m~

Ae:L309MGg~

File: ’96 P.W. Outgoing Correspondence
NPDF~ FI~

U
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0
City of Cudahy, California LP.O, Box 1007 iaCOrlXWau~ No~" 10, 1960

5220 Santa ~ S~

2~3 ~3 ~i43
F~ 213 ¯ ~l,~

7
Dr. Robert
Executive Officer
California Regional Watar ~ualtty Board
L~8 ~,ngoloe Roglon
1Ol Centre Plaza Drivo
~onterey Park, Cal/fo~la 91754

Rot Waste Discha~e Re~irementm For Dlmcha~e of Sto~ wa~er
In ~8 ~ele8 County (NPD~
5~ 1996 Draft

~ar Dr. Gh~111~

I write on behalf of ~e City of ~dahy
suppo~ for ~e 3uly 5, 1996 draf~ of ~he pro~sed HPD~S Pe~t for
~s ~elea County bu~ urqe ~e Regional ~a~er
Board ~o amend ~a~ draf~ pe~ as su~ested ~n the 3uly 12~ 1996
lette~ from 3ohn 3. Harris, of Rlchards~ ~atson & Ge~shon~ vhlch
se~es as City ~to~ey to the City. The Cl~y appreciates you~
effo~s to accou~ate ~he conceTns of ~e 1~al ~ove~ent
co~un~y aa ~e endeavor ~o comply vl~ ~e federal mandate.

~: td
cc: Michael G. Colantuono, City ktto~ey

Dr. Hark ~ld~ Heal ~e ~y
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RESOLUTION NO, 5974

-. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE~CITY OF DOWNEY,:~JRGING THE
°, J CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY BOARD. LOS ANGELES REGION, TO

DEFER ISSUANCE OF THE TENTATIVE ORDER NO. 96-XXX (NPDES NO.
CA $614001) (WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL
STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELL~
COUNTY) AND TO DIRECT ITS STAFF TO RESOLVE ISSUES OF LACK OF
SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR REQUIREMENTS, AND TO DEVELOP A REASQNABLE AND
COST-EFFECTIVE PROGRAM TO IDENTIFY AND MITIGATE LOCAL RECEIVING
WATER POLLUTION

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Downey is committed to taking all
stel3s required for the City to be in full compliance with the requirements of the
Clean Water Act, and

WHEREAS, City staff has been working for over a year with the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB) staff and
representatives from the 85 cities in Los Angeles County, as well as, the County
itself to come to consensus on the terms of a new municipal National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Los Angeles County, and

WHEREAS, the RWQCB staff has issued a tentative order which will impose
a new municipal stormwater and urban discharge permit on all of Los Angeles

WHEREAS, the tentative order greatly exceeds the legal authority of the
RWQCB in that it exceeds the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the

WHEREAS, the findings and requirements of this tentative order do not
comply with the Clean Water Act, or are not based on any sound scientific
examination of the impact of stormwater and urban runoff, and

WHEREAS, these requirements will impose significant additional costs, not
only on the City, but will require businesses and industn/within the City to incur
additional expense to comply with the program, without any demonstratable benefit
to the City or receiving waters, and

WHEREAS, the estimated cost to the City is many times the money currently
being spent and

WHEREAS, compliance with the requirements of this permit may constitute
an unfunded mandate; and

WHEREAS, many aspects of the proposed program will be defined and

,~j~developed after the issuance of the permit, and

WHEREAS, the proposed permit will obligate Downey to implement as-yet-
undeveloped County model programs at yet-to-be-determined costs, denying the
City the ability to evaluate the costs of participating in these programs, and
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RESOLUTION NO. 5974 - PAGE 2 V
NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES|

~ ~ O
WHEREAS, the tentative order contains provisions that would allow the

RWQCB to impose additional requirements as it sees fit after adoption, without a g
public hearing process, denying the City the opportunity to comment, or to
effectively plan or budget for expenses, and ¯

WHEREAS. certain businesses and industries in Downey are regulated under
either a General Industrial Activities Stormwater Permit (GIASP) or a General
Construction Activity Permit (GCASP) issued by the State Water Resources Control
Board, and

WHEREAS, the administration and enforcement of the GIASP and the GCASP
within the City of Downey are the responsibility of the RWQCB, not of the City of
Downey, end

WHEREAS, the tentative order will require the City of Downey to inspect
businesses in Downey, including those subject to the GIASP end GCASP permits,
to evaluate their stormwater and urban runoff management practices under ¯
program called "educational site visits." and

WHEREAS, City staff would be required to conduct inspections of many
types of businesses including gas stations, auto accessories stores, restaurants, cat
dealerships, end manufacturing facilities, and

WHEREAS, City inspectors would be required to determine whether each
business is, or should be, in possession of any RWQCB permits, to report violators,
to follow-up for compliance after the initial inspection, and to pro¯acute
noncompliance, and

WHEREAS, this tentative order fails to identify pollutants that have
measurable impact on the beneficial uses of the receiving water end fails to
demonstrate that facilities within the City of Downey contribute significant
amounts of pollution to those receiving waters, and

WHEREAS, the order imposes unreasonable reporting requirements on cities,
and

WHEREAS, compliance with the Municipal NPDES Permit should be premised
upon implementation of best management practices (BMP’s) to reduce the
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, as determined in the
Clean Water Act, and

WHEREAS, the concerns of Downey and other affected cities regarding the
costs, legality, lack of scientific basis and expected effectiveness of the
requirements have been repeatedly expressed to the RWQCB staff, but have not
been answered in the proposed order, and

WHEREAS, a public hearing on the proposed permit will be held on July 15,
1996,
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SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of Downey calls upon the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to defer issuance of the tentative order, and to direct
its staff to revise the tentative order as follows:                                                7

A.    Prepare findings based on relevant, sound scientific data specific to
the receiving waters in accordance with the Clean Water Act;

B.    Identify the negative impacts on the receiving waters of specific
pollutants, end develop s program of mitigation that is measurable, cost-effective
end reasonable;

C. Delete requirements which impose obligations on the City of Downey
which are the rightful responsibilities of the RWQCB;

D.    Develop record keeping and reporting requirements which wlll provide
meaningful data concerning the receiving waters, rather than gonerate unreasonably

n"~’duplicative reports end statistics; uE.    Replace "to be determined" elements of the progress with clearlydefined, well-thought-out elements for which there is a scientific basis prior to the                   I

issuance of a permit;

F.    Delete findings and requirements which do not comply with the Clean                   /

Water Act, or which lack a sound scientific basis and which would, therefore,
expose the City of Downey to unreasonable risks of lawsuit by third parties;

G.    Insert a provision in the permit, thereby the RWQCB agrees to reopen                  ~L~negotiations on the requirements imposed on cities under this permit if Congress
modifies the Clean Water Act during the term of this permit;

H.    Develop ¯ funding mechanism to assist cities in meeting the cost of
complying with the requirements of this permit;

I.    Work in good faith with the affected cities to carry out all of the
above.

SECTION 2. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption
y the City Council, and the City Clerk shall certify the vote adopting this

Resolution.
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RESOLUTION NO.    5974               o PAGE 4                                                                                                                      O
NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES|

g

APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 9th day of    Ju]y ,1996,

JOYCE I,I !~AI~RENCE

ATTEST:                                                               JOYCE L. LAklRENC[, Mayor

JUDITH E. HC DONNELL
JUDITH £. HI: DONNELL, City Clerk

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was approved end adopted
at e regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Downey held on the ~
day of Ju] ~,                 , 1 996, by the following vote:

AYES: 3Council Members: Brazelton, Rile.y, Lawrence
NOES: 0Council Members: None

ABSENT: ZCouncil Members: Boggs, NcCaughan

JUDITH E. !~C DONNELL
JUDITH E. PIC DONNELL,City Clerk-

,

^~. ’>J~,__ II _ ,.9~
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Ac6vi~cs S~m Wau= Pcn~ (the "OlA.~’) and ¯ Gonad ~ A~vi~ S~ona
Wateg Pen~it (tS~ "G~T.ASP’)~ mM
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL
SEGUNDO     URGING     THE     REGIONAL    WATER    QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD TO RETURN TENTATIVE ORDER NO.
XXX     (NPDES     NO.     CAS614001),     WASTE     DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN
RUNOFF    DISCHARGES    WITHIN    THE    COUNTY    OF    I..O8
ANGELES. TO STAFF FOR RESOLUTION OF ISSUE8 OF
UNFUNDED      MANDATES,      ECONOMIC      IMPACTS     AND
DEVELOPMENT OF MORE CERTAIN AND ACHIEVABLE GOAI,.~
AND OBJECTIVES, BASED ON RELEVANT STANDARDS AND
STUDIES

,,-,~, mr me ~,ty to be in ~ �~n;wmnoe with the r~luir~mants of the Clean Wat~ Act;

WHEREAS, the ~ Coun~ of the City of El Segundo is committed to �oopemtk)n wllhthe Regior~l Water (2uality Control Board to develop I wo~able ww:l effective Order f(x’ W~te
Discharge Requ.’emants for Mun~q:~l Storm Water and Urban R~moff Discharges w~hin
County of Los Angeles (NPDES N~. CAS614001) which w~ iml:Wement ~ raquimmanta of
Clean Wltaf

WHEREAS, the Staff of lhe Regional Water Quality ConVof Board I~s drained ¯ Tentative         ~’~Order for Waste £Wscharge Req~w’ements for M~Jcipal Storm Water wld Urban Runolf
Discharges within the County of L~s Angeles (NPDES No. CAS614001) which is scheduled
public heanng on j~y 15. 1996;                                                          ~,J

WHEREAS, lhe Finding 4 of the Tentative Order �~te$ only ¯ federal guidance @ocume~which is 9aneml in nature, and not st~es shown to be relevant to w~ter bodies in Los Angeles

WHEREAS. Findings 5 w~d 6 of the Tentative Order Im ralevant only to sludges of
COnditions of the Santa Morwca Bay and no scientific basis has been pfmsented for extrapolating
those studies to lny or ill other w-~ter bodies in Los Angeles County;,

WHEREAS. sb’eeta, curbs l’X:l gutte~ lm designed to �onv~f water into storm drains;

WHEREAS, certain p(Wlutants present in storm water are �ontn’b~ed by m::tiv~es whichthe Parmittees cannot �ontrol. desp~a fuji Wnplementat}on of ~ll provLsJons of the Tantat~ve ~

WHEREAS, it is a fact of nat~w’e beyond the control of Perrn~lee Cities that whenevw’ il
rains in Los Ar~etes County, storm water discharges will occur;,

WHEREAS, the Clean Wat~ Ac~ does not require, ~nd it is beyond the legal lU~’X)r~y ofthe Board to require the L’npossible. or to require absurd results (Hughey v. JMS Devetopme~               -~-
Corp., 42 ERC 1449 (11th C~’., ~ 1, 1996):
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WHEREAS. inclusion of narrative receiving water l~mitations that mClU~m that storm water
discharges neither cause violations or water quality obiec~ives. nor cause conditions of nuisance
in receiving waters would hold the Permittees to an mlpossible standard and would expose them
to litigation which would be baseless in the absence of the inclusion of the receiv~’~ water
I~nitations in the Order,

WHEREAS, the Findings of the Tentative Order fail to specify which water bodies in
County of Los Angeles have whic~t beneficial uses. raising the possibility of daints or lawsuits
alleging that all water bodies in the County am to have all beneficial uses listed in the Findings,
including such mutually exclusive benefici~l uses as ocean �ommercial r~ ~
freshwater habitat;

the State Water Resources Contr~ Board has Issued ¯ General IrKlustdalWHEREAS.
Activities Storm Water Permit (the "GIASP’) and ¯ General Construclion Activity Store1 Water
Permit (the *GCASI:~;

WHEREAS, the edministration of the GIASP er~d the GCASP am the r~q:)onsibllity of the
Regional Water Control Board, not the Permitlee Cities;

WHEREAS, the Tentative Order, If ~dopted, would Impose =~nificanl conditions and
r~luir~ments which am to be baseO on futura studies and r~quira future ~:~ions which have NN
been identified and er~ not now identif’~ble;

WHEREAS, the Tenta~ Order, if adopted, would impose

NOW THEREFORE, ~E CI~ COUNCIL OF ~E C~ OF EL 8EGUNDO DOE$
~ nHEREBY RESOLVE AS FO~OWS:

U
Q~li~ Con~ Boo~ tO di~ ~ Staff to

in ~e C~n~ of Los ~geles. based

D. Delete requirements that the Permittees are to administer all or ~y part of the
GIASP and the GCASP as those am the responsibility of the RWQCB and to
require the Pen~ttee Cities to administer them would be to impose ¯n unfunded
mandme;

E. Delete findings ¯nd requirements which would Impose ~ and unreasormble
exposure to liabihty on the part of the Penn¯trees;
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F. More specifically identify the respor~’litJes of

Ten~ve ~.

enter ~ same ~ ~ ~ of o~i~ resolves of

~~ ~~ 7
A~S~D:

-,.owo. ~o ~o~:                                                  .[n~
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~,,,,,~ CERTIFICATION
0

; LSTATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
C~TY OF EL SEGUNI~ ]

I, Lore Fmem¯n, Deputy CRy Clerk of the City of El Segundo. Califomi¯, DO

7
HEREBY CERTIFY that the whole number of members of the City Council of the said
City is five; th¯t the foregoing resolution, being _RESOLUTION NO. 3978 w¯s duly p¯ssed
¯nd ¯dopted by the said City Council, ¯pproved ¯rid s~gned by the Mayor or said City,
end attested by the City Clerk of =aid City, ¯11 ¯t ¯ mgu~r meting of the said Coundl
held on the 2nd day of July, 10tl, Ind the same was so passed and adopted by the
following vote:

AYES: Mayor Jecobs, Mayor ProTem Wemlck, CoundNvomml
Fnedkin, Councilman Weston, and Councilman Gordon.

NOES: None

ABSTENTION: None

NOT PARTICIPATING:

WrTNESS MY HAND THE OFFICIAL SEAL OF SAID CITY this
1~’~.

’~/CINDY MORTESEN,
/ City C~erk of

City of El Segundo,
California
(SEAL)
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N~EREAS, Finding 19 of the Tentative Order se~s bo~h

~ ~ 5 B ~ ,~
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narrative and numerical water quali~y objectives which would hold
the permit~ees to, an impossible standard and would expose them to
litigation;

WKEREAS, the Tentative Order requires the achievement oE
receiving water lintitations contrary to the Clean Water Act which
does not require inclusion of receiving water lim!tatlons~

W~EREAS, Findings 25, 26, and 27 are based on generalized
stalements or studies none of which quantify if a problem exists
in Los Angeles County or are relevant to water b~ies In Los
Angeles County;

WE~,~, the findings of the Tentative Order fail to specify

7
which water bodies in the County of Los Angeles have which
beneflclal uses, raising the possibility of claims or lawsuits
claiming that a11 water bodies in the County are to have all
beneficial uses ILsted in the Findings, including such mutually
exclusive beneficial uses as ocean c~erclal f~shlng and
freshwater habAtat~

W~EEEAS, ~he State Water Resources Control Board has ~ssued
a General Industrial Ac~ivltles Storm Water Permit (the =GIA~P
and a General Construction Actlv~ty Storm Water Permit [the
=GCASP*| and the administratlon of the GIASP and the GCASP are
the responsibility of the Reglonal Water Oual£ty Control Board.

W~, the Tentat£ve Order, if adopted, would
significant cond~tlons and requirements which are to be based on
future studies and require future actions which have not been
identified and are not now

W~EREAS, the Ten~atlve Order, if adopted, would
financial oblAgations which are not now quantifiable, and are of
indeterminate, but significant magnitude;

W~, the Tentative Order, ~f adopted° contains
provisions which wall expose the City to costly and unnecessary
third party

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE A~ FOLLOWS:

~. The City Council of ~he Ci~y of Glendale calls
upon the Regional Water Quality Control Board to direct its staff
to review the Tentative Order

A. Delete Findings 40 5, 6, 19, 25, 26, and 27. Prepare
findings based on relevant0 sound scien~Iflc sEudles
specific to the water bodies to which they are
appllcable.
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B. Delete Receiving water Limitatlons as a permit requirement.

’ ~’~ C. Specifically identify, in proposed findings, the beneficial
uses of each body of water in the County of Los Angeles,
based on studies which are demons:rated to be applicable
the water body in question.

D. Delete requirements that the per~i~tees are to a~mlnlster
all or any part of the G~ASP and the GCASP as ~hose are the
responsibility of the RWQCB and to require the permlttee
cities to administer them would be to impose an unfunded
mandate.

E. Delete Eindlngs and requirements which would impose
artificlal and unreasonable exposure to llabillty on the
part of permlu~ees.

F. More speclflcally identify the responsibilities of the
permlttees in order that their respective elected officials
will be able to assess the flnancial impact of the Tentative
Order.

G. Include a requirement in the Order that all model program~,
not yet developed, be approved through a public hearing
process before the RWQCB prior ~o ~l~nua~1on.

H. Inser~ a pr~Ision in~o ~he Order whereby ~he R~ agrees              ~ .
~o reopen negotiations on ~he retirements i~sed on �o-
~~ees in ~he even~ Congress m~Ifles ~he Cle~ Wa~er
Ac~ during ~he ~e~ of ~he Order.

~. ~e Ci~y Clerk s~ll cer~if~ ~he adoption of
resolution.

P~S~, ~FRO~ ~ ~~ th~ 9~ ~y o~ ~ul~ .., 1996.

A~EST:

-
X HEREBY CERT~ g~t the ~or~olng ~esoluglon ~s duly
by the City Co.oil o~ the City o~ Glem~le at a re.far
thereof, held on the    9gh     ~y of    JuI7    , ~99~, ~
~ollowing vote, to wig:

AYES: Givens) Pl~e~, Reyes, ~r~, ~ker
NOES : ~o~

DEPUTY ~ITY A~ORNBY

DATED ~’~~
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/
"10 David FL Ruby, Cit~ ~

~l Water ~ C~

~ m ~ TentaUve ~,r ~D~ ~ ~1~1)

~ e~ ~ ~~ i~t~ 8~ even~a~y end up
develop~ ~plemen~on 8~del~s w~ch mandated a Natlo~ PoUu~
Dis~ge E~b~ S~m (~D~) ~t for j~dLc~

~ 1~, ~e ~s ~gel~ Water ~a~ Con~l ~ard bsu~
Wa~r ~ ~’rb~ R~f/~r~t ~ve~g ~ ~gel. Co~. ~ ~t w~

ad~a~on of ~ ~r~t. ~ 19~ ~t was to exp~e ~ J~ ~ I~,
~wever, a ~it ~wal app~cabon w~ ~de

new ~L NeSo~ ~ ~ ~t ~q~U

!
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~ ~i~s wa~ ~ta~o~ ~d ~ delet~

~ee (~) ~o~d ~ ~ven more
approve a~ s~es. ~e ~C’s do ~

~lidt D~c~e~ S~water ~llu~on
ouUlde ~ )~1~ of ~ ~e,. ~teud
~r~, ~ pe~t s~d o~y ~q~

~bllc EducaUou ~: ~ p~ed,
~tab~ public ~u~n pm~l~ ~t ~ude

~ndldonally ~imptid D~h~¢s~ ~

~~ ~ ~t may ~ ext~m~y

Unkno~ Pe~Jt Requi~emen~: ~ ~
~e ~ ~ de~lo~d m~ ~plemented by
~ ~Ib~ wN~ ~y ~ may

~d out of s~� wl~ ~ ~es normal bud~e~nS
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n CALIFORNIA

101 Centre Plt~

We a~roc~ate the o~cr~un~ty o~fered ~s as a �o-~~
to r~Lev ~ �~n~ on the drift ~. We
~v~o~od the dra~, ~d, vh~le t~o ~y

~r t~o pr~to~ ~c~or le, ~995 Drsft

u~ocossar~ly ~ens£vo ~o ~l~ont.

t~uf~c~en~ a~on~ion to ~ng ts~eo tn ee~l~o~
~ ~intatn~g ~he ~8 and the ~tod
v~ll ~ d~l~ in the future. Bst~tes of �ello ~0
the ~t~oe8 ~d, ult~tely, ~o t~o t~yor

~gOle8 C~y). ~ f~d~ng vLll ~ nocoo~ ~o �~ly
w~th t~e as-yo~ ~et~ ~ed pr~rm. ~rofore,
~ ~o recmnded ~ the Draf~ Po~ bO glen close
So.tiny ~n o~or to: (1) eZ~i~e ~l~t£~

e~fectiveneoo in x~ucing O~o~ ~ter
do~ t rm.

Pe~t ts being develo~d d~s not a~ar ~o

~e EPA hal general r~/rmn~8 for ~D~
appl£ca~£~a bu~ £~ does no~ se~ fo~h s~cif~� 40
re.Arenas for ~he �~en~s of su~

R0031594



R0031595



¯ 5~T BY:S~q~4~ CZTY ATTOPJ~Y: 1-11’-0! : $:0?Aa ;CZTY OF 9~EMOALF~ ~ 2606~56;|15

R0031596



R0031597



R0031598



R0031599

o



R0031600



R003160’1





~ses o~ each ~y 0£ ~e~ £n the County ot ~e ~gelee,
~s~ on studies vh~ch are d~sttated ~o ~ a~l~le

~lo~e r~i~nco ~ ~he ~eeJ are
~1 or any ~r~ o~ ~e O~P and ~he G~P as ~hOlJ
teeny.AlArM of the aw~ and~o    r~re ~he

Delete ~i~£ngo ~ t~ir~n~o v~ch ~ld
a~f~clal and ~eaoo~le ~oure ~o

~re o~�~t/~lly identity ~he reo~oLbL1L~e8 o~
pedigrees ~n o~er ~ ~he~: roo~�~lve elected

O~r.’

Include a m~Lrmn~ In ~ho O~er ~ ~1
no~ yo~ deve1~d, be a~r~ed ~hr~gh a ~1~�

~o ~oopon n~o~La~£o~ on ~he re~ir~n~o
~�~oeo In the ~ Congreee ~t~tos th~Cl~

~. ~e C£~y ~erk o~11 co:~L~y the ad~t/~ o~
resolution,

P~S~, ~Pa~ ~ ~ th£s 9th    ~y of

~STt

~z~c~l~       ~ t~e ~o~o~g ~o~olU~t~ ~8 duly
~e City C~�~l o~ ~ho Cl~y of Glendale I~ a r~lar

GL~e~, Pl~, ~yos, ~ri~,

~TAZN:

APP~GVE~ A3 TO
~~__ _ 3 ,,~,,~,~,,~~.~

OATEO ~
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$~ate of Callfo~nla
County of Los Angeles
Ci~y of G~endora
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ITY OF IRWINDAI,F.    0
5050 North Irwindale Avenue ¯ Irwindale, California 91706

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

July 12, 1996                                                    File No. P47-22

Roben P.Ghirelli, Executive Off~er

7California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
I 0 ! 0 Center Plaza
Momerey Park. CA 917~4

Subject: Proposed Adoption of NPDES Permit

Dear Mr. Ohir~lli:

Please be advised the City Council at its meeting of July 11 adol~ed Resolution No. 96-29-1484.
This is in relerence to the Regional Board’s proposed adoption of NPDES Permit Discharge
Requirements. The City Council adopted the attached resolution which indicates lr’windale’l
concerns over certain financial obligations which are unknown at this time and relate to
requirements of this NPDES permit. ~’~

We believe the Regional Board is acting hastily without due consideration of this community’s U
concerns. We also helieve that other communities, as well as lrwindale, are in the same position
whic.h yo.ur Board should seriously consider. On behalf of the City of lrwindale, 1 wo._~d like
[o take mis opportunity to once again object to the Board’s proposed action~’regard~g th~
NPDES permit as it has been presendy drafted. ~,f- ~

,.~
Ver~_Iruly yours, ~_. o" ,

Carlos Alvarado                                                     ~.~
City Engineer                                                       ~ ~.

CA/ap

Encl.
cc: City Council                                                                                   .

Andrew Arczynski, City Attorney
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RESOLU’I’ION NO. 96-29-1484

A RESOLL-II,)N OF TI~ CITY COL.WCIZ OF THE C|I’Y OF
],RI/~AL~ L’RGrNG life REGION.U. WATER QUALITY
CONTRO~ BO.-kRD TO RETURN TENTATIVE ORDER NO.
{.X’PDE $ NO. CA$6 i 4001), \\’.~TE DI$CFL-~RGE REQUIRE.\
FOR .ML.~’ICfP.,~. STORM WATER AND URBAN RL.~OF~
DI$CPL~RGES \~TI’fl~ THE COL.’~TY OF LOS ANKIF.I~$, TO
ST.-~F ~OR RESOLUTION OF I$$UF_~ OF
.XL-L\’DATF,~. ECONOMIC D.~PACT$ AND DE\~..LOPX~_N’r OF

BASED ON i~.L~\’A.\~ STA.\’D.~IX~ AND $’rUDW~

¯ n~ssaD" for the Cir." to I~ m ~ll �ompliancre with I~� re.,quircm~ts of the Clean \\’at~

~\~IEREAS, The CiLv Cotagil of the City ef Irwindale it �onu~tt~ Io �.¢¢peratien ~ith the
R¢~im~al \\’ate¢ Qualil3.’ Co~tr~ Board to de~eiop a a~:a’kable and �ff�cli~� Order for Waste
Requirements for .MurU¢ip, l Storm Water and L’~a Runoff Dighar~e, Within the Coumy of Lm
(.VPDE$ CAS 6 I.tO01) ~lu~ ~ill impicmen! the requireme~tt of the Clean WaIe~ Act;

WHERgA~ The Staff" ¢f the Rcglmal Wa~er Quality Cemrol Board hal drafted a
Order f~ \Vail� Diu:har~e Requa~anentt for Municipal $[orm Water and Urban Runoff Discharger Within
the Couat.v of Lm .-gn#ele, (.X’PD~$ .Xe~ CA$ 614001) which ia acheduled fa~ imbli¢ hearin~ ca July 1~,
1996;

WHY_.REA.~ Fiadin~ 4 ef the Tentative ~ circa only a federal i, uidaw.� documem ~i¢h

WHF.REA~ Fmdia~ $ aml 6 ef the T~a~¢ Order a~ relevant only to u~liet of �onditiem
the Santa ,Mat~ica Bay and no ~.iemifi¢ basis has beea preteated for ¢a~apolatin~ Ou~e tt’u~iet to any

Permiuee, ¢anaot ¢entrot. despite ~ impl~matiea �~all la~d~iom o/" the T~fiv~ 0~,

WHKREA~ The Ckaa Water A~ dora mz rcqui~ aad it i~ bcymd the I¢I~I aatl~ri~y of tlm
Board to ~quire the impc~bl¢, or to reqeim aboard ~ (t’lasl~y v. JM$ D~loim~ttt Coqx. 42 F.RC
]449 (l]th ¢i~., .-X~il L

disc, ha~es neither cause violaticm of water quality objective, nor cause �omlitiom of nuisanc�
rec.eivin.~ watch ~’~’x)uld hold the Permilu~es to an impossible ~tndard aad would =xpo~ ~ to llti~ati~
with ~ to pollutants c~:mtfib~ed by. ac.tivitiea wh, ic.h they cannot ¢,~a~ol, whi¢.h litlgatia~ would
baseless m the absence of the inclusion of the r~.~iving wat~ ILmitatiom m the ~

"¢VHEREAS, The Fmdm~ of the Tentative Orde~ fail to ~e~ffy which water bodies in the County
of Los Angeles have ~hich beneficial uses, raisin~ the possibility of claims or ia~.uts allegin~ that all
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Larry Zarian, City Councilma~ City of Gie~k~l¢
Howard L. Chambers, City Adminisa~x,
Denise Hayward, City Clerk

5050 N. Clark Avenue, l.~kewood, CA 90712 * (310)866-9771 * Fax (310) 866-05(B
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K~,olufion No. 96-59

WHEREAS, under the tem~ive ord~ Ci~/st~fl’is required to conduct inspec~ns of m.~ny
business~, including: g~s s~tions; ~uto repair, l~rts, body, m~d l~int shops; car dealerships; Lrestaurants; sup~"rn~kms~ v’~ous ~g facilities; ~ z yet-to-be-de~ ~egory of

WI-IEREAS, under the tentative order, the C~ is required to de~ermine subje~ Ix~iness~s
tl~t ~re or should be in possession of ¯ regional board-issued permit; report ~ bminesses to
regional board sta~, conduct follow-up for compliance Mter inizizl inspection; and prosecute now.
complying businesses; ¯ 7

~, compliance w~th the tentative order should be premised upon implementatio~
of best mamt~ement practices (BMP$) to reduce the �fisr.h~8¢ ofpoIlutLqt$ tO the ~ extent
prg~cable, as defined in the Clean W~ter Act;

WHEREAS. the �oncerns of the City ~J other cities ~ costs, lep]ity. ~ of
scientific basis. ~gJ expected effectiveness of the requirements, have been expressed repeatedly to

W1-1~_gEA~, the tereath~ order is scheduJed for public hearin8 on July ! ~, ! 996, before the
reg~ot~J bo~d. ¯ nine (9) memb~ body Ippoi~ted by the Governor of the State of C~

Now, TFW.AEFOAF., the City Council of the City of L~ewood does resolve as fogowg

SECTION 1. The City Council ofthe City ofLakewood caJls upon the regional bo~d to
defer ~ of the tentative order and to direct its staff revise the tentative order ~ foDow~:

wtters into which the City ~ i~ ~�ordmce with NPDES provisio~ of the Clean Water Act;

B.    Identify negative impacts on receiving waters in which the City ~ and
develop ¯ program of mitigation that is ~i~ �o~-eff’ecdve, and r~

Delete requirements which impose obl~bttiotu on the City that ~re the ri~htfugy the

D. Develop record-keeping a~d reporting requirements that provide me~ dzt~
relazive to pollution problems ~ed with re~ving waters into w~ch the City ~ rather
than requiring the creation of unreasonably duplicative reports and irrelevant dat~                              -

I
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) L~

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

CITY OF LAKEWOOD    )

I, DENISE R. HAYWARD, City Clerk o~ the C~/of Lakewood, do hereby certify that

the foregoing Resolution No. 96-59 wa= adopted by the City Council of the City of

Lakewood at a regular meeting of the City Council held on July 9, 1996, ligned by the

Mayor and attested by the City Clerk, and that the =ame was adopted by the following roll

call vote:

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Piercy, Van Ncetran, and Wagner
NAYS: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Titel and Elquivel

n
u

~rd, City Clerk

I, DENISE R I-IAYWARD, City Clerk of the City of Lakewood do hereby certify the

foregoing to be a true and correct copy of the document on file in my office.

SIGNED AND SEALED THIS 11TH DAY OF JULY, 1996.
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CITY OF LONG BEACH

JAMES C, ~NK~ ~x ~ S~e~
CITY MANGER

~
July 15, !~

Calitromia Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
! 0 ! Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park. CA 91754-2156

Re’, Tentative Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff
Within the County of LOs Angeles (NPDES No. CAS614001)

Dear Regional Board Members:

Submitted herewith, for your consideration, is a resolution adopted by the City Council of Long
Beac.~ ursing you to defer the issuance of the Tentative Order for the Municipal Storm Water lad
Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of LOs Angeles. The City Council makes this request
because they believe this permit is deficient in a number of areas and that the permit as written does
not comply with State and FederaJ law, exposing Los Angeles County cities to an unreuonable risk
of lawsuits. Therefore, please direct your staff to respond to the issues set forth here, in our
resolution, and in the City Anomey’s letter to Dr. Robert Ghirelli, Executive Director of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated June 26, 1996, and to make corresponding revisions
to the draft permit.

Long Beach is fully mmmitted to maintaining the quality of its beaches and receiving wata~. The
Pacific Ocean is our "front door." These waters and beaches ~e an asset treasured by our citizens.
Further, tourism is a very important pan of the Long Beach economy. The recreational
opportunities provided by clean beach= and safe water are a vital pan of Long Beach’s appeal to
visitors.

In addition, Long Beach is at the receiving end of" two major watersheds, the San Gabriel and Los
Angeles Rivers. Draining about two-thirds o£ Los Angeles County, these two rivers deliver a
substantial amount of debris to our beaches. Our City definitely stands to benefit from a storm
water quaJity pmgrarn which is imposed on all of the cities m Los Angeles County.

With this in mind, Long Beach City staff has bee, v,~rking for over a year with the Regional Board
staff and County staff and representatives from the 85 cities in Los Angel= County to come to
consensus on the terms of a new municipal storm water quality permit for Los Angeles County.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
July 15, 1996
Page 2

LTo our disappoinlment, many of’the concerns expressed repeatedly by the cities were no4 addressed
in the Temafive Order received on May 29, 1996. Long Beach firmly believes this Tentative Order
greatly exceeds the legal authority of the Regional Board in that it exceeds the requirements of the
Clean Water Act and does not comply with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.

The following are some of the City’s major concerns outlined in the resolution. These concerns arc
based on review of the Tentative Order received on May 29, 1996.                                      7
!.    The findings and permit requirements do not comply with the Clean Water A~

Additionally, they are not based on any sound scientific examination of’the impact
of stormwater and urban runoff on the receiving water~ off Long

2, The requirements will impose significant additional costs on the City and will
require business~ and industry within the City to incur additional expense to comply
with the program, without demonstrable benefit to the City or its receiving water.

3.    Compliance with the requirements of this order may constitute an unfunded mandate.

evaluate the costs of participating in these programs,

5. "Ibis Order contains provisions that would allow the Regional Water Quality Board
to impose additional requirements as it sees fit after adoption, without ¯ public
hearing process, denying the City the opportunity to comment, or to effectively plan
or budget for eXl~maes.

6. This Order will require the City to inspect approximately 3,800 businesses in Long
bBeach, including those subject to the State General Industrial Activities Storm Water

Permit, to evaluate their stormwater and urban ruaoff management practic~ under
the program called "educational site visits".

7. This Order fails to identify pollutants that have a measurable impact on
beneficial uses of the receiving waters of Long Beach and fails to demonsume thin
facilities within the City of Long Beach contribute significant amounts of" pollution
to those receiving wa~. , ¯

The City Council of Long Beach calls upon this Regional Water Quality Control Board to defer
issuance of this tentative order and to direct its staff to revise the tentative order as follows:
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California P.egional Water Quali~ Con~’ol Boa~
Ojuly 15, 1996

Page 3

LI. Prepare findin8~ based on rel~ant, sound scientiEc data specLfic Io IEe rece.ivin~
water~ of" Long Beach, in accordanc~ with the Clean Wat~ Act

2. Identify the negative impacts on the receiving waters of Long Beach of speeif-g
pollutants, develop a program of mitigation that is measurable, cost-effective and

3. Delete requir~nents which impose obligations on the City of Long Beach which are /
rightful responsibilities of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

4. Develop recording and reporting requirements which will provide meaningful data
concerning the receiving waters of Long Beach rather than generate ~ly
duplicative reporu and =tatirdm.

$. i¢~lsce "to be determined" elemmts of the program with clear, de/met/, well.
thought-out elements for which thet~ is scientific basis prior to the muan~ of ¯

W’nhout question, the Long Beach City Council is in favor of clean water. Are the waters offLong
Beach unclean? To our knowledge, your start has not demonstrated they are. Your sta.fflms not ~-

~, ascertained by any scientifically acceptable procedure that there are specific pollutants iml~iring r.~,,~ ~.. ~
~ the beneficial use of our receiving waters. Thus, to impose blanket restrictions on all 425,000

R0031623



California Regional Water Quality Control Board                                                 ~
July 15, 1996
Page 4

r
msiden~ as well as lhousands of businesses of Long Beach, is overly burdensome and unwarranted.

! believe when the citizens and business owners of Los Angeles County fully realize the algnificant
impacts this Tentative Order has on their daily lives and business operations, we will ~e¢ a re, action
similar to what happens when one swats a home~s’ nest. If you are prepared to ~’wat ~uch a ~
it seems to me, you would want a solid foundation for doing so. R~spectfully, Long Beach do~ m)t
believe you have such ¯ foundationl

/
Please incoqxa’am this letm" and the attached documents as part of the official record for thi~ publi~

Thank you for allowing tm to present our concerns. ! mmaia hopeful you will act in acoordanc¢
with our rccomme~latio~.

!
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I RESOLUTION NO.    C-26036

3 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

4 CITY OF LONG BEACH URGING THE CALIFORNIA

5 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY BOARD, LOS ANGELES

6 REGION, TO DEFER ISSUANCE OF THE TENTATIVE

7 ORDER NO. 96-XXX (NPDES NO. CAS614001) (WASTE

$ DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM

9 WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF    DISCHARGES    WITHIN    LOS

10 ANGELES    COUNTY) AND TO    DIRECT    ITS    STAFF    TO

RESOLVE ISSUES OF LACK OF SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR

REQUIREME.TS, AND To D ’VELO,. A  ONA.LE AN.
COST-EFFECTIVE PROGRAM TO IDENTIFY AND MITIGATE

z~:~..AL REC~IVIHG WATER ~Z,U.~ZO~

] WHEREAS, ~he City Council of ~he City of Long Beach is

17 �oamitted to taking all steps required for the City to be in

18 compliance vit:h the require~ents of the Clean Water Act, and full

19 WHEREAS, City staff has been working for over a year vlth

20 the Callfornla Regional Water Quality control Board, Los Angeles

21 Region (RWQCB) staff and representatives from the 86 cities in Los

22 Angeles County as well as the County itself to come to consensus on

23 the ter~s of a new munlcIpal National Pollutlon Discharge

24 Elimination System (NPDES) permit for Los Angeles County, and

25 WHEREAS, the RWQCB staff has issued a tentative order

26 which will impose a new municipal storm water and urban dlscharue

27 )ermit on all of Los Angeles County, and

28 WHEREAS, the City of Long ~each, which derives great

I
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1 benefit from its beaches and Harbor, currently spends approximately

2 $12.4 million on activities which maintain the quality of both, and

3 WHEREAS, this tentative order greatly exceeds the legal

4 authority of the RWQCB in that it exceeds the requirements of the

5 Clean Water Act and the implementingFederal reg~latlons,

6 WHEREAS, the findings and tentativerequirements of this

Act or are not? order do not comply with the Clean Water based on any

$ sound scientific examination of the impactof    etorawater

e ~unott on the receiving waters off Long Beach,

10 WHEREAS, these requirements will impose eigniticent

11 additional coats not on1¥ on the City but will require

12 and industry within the City to incur additional expanse to comply

13 vlth the program, without any demonstrable benefit to the City or

1S W~E~, the estimatedcost        to the City ot the

16 requirements ot the proposed permit is $3.4? million in addition to

17 the money currently bein~ spent,

18 WHEREAS, compliance with the requirements of this

19 may constitute an unfunded aandatel

20 WHEREAS, many aspects of the proposed program will be

21 defined and develope~ after the issuance of the permit,

22 WHEREAS, the proposed permit will obligate Long Beach to

23 implement as-yet-undeveloped County model programs at yet-to-be-

24 determined costs, denying the City the ability to evaluate the cost8

25 of participating in these programs, and

26 WHEREAS, the tentative order contains provisions that

27 would allo~ the RWQCB to impose additional requirements as it sees

28 fit after adoption, without a public hearing process, denying the

2
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1 requirements on cities,

2 WI~EREAS, compliance with the Munici~1 ~ ~it ~ould

3 be premised u~n implementation of ~st management practices (~)

4 to reduce the discha~e of ~llutants to ~ ~xim~ extent

5 practicable, as defined In ~e Clean Wate~ Act, ~

6 ~~, ~e co~e~s of ~ ~ach aM o~er aftecte~

7 cities rega~i~ the costs, legality, lack ot scientific

e e~cted ettectiveness ot ~e retirements have ~en relatedly

9 e~ressed to ~e ~W~B start but have not ~en

10 pro~s~ o~er, a~

13 held on 3u1~ 15,

City ot

16 ~a11~ u~ ~e ~e~ional Watew ~allt~ Cont.1

17 ~ssuance ot ~e tentative o~er a~ to direct its start to

18 ~e tentative o~er as to11~

19 A. ~epare ti~i~s ~s~ on relevant, sou~

20 data s~citlc to the ~eceivi~ waters of ~ ~a~, In accolade

21 wi~ the Clean Water A~;

22 E. Zdentity ~e n~ative impacts on ~e ~ceivi~ waters

23 of ~n~ ~ach of s~cific ~11utants, and develop a pr~r~ o~

24 mitigation ~at is measurable, cost-e~ective and ~aso~le;

25, C. ~lete remitments which impose obligations on

26 City o~ ~n~ ~ach whi~ are the rightful res~ns~ilities ot

28 D. ~velop recordkeepinq and ~epo~ing r~re~s which
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1 viii provide meaningful data concerning the receiving waters of Lorw

2 Beach rather than generate unreasonably duplicative reports and

3 statistics;

4 E. Replace "to be determined= elements of the pro~ra~

5 with clearly defined, well-thought-out elements for which there is

6 a scientific basis prior to the issuance of a permit;

7 F. Delete findinqs and requirements which do not �ospl¥

8 with the Clean Water Act or which lack a sound scientific basis and

9 which would therefore expose the City of Long Beach to unreasonable

10 risks of lawsuit by third parties;

agrees to reopen negotiations on the requirements imposed on cities

under this permit if Congress so ~odifies the Clean Water Act durin~

the te~ of this Par~it;

H.    Develop a funding mechanism to assist cities in

~eetln~ the cost of complying with the requirements of this

18 Z. Work in good faith with the affected cities to carry

19 out all of the above.

20 Sec. 2    This resolution shall take effect l~ediately

21 upon its adoption by the City Council, and the C~t¥ Clerk shall

22 certify the vote adopting this resolution.

23 ///

2~ ///

2s ///

~s ///
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i               I              I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted

i 2 by the City Council of the ofCity Long Beach its Beeting

3 July 2 , 199__6 , by the following vote:

4 Ayes: Councilmembers:

5 Topsy-Elvord, ~nel~. ~11o~.

7 N~s: Councilme~ers:

I0

City Clerk



V
0
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RESOL.U’rION :~                           -.

WHEREAS, Angeks is enga~.,ed in ~,’eral programs to reduce water pollution and ~ot" Los
and prote~t inland and coastal water resou~ces, and

\\’HEREA~, storm water and urban nJn off’have been deten~ned to be signlflc:mt sources of.wirer pollution
T.and [he recent Santa Nlonica Bay Epidenfiologicai .~udy indicates that swimmin~ in polluted waters near

s~orrn drains can lead to illness, and

~s~..~ a~.- .ye~" ,iE~,~n,, i[ lo~r mu..ruclj~al storm water a~scnarges, ana [.nat pe.rnut ~,iil be considered t’or renewalo,~ the t~e~ton== water ~uallty L;ontroI Board, Los Angeles Reg=on, at =is July 15, 1996. meeting,

WHEFLEAS, the City of.Los Angeles has developed = model storm water program under the initial storm
water I~rmit, ~!                                                                                   .,~

/WHEREAS the City of’Los Angeles strongly ~upports d~ continuation and expa~on of’the municipal
water program in z ~nsible and programmatic fashion to further reduce storm water pollution,

WHEREAS. the City of" Los Angeles believes protraction of" our water and co~tal resourc~z iz
re~ponsibilit~ ofa/l levels ol’~ovemment. ~1

ug ~,, man Will require implementatlOll o! measures intenaea to reauce pollutants irl storm wager to
the rnaxJmum e:xzent practicable by all $5 los Az~geles County municipalities in a coordinated f.ish~on" Im:l

WI-[E,zEEAS the Re~i~’ona] Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region, released ¯ Revised Tentative
Waste Discharge Requirements for Murdcipal Sto~t~’ Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Within

NOW, THER.EFOP~, BE: IT P~$OLV’~D that the City Council determine, is provided in Section
.54954.2(bX2) of’the Government Code, and pursuant to Rule 23 of the Rules of the City Council, that there
LS ¯ need to take immediate action on this matter Ah~ that the need for action came to the attention of the
City Council subsequent to the posting of’the agenda for today’s Council meeting; and

EE IT" F "l’’J~’’ ’ TH1c~’R ’]’~JESO-LvE "D that the~ City C’°’u" ncil hereby" express its strong "pp°n f°r the Revi~;d

LBE: ]~. F1.~.’rT~ .RES0L~.~ the caw .Cou..n~ .,r~.., zh-. sta~or the Water Quality Control Bolrd,os. e, nge~_es. ~eg~on" ~.o _c.om!nue zo worx w~tn me ~,~ty of Los Angeles, other Ioc~ governments.
~v~. o ,ru~en~ m ~’ou.p..s, .anagram, mterest~ panics, to resoiv.e.and address any concerns that remain over the,~,,._,~vT:sea. ,ien~uve’ w~a, sze ~scr~r.~e Reqmrements for Muruc~pal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges

w~trun ~,os ,~ngezes ~,ounty; aria

BE FT FURTHER P~ESOLVED that the City Council urge the Regional Water Quality Control Board ~o
~.pl~. n and.a,d,..op.z t.he r~.’sed .Wa,~ e Disch~e Requ.irements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff’u=scna~s wzzrun uos ~.~ngezes ~,ounty at zts meeting on July 15, 1996; and

BE ..I:T FL~,.’TT’~, I~.SOLVED the City Council .e, quests the Clty Clerk transmit a copy o[’~
to a~l memoers oz the Los Angeles RegionaJ Water Quality Control Board.

Ruth Ga anter. Councdmember ~..,.~ ~-/
6th~-~ncil District

LOS ANSP-..ES CrlV COl~t~
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LYNWO00. CALIFORNIA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I. RITA MANIBUSAN. Depmy City Clerk of the City of Lynwood, do hereby

certify tim the attached it ¯ true and �orrect ~:~py of:

RESOLUTION NO. 96-102 ENTITLED: ’*A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LYNWOOD URGING THE REGIONAL WATER

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD TO RETURN TENTATIVE ORDER NO. 96-XXX

(NPDES NO. CAS614001,) WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN

THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, TO STAFF FOR RESOLUTION OF ISSUES

OF UNFUNDED MANDATES, ECONOMIC IMPACTS AND DEVELOPMENTS

OF MORE CERTAIN AND ACHIEVABLE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, BASED

ON RELEVANT STANDARDS AND STUDIES*.

on file with the City of Lynwood and ~Ol~ed by the vote ~d dat~

Dated this 12th day of July, 1~9~.

 ira   rmi,  an,  ’ uty Cit 
~ity
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RESOLUTION OF THIE CITY COUNCIL OF ~ t3TY OF
LYN~’OOD LrRGrNG TIE I~GIONAL WATER OUALITY
CONTROL BOARD TO IETUI~; TE]~ATIVE ORDER
NO 96-X.XX {NPDES NO CAS614001.) WASTE

VDISCHARGE REQU]iEMEN’FS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM
~’ATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES ’~Tn.l~

O
TH~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES. TO STAFF FOR
R.ESOLLr~ON OF ISSUES OF UNFL~DED MANDAIT~.
ECONOMIC IMPACTS AND DEVELOPMENTS OF MOI~

L
CERTAJN AND ACHIEVABLE GOALS AND
BASED ON R~LEVAHT STANDARDS AND STUDIES.

R0031635



WHER£.~ TI~ Temat:vt Orcltr. :f ~blx~L would ~ ~ obb~x~m ~                   ~

NOW THEREFORE, THE CI~ ~OUNCIL OF ~ ~ OF L~                  ~
HE.BY R~OLVE ~ ~LLOWS:

/s/Paul H, Rlcl~rds: ll

Cm., oar L.vl~ood
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~DREA L HGOPER. Cmv. ~

APPROVED AS TO FORM                  APPROVED A5 TO CONTENT

ls/Vllltl B. Itu~l] /_sJraust~n Go~zal~sC~.
C~’ oi" L~wu~od

FAUSTI?~¯ . c~., ~=~=

~s/E~|11o R. Nur~
Emd~o hi Mur~

~ of Pu~� W~l~                    7
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

IslAndret L. ~
C~.. Ck:rk. C~. of
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ItESOLUTION NO. ~

~.~ A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONROVIA, CALIFOI~N’I.~
OCONDITIONALLY SUPPORTING THE

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ORDER                ~"
FOR THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELLMLNATION SYSTEM

NO. CAS614001. WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR
MUNICIPAL STOI~M WATER AND URBAN’ RUNOFF DISCHA~Gg

WITHLN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELF.S

W]’[EKEAS. the City Co~mcil of the City of Montvvia is �ommitted to implementing program~
and practice~, to the maximum extent practicable, to be m full ~ompliance with the rvquircmenu of the
Clean Wa~e~ Act~ and

7

~. the Tentative Waste Di~.harse O~de~ authoriz~ the new N~onal Pollutant
Discharge Elimination Sy$1em (NPDES) Muaicipal Permit (No. CAS614001) fo~ Lm Angelm Cotmty
tt p~eparvd by the California Regional Wate~ Quality Coetmi Board (P.WQCB), Lm A~sel.~ geSk~ tad

i? WHEREAS. the City Cou~il of the City of Momovia i~ ~mained m voopente with lira
¯ Regional Wme~ Quality Control Board to develop ¯ w~’kable and effective Onle~ for W~te Di~har~

itequirement$ fo¢ Mtmicip, l Storm Wate~ and Urban Runoff Di.~arSm withia the Cotmty of Lo~
Aagelm which will implement the requiremema of the Clean Wa~’ A~ tad

~ drtia~ where c.~tain pollutanta present ia stona wate~ ~ ~ontntmted by ac~ivitie, which the Pe~miltem ~c.&naot ~:~mm~l, detpite full implementatioa of all pguvitioe of the Teatative Order, aad

~

~ and not st~fies d~aonstr~zd to be relevant to wa~ bodkin ia Lo~ AnSeh County, am/

atn~ve gaxiviag Water Limitatiom that require tlat stormwtter
I

iaclmionof
dischargm neither cause violations of water qutlity objemves, nor came �ondit~on~ of nui~nce ia
r~.eivia8 watch would hold the Permitlees to an impossible ~ and may expose them to fitiSatio~        ~m~

~ WHEREAS, the State Water Rmources Control Board is rmpo~ible for itmmnce of Geaertl
Industritl Ac~vitim Storm Water Permits (GIASP) tad Gene~ ~ Activity Storm Wat~ .--~Permits (GCASP); and

WHEREAS, the Tentative Order, if adopted, would impose significant �onditiom and
requirements which are btsed on future studies and requ~ fumr~ actiom which have not bern idemifie~

WHEREAS, the Tentative Order if adopted, wvuld impose financial oblisatiom which ar~ not
now quantifiable, and are of undete’minate‘ but sismficam magnitude; sod

WHEREAS. the implementation of programs included in the Te~ative Order s~ts time schedules
that are not tied to the fisctl ~ administrazive cycles of cities.

Page I of 2
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NOW City Council of the City of Mont~vi~ do~ berry rtsolve ~ follows:
V

THEREFORE.

~ The City Council of the City of Monr~via calls upon the Regional Water Quality
0Control Board to ~ it~ staff to r~vi~ the TentaUve Order to:

A. Modify the re~ivmg water limitations in ¯ maaner that will trot ¢au~ the City to
b~ in ~oa-compliane~ with the Order and ~tbject to pot~Rial iitigatioa;

B. Include Fmding~ based on rtlevant. ~oand ~cientifi¢ studiet $1t~cif’m to the water
bodi¢, to which they are tob~ applic.able within Lo~ AnSel~ Co¯rot}r.

C, D~i,te requirement~ for Petmitt~ to administer all or any part of the GIASP and
the C~ASP a~ tho,~ art the rt, pomibility of the ~ Water Quality Control

Modify provi$ion.~ regarding the Countywide Storm Water Managemeat Progrtm
~d Water¯bed Ma~mgemeat Program ia ¯ mam~r that will aot impo~
uailtterally, additioaal requiremt~ttt oa the City i~ the form of t~ or b~t
management practices without the opportunity to appeal inch r~quisementa to tim

£. Establish program time ghzdulet that will �oincick with fmral and admiaigtttiv~
¢yclm of gitim.

PASSgD, APPROVgD AND ADOP’rgD this 2rid day of July, 1996 by tim following vota:              ~"

NOF,~:
ABSTAIN:

A"~----~"~:~ ~.r.~
CITY OF MONROVIA, CALWOKNIA

L’I~CDA B. PROCTOR, CITY CLERK
crrY OF MO CP.OVL  CAL O 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:                                                                          ,

/~flCHELE BEAL BAG~

Page 2 of 2
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~, RESOLUTION NO. ~259
O

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PICO            "~"
RIVERA URGING THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
~OA~D rO aE~ ~NXAr~V~ WAST~ ws~a~m~;r~
NO. ~-XXX O~eVES NO. CAS~000, WAS’r~
m~QUn~MEN’rS roa ~creAL STORM WArF.a AND
aUNOFF mSCHA~F.S wrnnN rm~ COVN’rY OF LOS
TO ~rS StAFf W~TH ~NS~VCnONS rO m~WS~ SAMX ~
DESCRIBED HEREINAFTER TO DEVELOP A DOCU$~..NT THAT
CONTAINS ACHIEVABLE GOALS AND OILIEC’~ BASED ON /~L~VANT SrANVASDS ANY srt~xs

WHERF.A$, the City Council of~e City of Pi¢o Riv~ra i~ �,ommiaed m ~ all
~ rrquit~ for fl~ City to b~ in full complianc~ wi~h ~hr rt’quir~mum of ~hv Clean

WlIEREA$, ~’~ Ci~ Cotmcil ofthe City ofPi~o Riv~ra i~ ~ ~o
with the l~gioaal Wa~r Quality Conuol Bo~’d ~o develop a workabi~ and ©fft’~dv¢ Ord~
for Was~ Discha.~ R~qui~m~ for Muaicip~l S~xm Wmer ~d Urlma Runoff ~         ’

~ wi[kia ~he County of Los Angeles (NPDES No. CAS614001) which will implemem tb~ .... "~
r~luin~au of ~© Cl~a Wm~" ~ ~

of the City of Pico Rivera, California and ~ha~ uhe foregoing Resolution No. 4259, URGING
THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BO.ad~D TO RETURN TENTATIVE
WASTE DISCHARGE ORDER NO. 96-XXX (NPDES NO. CAS614001), WASTE
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN
RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGF-I-F-~, TO ITS STAFF
WITH INSTRUCTIONS TO REVISE SAME AS DESCRIBED HEREINAFTER TO DEVELOP
A DOCUMENT THAT CONTAINS ACHIEVABLE GOAI~S AND OBJECTIONS, BASED ON
RELEVANT STANDARDS AND STUDIES adopted July 9, 1996, is ¯ u~e m~d corr~�~ copy
of the original thereof on f’fle in my orris.

I declare the foregoing to be true and correct under penalty of perjury, this 15th d~y o¢

~k~, "
¯ [ Evelyn Izagu’rre~)ep~o, Cit~ Clerk

City of Pico Rivet’a, California
R003’164’1



RESOLUTION NO. ~259
0

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PICO "r
RIVERA URGING THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL L~o^~ ro ~rt~ T~NrA~VE WAS~ WSCHAn~;~
NO. ~-XXX O~PVES NO. CAS~000, WAST~
~OVmF~mNTS VO~ ~W~aCWAL SrO~ W~,TEn AND ~
n~OVF WSCHA~ wrrHIN T~ COUN’rY OF LOS
TO ~rS STAFF W~rH ]NSrnUCnONS TO RE’nS~ SAM~ ~
DESCRIBED IIEREINAFTER TO DEVELOP A DOCUMENT THAT                         ,~,
CONTAINS ACIIlEVABLE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, BASED ON /

WHEREAS, the City Council ofthe CiW ofPico River~ is �ommitted to taking all
~ required f~ the City to be in full �ompliance with the r~-q~ts of the Clean Watt’

WHERF.A& the City Council of the ~ of Pico Riven ~ �ommitted to �ooperatio~
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to develop ¯ workable and effective Order
fo¢ wa.~ ~ Requirm~enu fo¢ MuniCil~l Storm W.m" and Urban P,~noff ~
within the County of Los Angeles (NPDES No. CAS614001) which will implement the            ’~’~
requiv~ents of the Clean Water ~ m~d

WHEREAS, the Finding 4 of the Temmive Order is based on ¯ federal guidm~

WHEREAS, Findings 5 and 6 of the Tmmfive Order are relevant only to studies of
conditions of the Santa Monic~ Bay and no scientific basis has been presented f~
extrapolating those studies to any or all othe~ water bodies in Los Angeles County, and

WHEREAS, c~min pollutants presto in ~torm wa~r ~-e contributed by activiti~
which the P~rmit~e~ cannot conffol, despite full implementation of all provisions of the
Tentative Order, and it is a fact of nature beyond the control of Permit~e~ Cities that
whenever it rains in Los Angeles County, storm water discharges will occur, and

WHEREAS, the Clean Water Act does not require, ~nd it is beyond the legal ~
~,.~ authority of the Board to require the impossible, or to require absurd results (Hughey w. U~..--

~S Development Corp., 42 ERC 1449 (1 lth Cir., April 1, 1996); and ~-

R0031642



RESOLUTION NO. 4~59
0Pege 2

L
V, rHEREAS, inclusion of ntrrafive receiving water limitations that. storm water

discharges neither cause violations of water quality objectives, nor c.au~ (:oaditiom of
nuisance in receiving water~ would hold the Permirtee to an tmpo~,ible standard and would
expose them to litigation which would be baseless in the absence of the inch~io~ of the
receiving water limitations in the Order;, and

V~IEREAS, the Findings oflhe Tentative Order fail to specify which water bodie,
in the County of Los Angele~ have which beneficial uses, rai.~n8 the pouibillty of¢laim~
or lawsuits ~ that all water bodies in the County are to have all beneficial uses lined
in the Fmdm8.~, including such mutually exclu.tive beneficial ~ a~ ocean commercial
~8 and cold freshwater habitat; and

WHEREAS, the State Water Retourr.e~ Control Board h~ i.uued ¯ General
Industrial Activitie~ Storm Water Permit (GLASP) and ¯ General ~oa Activily
Storm Water Permit (GCASP); and

WHEREAS, the adminisu~on of the GIASP sad the GCASP are the re~mmibility
of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, not the Permittee Ci~e~; sad

have not bee~ identified and are not now identifiable; sad

which are not now quantifiable, ~d ar~ of inde~nmaa~ but significant magnitude.

NOW, TI~REFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PICO
RIVERA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

~ The City Council of the City of Pico ~ calls upon the Regional
Water Quality Conlrol Board to direct its t~tff to revi~ the Tentative Order to:

Delete Receiv~ Water Limitatio~ as permit requiremen~

warn in the County of Los Aageles, based on studies which are demannnted
to be applicable to the water body in

R003~ 643



V
RESOLgTFION NO. 4259

0
Page 3

L
D. Delete requir~n~nts that the permJttees are to administer all or any part ofth~

GIASP and [he GCASP as [hose are the responsibiliW of the RWQCB and to
require the penn/nee cities to administer them would be to impose -,,

E. Delete findings snd requirements which would hnpose artificial and            ,~,
unreasonable exposure to Iiabilib, on the pan of permittee.. /

F. More specifically identify the. responsibilities of the permittees in order ~
their respective elected ofl~¢iab will be able to appr~:iate the financial impa~
of the Tentative Order.

~ The Cib, Clerk ~ certify the ~doption of ~ lle~olmi~.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED thb ._,gAlL day of Julv         , I~.

Nichols, City Attorney

NOES:    None "’
ABSENT: None ]
ABSTAIN: None
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1document Im been issued by the Principal Pe~mit~ee. In t~ ~ ~ ~~ ~

3. ~i~t ~i~ ~ ~~. ~ 2, ~le ~ ~p~t ~ ~ ~

~pt~ ~~ ~ ~ f~ ~ ~t ~ on ~ ~ ~m. ~ h

~~of~~gto~e~~~ ~~ !

6.    Pub5c Inf’ormadon and Participation. Again, I would 5ke to say th~ to the extent tlmt tim
Boanl has fuaily figured out what it wilJ take to dean up our watm, s - Reaching tl~ cidzmlf; 1
appaud t~s ~l Hov,~.v~, ~ foUowing ~ reprucnts, pmial list of=~imm on a,.           ~---:

R0031646



Pennittee and/or the City of’Los Angeles; then knigemented by the other
Permittees. This item. ifprofe~ormLJy done by e~h pefmittee, could ~8uae ¯

one ofmy pee~ °lfyou Jure the pe~niL yo~ ~v¢ the �~rric~umt,° ~ of
profe:ssio~l training material pluming ~ld ~mve significant long imp~ts on the
progrtmt F~ too ninny persons fa~ that "tJ~-y can te.~.h snything° and the only

will have theh" own q~g~fic problenu wh~ need to be addressed; however, mino~
modifications on ¯ mmu/srdized prosmn module are significantly easier than
devdopmem ofthe module itsd£

b. Immediate Outreach. A., I., a. iiv. Who defines who is qualified in this
This item needs more speci~ty. This should probably be done by gesioml
Bo~’d or th~ Principal Pzrmkt~. not th~ ind~vidusl Pandtt~s.

lmmediateOutreach. A.,3. Thmk you for the ddetion, lt wouJd have been only

~ ¯ waste of mo,~ as propmed~

d. Educstional site visits. GREAT, however, ! wig repeat t~t the fundin8 for

result in a signific.tnt ~ impact, Deletion ofthe word "Depanmmt" does

Health & Fire Departments into the loop, it would be ¯ 8a’eat des/mote viable
�oncept. Additionally, in some types of ~sinessm. the owners o~ hiiha"
nmmgemmt are not avail~l¢ [~ will not m~k¢ thanselvm available] to ¯ C~y
staff perso~ unless they carryabadg¢. Personally, ! have beentoid byltxminess
owner that "1 am not 8o~ng to t~lk to you and un~ss you have a search warrant or
�ourt order, stay the (~J offof my pml~rty."

depmn~ts argl agencies within ¯ ~ pin.tree’s organiza~nal stnJctt~ h is

R0031647



I



RESOLUTION NO. ~

O~.~ A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY C’X)UNC[L OF

L’TFY OF REDONDO BEACH LURGING THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

TO RETURN TENTATIVE ORDER NO. ~-XXX (NPDES NO. CA,~I4001),

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM

WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGEE wrrHIN TI~

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES. TO STAFF FOR RESOLb’fION OF

ISSU~ OF UNFUNDED MANDATES. ECONOMIC IMPACT~ AND

DEVELOPMENT OF MORE CERTAIN AND A~L"HIEVABL~
GOALS AND OB/ECTIV~, BASED ON RELEVANT ~I’ANDARD,~ AND STUDI~

WHtmEAS, t~ Ci~, Coeacil of tl~ Ci~, of Redo~lo ~

~, tt~ Ci~, Couacil of ~ Cit~ of R~ocxlo

¢xx~.mioa with t~ P,~oa~l W~m" Qu~i~ Coatrol ~

effeaive Orde¢ for W~.~ Di~,e P.~luim~ for Muaic~l

Runoff Di.~tm’ge~ withia the Coumy of Lo~ Angeles (N’PDES No. CAS 614001) which will

implement the ~ of th~ Cle~u W~m" A¢~

i WHKRF.AS, Fiadi~ 4 of the Te.nmive Order i~ ~ o~ ¯ f’ede.~

R003 ~ 649



within LA. County are impaired and fails to identify the sources of pollutanta causing

WHE17,EAS; Finding 6 of the Tentative Order is relevant only to t’tudiea of ¢oedttiom

of the Santa Monica Bay and no scientific basis has been presented for e.xxrapolating ttao~

studies to any or all other water bodies in I.~ Angeles Counly;

WHEREAS, ¢ertala pollutants present in storm water are ¢ona’ibuted by aetlvltles

which the permlttee~ cannot oontrol, despite full implementation of all provisions of the

Tentative Order, and It is ¯ fa~ of mture beyond the control of pennlttee cities that

it rtim In Lm Aageles Oauay, storm warn disc.barges will eu:ur;,

WHEREAS, Finding 19 of the Tentative Order ~¢ts both narrative and numetkal warm’

quality objectives whic~ would hold tl~ permittecs to an lmtxm~i¢ standard and would

WHEREAS, the Clean Water Act does not require inclusion of receiving warn"

limitations and tt is beyond the legal authority of tl~ Board to require tl~ tmpo=Ibl¢, or to

require absurd results (Hughey v./MS Development Corp., 4Z FRC 449 (1 lth Cir., April 1,

WHEREAS, F’axliag 25, 26 and 2"/ate based on generalized ~ or studies

of which quantify if a problem exists in Los Angeles County or are re.levant to wat~ bodies in
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the Findings, including such mutually exclusive benef~ial uses as ocean ~ fishing

and cold freshwater habit~

~, t~ State Water Rcsoun:cs Control Board has issued ¯ Oeom’sl Imdustflal

Activities Storm Water Pex~dt (th~ "GIASP’) and ¯ General Construction Activity Stonn

: Water l~rmit (the "GCASP’) and the admiaistntion of t~ GIASP and the GCASP ar~ the

~ responsibility of’ the Regional Water Qual~ Control Board;

m~ not now quaoti~l¢, and are of tnd~-nn~t~, but signi6c~ magnim~

NOW, THEREFOIIE BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:

~ON 1. The City Council of the City of Redondo Beach ~ upon the Regional

Warm- Quality Con~’ol Board to ~ i~ ~ to review the Tentative Order

c. s~y iden~, t~ proposed fmdings, me be=fr~ us~ o~ each body o~

to the wa~ body in qucstk~

R0031651
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$ is certified to be a tnJe               V

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) .,el correct copy cA tim
~n file In this offlolu ._

0CCUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss DATi~.. ~’~,(t_/ ,/_~.,
CITY OF REOONDO BEACH ) A~~’’ (’~ ~

7
I, JOHN OLIVER, Ctty Clerk of the City of Redondo Be~ch,

California, do hereby certlfy that the foregoing resolution, being

Resolut]om Re. 781S was passed and adopted b~ the C]t~ Council,

in adjourned regullr leetlng of slld Council held on the 3rd dll

~uly, 1996, aid thereafter stgned and approved by the Hayor and

attested to by the City Clerk of said City, and that said
~’~.

resolution was adopted by the following vote:
r~

YES: Counctlmelbers Dlwtdztak, Hill,

Gin, and Whtte.

NOES: Counct leeaber Ptnzler.

ABSENT: None.

(SEAL) Clt.

~Redot Jo Beach, California

agn$>vote.resolutton                                                              -- ~
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The City o5 Rosemead has made numerous a~emp~s to play a role in
she drafting of the final version of ~he Los Angeles County
M~n~ctpal 8to~ ~ater Permi~ with little success.

On ~ly 1, in m meeting with the mayor o~ Rosemead and a cl~y

in~ereeting ~n recelvlns their ~npu~, bluntly telling ~hem that she
_ not wan~. ~o "engage in a de~e.,    During a ~elephone           ~-~

d~scuss~on of ~he specifics o~ ~he draf~

Z~ concerns me greatly ~hs~ cl~y of~ic~als ~hose res~ns~bSli~y
~$11 be ~o ~mple~en~ ~he ne~ plan have no~ played
s~kcan~ ~o~e ~n ~he decision-making P~ess.    ~d
reviewing ~he d~f~ plan, ~ ~s clear ~ha~ ~he~r concerns
been eddressed.

nI a~ re~es~Lng ~ha~ ~he Regional Wa~e= ~alt~y Control Board ~o~

U
~he ~e ~gelee Region postpone ac~ion on ~he ~e ~geles ~un~y
~tcipal S~o~ Wa~e= Pe~t~ until such ~me as ~he affected
a~e able ~o play a ~=e meaningful role In ~he d~a£~Sng
plan.

The Ct~y o~ Rosemead has a nu~e~ o~ valid conce=ns w~h ~ga~d
~he cur=en~ d~a~ plan:

¯ The d=a~ plan ~e~=es ct~tea ~o exercise "Eull legal
authority- ~o compel ~ee~den~s ~o comply, ~h~ch ~s con~=a~
=e~a~ed as~u=ances by ~he Wa~e= Qua1~y Control Boa=d
~he plan ~ould only call fo~ an "educa~tonal ca~a~,

¯ The draft plan d~s no~ con~aln specific and ~antifi~le
sto~ater and urban ~noff standards. It fails to provide
ci~les with specifics as to the t~e of testing that will take



e~/12/19% 15:52 e1~e4~               Ass~. DI~TI~EZ

place, the frequency oF the testing and the standards that
will be applied.

¯ ¯ The draf~ plan fsils to protec~ cities from third party
litigation that may result, from elements beyond the cA~ies0
control and scope of responsibility. Rosemead ~d o~her
ci~les could be sued in citizen lawsuit(s) for con~amination
which occurs upstream bu~ is presen~ in de~ec~able levels

The draf~ Plan requires an unfunded mandate. There are no
funds ~nda~ed for local governmen~limplementation. ~o pay for

this matter ~n the ~s~ in~erests of all involved for actiondelayed until a more meaningful dial,s can ~
established ~t~een ~he Regional Wa~er Ouali~y Control Board end
~he a~fec~ed

Thank ~u An advance ~or Mour coneldera~Aon ~ ~hAe ~er.

Waist aerate.

co: ~on. ~r~are~ ~larM
~For. ~A~M o~ Roee~ad

~on. Fra~ ~ApepA
~A~M ~na~er~ ~A~M o~ ao~e~ad
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NOW, "l’l-l~IR.r~rOR~ ~ crrY CO~’NCI~ oF ~ Crl’Y OF SAN D[MAS DOF,~ I.I~R~Y I.
RE.SOLVE AS FOLJ.,OWS:

R0031660



Robert P. Ghire11£, D. ~nv.
~xscutive Officer
CalifornLa ~eglonal Water

control Boa~l
Los Angeles RegLon
101 Centre Plaza Drive
Honterey Park, CA 91754-alSG

P.3: HPOZ8 etoravater Dlscha~je PermLt

~ar ~. Gh/erll/#

~e CLty ot San GabrLel ~s �o~Ltted to takLng all steps necessm~
tot ~e C/ty to be Ln full �oaplLance vLth the re~re~nts
Clean Hater Act. Hovever, ve ~eel there are s/qn~tlcant

~ s~111 unresolv~ in re~ard to ~he pressed National Pollu~l~
~ D/s~arge ~lLn£na~Lon System (~PDE8) pe~/t

~e Cl~y ot San Gabble1 has a q:ea~ concern 8~u~ ~e
gove~en~s and busLnesses vLll Lncu~ Ln �onplyLng
~£t as £t vould hold �~£es res~nsLble for /nplmnBL~
l~st ~t costly aeasures.

~e City ot San Gabriel calls u~n the Re,tonal Water
Control ~rd to return Tentative Order ~o. 96-~ (HPD~
~5614001) to Staff ~or resolution of ~ssues of untied :andate~
econoatc ~pacts and development of ~ore certain and
~ls and objectives ~sed on relevant s~andards and

Y~ attention to ~ls request vlll ~ ~reatly

8~rely,

CLty



C3e~’s of’fic~ a~ ($1~) 308-2816. ~ you. /
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RF~OLUTION NO. R9~15

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN
MARINO URGING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, TO MODIFY TENTATIV~ ORDF.R
NO. 96=XXX (NPDES NO. CAS614001) (M~ASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN
RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELE.S COUNTY)
ISSUANCE

7
WHEREAS, the City ofSan Marino is ¯ co=pormittee, along with the County of

Los Angeles and 86 other cities in Los Angeles County under Order No. 90-079 igmed by thz
California l~egional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region as w~e di~argz
requirements for storm water/urban runoffdis~:herges within LOs Angeles County, ~d inch Ord~’
~erves as the NPDES permit for the discharge of ~torm water into the municipal g’pa~t¢ gtorm
w~e~ ~ewer ~/~tem for the County under the f~de~l Clean W~m’ Ant. md

WHEREAS. the current Order w~ scheduled to expire on Jun~ I$. 199S, ~1
prior to the expiration, the City. along with the County and the other �o-permittoe~, filed ¯ rep~
ofw~ste discharge as their appli~tion for the renewal of the exigting waste

~-~     r~quiren~nlz, ~d

~, the City Council ofthe City of San M~ino i~ ~ommiued to taki~ all
reasonable )leps required of the City to fully comply with the r)quir=n~nls oflhe fed~’al
W¯ter A~ rand the Californi¯ Porter-Cologne Wmter (:;8~lity A= with resp~c( to those di~rgm

~ with the California Regional Wmter Quality Control Bom~l, Los Angeles ]legion (RW(~)
graft and representatives from the 86 cities in Los Angeles County as well as the County it~lfto U
reach ¯ �onseaa~ on the terms of ¯ new municipal National Pollution Di~� FAimimfion
Sy~em (NPDES) permit for Los Angeles County, a~d

WHEREAS, the RWQCB ~taffhas ismed ¯ tentative order in the form ofw~
di~.harge requirements ~tt~ng forth ¯ new municipal ~torm water and urban di~¢ program
for Los Angeles County and the municipalities within the County, and

WHEREAS, these requirements will impose significant additional �o~t$ not only
on the City, bu~ will require busine~u~ and residents within the City to incur additional expom~ to
comply with the program, and

WHEREAS, compliance with the requirements of this permit may ~.~titute m
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unfunded mandate, and
O

WHEP~r.AS, the concerns ofthe Cit~ ofS~n Marino and otl~ affected ~
rtgarding the costs ~d ~xl~ct~l ~]’~,~iv~ess ofth¢ r~quirtment~ have been rcpe~edly                    L
expr~sed to the RWQCB staff,

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN MAKINO
DOF.,$ HEREBY RESOLVE, AS FOLLOWS:

Section I. The City Council ofthe City of San Marino rails upoa the Regioaal               ~,
Water Quality Control Board to direct ira =taft to revise the tentative order i~ ~a:ordanc¢ with the /
modification~ ~uggested by lh¢ City Anorney’= office in it~ iett~ of June 21, 1996. ¯
which i~ attached hereto and incorporated herewith, and further, to dday it~

Section 2. The City Clerk ~all certify the adoption ofthis g~olutioa aad forward
it to the F, xecufiv¢ Director of the gegiorml Wat~ Qcality Control Board.

I~ASS£D, API~ROV~D Ah’D ADoI~rgD Tills 10TII DAY Ol~ JIII, Y~ I~M~.
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Dsted ~ 12th day of July, lg~.
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Attention: Robert P. Ghirelli. Executiv~

Subject: Tentative Waste Discharge Order No. 96-XXX
NPDES No. CAS611001

We are fonvarding by mall:

I Certifgation of City Clerk

On July 11, 1996. the City Council of the City of Santa Fe Springs adopted Resolution No. 6099 urging
the Regional Water Quality Control Board to t~-tum Tentative Order No. 96-xxx (NPDE~ No. CAS
611001), waste discharge requirements for municipal storm water and urban runoff discharges within
the County of Los Angeles, to staff for resolution of issues of unfunded mandates, economic impac~
and development of more certain and achievable goals and objectives, based on relevant ~tandtrds and

~ O’Bri~ ~f tl~ ~ce ~ (310) 1~,4~11o F.~’~i~~y questi~l~,
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Stat~ of C~lifomi~ )
County of Lo~ Angel~
Ci~ of ~n~ Fe Sprin~ )

/

!, Marilyn Jannak, Deputy City Clerk of the City of Santa Fe Springs, do hereby certify that
the attached copy of Resolution No. 6099 is a true and exact copy of Resolution No. 6099
adopted by the Santa Fe Springs City Council on July 11, 1996.

Dated this 12th day of July, 1996.
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A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
URGING THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD TO RETURN
TEaNTATIVE ORDER NO. 96-X.XX (NPDES NO. CAS611001). WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREaMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF
DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELF_.8, TO STAFF FOR
RESOLUTION OF ISSUES OF UNFUNDEDMANDATES. ECONOMIC IMPACTS
AND DEVELOPMENT OF MORE CERTAIN AND ACHIEVABLE GOALS AND

7OB!ECTIVES. BASED ON RELEVANT STANDARDS AND STUDIES

WHEREAS. the City Council of the City of Santa Fe Springs is committed to taking all ~
required for the City to be in full compliance with the requirements of the Clean Water Act;

WHEREAS, the City Council of tbe City of $anta Fe Springs is committed to cooperation with
the Regional Water Quality. Control Board to develop a workable and effective order for Waste
Discharge Requiremems for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Ranoff Discharges within the County
of Los Angeles (NPDES No. CAS614001) which will implement the requirements of the Clean Water
A~t;

WHEREAS. the Finding 4 of the Tentative Order is based on ¯ federal guidance documen~ ~
is general in nature, no¢ studies shown to be relevam to water bodies in Lo~ Angeles County;                r~

WHEREAS. Findings :~ and 6 of the Tentative Order are relevam only to studies of �onditiom
of the Santa Monica Bay and no scientific basis has been presented for extrapolating those ,tudi~ to
any or all other water bodies in Los Angeles County;

WHEREAS. streets, cu~s and gutters arc designed to convey water ~ storm draim;

WHEREAS, cermln pollutants present in stormwater are contributed by activities which the
Permittees cannot control, despite full implementation of all provisions of the Tentative Order. and it
is a fact of nature beyond the control of Permittee Cities that whenever it rains in Los Angeles County.
storm water discharges will occur;

WHEREAS, the Clean Water Act does not require, and it is beyond the legal authority of the
Board to require the impossible, or to require absurd results (Hughey v. JMS Development Corp., 42
ERC 1449 (llth Cir., April l, 1996);

WHEREAS, inclusion of narrative receiving water limitations that require that stormwat~
discharges neither cause violations of water quality objectives, nor cause conditions of nuisance in
receiving waters would hold the Pemfittees to an impossible standard and would expose them to

litigation which would be baseless in the absence of the inclusion of the receiving water limitations in         _~. ~ ~~I~ the Order;

.
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Findings of the Tentative Order f~il to specify which water bodies in the CounD,
of Los Angeles have which beneficial uses. raising the possibility of claims or lawsuits claiming that
all water bodies in the County are to have all beneficial uses listed in the Findings. including such
mutually exclusive beneficial uses as ocean commercial fishing and cold freshwater habi~t;

! WHEREAS. the State Water Resources Conu’ol Board has issued a General Indmlxial Activities
Storm Water Permit (the "GIASWP’) ~ a General Construction Activi~/Storm Water Permit

i "GCASWP’);

WHEREAS. the adminismation of ~ GIASP and the GCASP ~re Ihe respomibility of the
Regional Water Quality Control Boa~, no~ the Permitl~ Cities;

WHEREAS. the Temative Order, if adopted, would impose $ignific~n! conditions ~d
requirements which are Io be based on future studies ~xl require future ~ctions which h~ve ao~
identified ~xl ~’e not now identif’~tble;

WHEREAS, the Ten~ative Order., if adopted, would impose f’manci~! obligations which ~’e
now quantif’,~ble, ~ ~re of indeterminate, but $ignif’~.,tm m~gnitude;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS DOES
HEREBY KESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

"~       Quality Control Boa.,’d to direct its sud’f to revise the Ten.tire order to:

A. Prepare Findinss b~sed on relevant, sound scien~fic studies specific ~o the w~ter bodies
to which ~ey ~re to be ~oplic,tble;

B. Delete Receiving Wa~r Limi~.,tions ~s permit

C, Specifically identify, in proposed findings, the beneficial uses of e~ch body of ~ in
the County of Los Angeles, based on studies which ~ demonsa-~ted to be ~pplicable to
the water body in quesaon;

D. Delete requbemem.s that the perminees ~re to administer ~lJ or ~ny pa~ of the GIASP
azxt the C-CASP as those ~re the responsibility of the RWQCB ~d to reqube the
permittee cities to admimster them would be to impose ~n unfunded m,~da~;

E. Delete f’mdings ~xl requirements which would impose ~tif’~cial ~nd unreasonable
exposure to liability in the part of permJlzees;

F. More spec~caJly identify the responsibilities otr the permitte~ in order that their
respective elected of~ci.~Is will be able to appreciate the fiz~a~ciaI impa~ of lhe Tenta~ve

R0031673



Sccdon 2. T~ Cin! Cle~ shall cerd~ tl~ ~option of this l~olutiom

U
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California Regional Water Q~lily ~ Board
Los Angeles Regiea
! 01 Centre Plaza Driv~
Monterey Pink CA 917S4

On behalfof the Stnta Monic~ I~ily (~ouncil, ! would like to express our                   ~
strong support for Ihe Proposed NPDt’.S penni! for Los A~gele~ County. This                   U
pen~it, wl’dch engases in ¯ comprehentive and integrated s~-alegy towards
watershed protection, is the single mo~ importa~! mechanism to insure protecfio~                 ~
and restoration of the Santa Monica Bay. it is for this reason that the Santa
Monica City Council unanimously ad~q~ed ¯ resolution which supports the
adoption of the pen~it. Please find ¯ copy of I1~ resolt,-tion atlac, hed.                           ~

The Santa Monica Bay is ¯ p~cious biological, economic and recreational
resource highly valt~J by residents, wutors and Ixtsinesses in Santa Monica and

~throughout the entire Los Anseles regum. In light of the findinss ofthe rec~t
UepidemiologicaJ study and the region’s dependance on tourism to fuel the

economy, the proposed permit is clea~y in the best interest of bu.sinesses and
communities in Southern California. Many business leaders, str.h as those in the
Santa Men, ca Chamber of Commerce who unanimously approved ¯ motion to
support the permit, re~cogn~ze that a v~! economy depends on ¯ healthy
environment ~ a sound pmlp’am fro’ wate~ quality protecfiom. ~

While the City of Santa Monica has long been committed to the pmtectkm ~--~
and restoration ofthe Santa Monica Bay, succe~ in this effo~ requires a regioeal .....~
approach, w~th the active pa~cipatio~ of all municipalities in Los Angeles -
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County. The proposed permit identifies specific tasks axed milestones that will
insure consistent program implementation, resultm$ in a snore eHcctive and
equitable stormwater numagemcnt program.

For these reasot~ we urge your support of the proposed NPDES permit.
Your eot~ideration of thi~ reqtmt is greatly appreciat~l.

Mayo¢

2
2
!

/
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The Santa

r~8o~ for ~e �I~y of S~ ~onlca ~nd ~e entire ~ ~gele~

r~lon. ~e

o~r ~5 nLllton

hes~ ~18,

~1y~�11� ~tto b~ar~ns, ~l~hlor/na~ bLph~yl~

o~2c solvent, s~~s and trash ~ea~s ~o d~sde ~ese

valuate �~s~1

..~.
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V
st.dlea by the Santa ~(onioa Bay l~eetoration Pro~act (SKB~lhave O

Ldetermined that u~Nn runoff te the ~ost slg~l~flcant sou~.e

nonpotnt~ p~llutlon to the Santa Mon:~ca Bay. ~n eptde~lOlo~lcal

study (kn L~pide~tolo~lcal Study of Possible ~dverse Health

Zffacts ot Svintng tn Santa Xontca Bay, SKBRP~ Nay

~at ~ere ~o an lncreas~ r~sk o~ a~te ~llnese ~ue~

~t~ near tlovin~ sto~ dra~n outlets ~n Santa Non~

m
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vide ntnlnua require¯eats. These ~(Pa yore very General such

Catch aasAn labelAng and :ore street sveepAn~, and generally

lacked enter�sable standards, resulting In lnoonaleten~

lnpleaentatton ¯none the Per~lttees, While Santa Manila received

¯ rating st excellent In an ¯ssessnent st �onpllance with the

1990 perait by Heal the Bey, the overall performance st the

Pa~nlttees yes characterlsod ¯a disappointing. Sane ot the

Per¯irises developed pro~reu only In response to costly oitl:en

suits tiled under the Clean Water Act.                                        - ~

On Decea~er 21, 1994, the Per¯Irises s~L~tltted ¯ RoI~Z~ Of ~aste U

DiseaSe (R~) as ~ application tar re-Issuance of ~s~e ~
dlsh~rge r~rmnts a~ a HPD~ ~1~. In �onsultation ~t~

a co~lttee o~ 8~olders �oaprls~ of representatlv~ st ~e ~
Pe~lttoes ~ ~vl~en~l o~an[zattons, as veil as

dts~aslon8 vt~ ~8/ness �~ttles, state officials ~ ~e ~
p~ltc, the staf~ at ~e R~lonal B~d has develo~d a t~ve

perntt that will be presented to the Los Angeles Reglonal Water

Quality Con~.rol Board for approval du~tng ¯ public hearing on

~Uly 15, 1996.
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=he proposed p~rnit delineates areas in ~hich ~he

Perulttoe (~ ~gelo8 County) must develop n~ol pr~ra~ ~

~velo~n~ pla~lng s~ �ons~�~lonl o) ~llc

a~lvltle8 :e~lre~n~8; d) ~blic Intonation ~d education/ d)

Noni~orl~ pr~/ ~d e) ~an ro~r~l~ and evaluation.

~e ~tdellnes a~ pr~ra~ must ~ adopted and ~plon~

~lttoos ro~ir~ts is lnclud~ In ~i8 ropo~ as At~nt

1. ~o ~i~ ~lroo ~ ~o Politesse d~ons~a~e ~a~ ~oy

~vo dedl~t~ ~nanc~al rejoices ~d ~seess ~e legal

au~or~y ~o ~ able to ~lenen~ a~ enfo~e ~e sto~e~
w

~nag~en~ pr~an re~tr~ ~ ~o ~lt. ~e Cl~y of San~

~o~s~ 1996-97 C~ty Budgo~ 1Dcludes juffl�len~ f~d~ ~

~l~ent all anti�Ipated ~t ~~.
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In ~992~ Council adopted ~e~n ~ofC Pollution

Ordinance ~ contains prov£alons for ~noff

and after �ontraction, runoff ~llution preventi~~ur~ng

vh~ch w~ll sere ~o crea~e a unttted and oonsLe~en~

d

Res~oratLon Plan to se~e as a bluopr£n~ for recovo~ of

~y. ~e adoption o~ a s~ong, env/ro~entally-so~

~i~ yes reconend~ Ln ~e Plan, ~L~ van ~4orsed

entorc~ent of ~n ~ott ~llutLon pro~ntL~.

~st BtteotL~e Water ~lLt~ ~oteat/on

~e pro~sed ~DES ~i~ presents a ~pr~sLve

~t~at~ war.shed n~age~nt s~ate~ ~lrdl

~s~e proration, ~anoement ~d restoratLon~

~la~/~ e~nontc a~ envlro~ental
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¯             31~-393-~697 set UTILITIES                         ~25 P88 J’U. ~9 °96 16~14

V

envlronaental end educational resource for the nllllone of people

W~Y~8, �ont~ninated storuveter run¯if has been

~lJ de¯stained to be the la~est source ot pollution to the 8~nt¯              -~

~~, the l~e ln~lou8 s~aces ot ~n m~            ~

b~l~o ln~ct8 such as lo81 o£ habitat+ sCour~ 8tre~ ~

channels, :Ln-st~Ha sodlnentatlon and nass loadlngm of pollutants;           .~

Wh~RZAS, an opldenlolo~tc~l study conducted durln9 tho 0
e~e~ o~ 1995 for the ~ante Hon~oa Bay Rsstoret2on Pro~oct

demonstrated that there ls an Increase4 risk of acute Lllness

�~e4 b~ ~v4un~ng nes~ tlovJ..’W atom drain outlet8 In Santa

ICHERF~S, the 1987 Klierx~ent8 to the �le~n Water Act (~A)

--’~
.tatuto~

~

a~ici~l sto~t~ dts~~ to vat~ of ~o ~it~ ~ [~
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reduce the discharge of pollutants to the msxlaua extent

i~IdZ~FJtS, the Los &ngelse Regional Water Quality Control

~srd staff+ in consultation vlth ¯ �omalttee of stakeholders
7

comprised of representatives ot ~e Pe~tt~s l~ env~ro~tll

groups, as veil so discussions vlth business

officials end the publI; his issued a proposed NPDF.q permit

urban runoff discharges vl~htn the County of Los Angeles; snd~

WHEP~.kS, the 8ants Honlca ~y Restoration Plan adopted

�ouncil In 1994, vhtch serves am a blueprint for ~e 8~ No~

Bay’s recover, race.ends I¢~lons ~a~ ~e Regional B~ ~l

aegional ~rd ~or ~e develo~t st a strong, ~vlro~tsll~

so~ sto~a~er pr~ ~,

Nanagement Appr~ to address ~ter ~allty proration In ~e

r~on vhl~ provides a �omprehensl~ a~ tnte~at~ s~a~

t~ar~ vat~ reso~ce protection, e~anoeaent, a~ restoration

vhtle balanclnq scones1� and envtronaental tapac~ within a
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
! 04 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Attention: Catherine Tyrr=ll
Assistant Executive

On July 9, 1996, the City Council ofthe City of Torrance formally �onsidered
proposed National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal
Stormwater Discharge Permit (Tentative Permit) for Los Angeles County. Although
City is committed to developing a workable and cost effective program to addrtss
problem of stormwater discharges into coastal and inland regions, the Council took ¯
position in opposition to the Tentative Permit for Los Angeles County due to ¯ numl~r of
�oncerns with the permit as cuncntly constituted.

Specifically, the City is concerned that the proposed implementation requirements
incorporated in the Tentative Permit will place major cost burdens not only on Municipal
Government, but also on local businesses and residents. Based on the proposed
provisions, the City of Torrance would initially incur $300,000 in additional costs
annually order, additional costs not yet identified.toadministerthe with

In addition, the lack of definition with regard to compliance m~asures may impose
substantial financial obligations on the City in the future which are unknown. Also, the
Permit should seek to balance the relative costs and environmental benefits of the NPDES
Program in light of competing public needs.

Aside from financial considerations, the City also has concerns regarding uncertainties
associated with program implementation and the cost effectiveness of prescribed
compliance measures. "l’hc Tentative Permit would also impose significant conditions
and requirements which are to be based on future studies and require future actions that
have not been identified. Furthermore, the proposed Tentative Permit and corresponding
NPDES requirements have been developed witho,Jt sufficient opportunities for
meaningful input by local elected officials.

3031 Torrance Boulevard ,* Torrance, CalLfomia 90509-2970 ,* Telephone 310/618-2801 ¯ Facsimile 310/618--5841
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While the City of Torrance has serious reservations regarding the proposed Tentative L
Permit for Los Angeles Count.,,’. we ~�1com¢ the opportunity to work with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to develop a reliable NPDES Program to protect the San
Monica Bay and Los Angeles Harbor Watersheds.

If you require any further clarification regarding the City of Torrance’s position on this
matter, please feel free to contact me or the Engineering Director, Richard Burtt, at (310)
618-2820.
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t;HI31~, while the City agrees that pollutants in
runoff can impair th¯ ben¯facial u¯e¯ of water
flndln~ ~S l¯ ¯n generalization to the ¯x~¯nt that it does
not identify which water bodie¯ ¯re l~pa lre~ (i.e.
receivin~ waters in each of the water¯beds subJec~ to the
tentative order), the beneficial u¯ea of each water¯had, the
extent of lepalrwont of water bodlo¯ within each wator~hed,
and the pollutant¯ ro¯pon¯lblo for ¯uch l~pair~ent, and

tr~13l~$, findtn~ P5 overlook¯ the fa~ that the
~onitoring �Olponant of the tent¯five or~¯r ~lll for a
°receivin~ water ltudy,= to deter¯ins =the ilpacts, if any,
of stor~ wet¯r/non-store water discharqes on .the beneficial
uses of Santa Manic¯ Bay= and the Los Angeles and San
Gabriel River where the conclusion makes the beneficial u¯es
of the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel Rivers Los Angeles
Harbor, Long Beach Harbor, or other water bodies in the
basin, that are iepaired by store water and non-store runoff
premature and supposition¯l; and

t~D~J~S, flndin~ #6 of the tentative order refers to an
epldeniolo~lcal study �o~aissloned by the Santa Honiea
Restoration Project ("SNBRP=) which ¢onfira¯ that svl~-ir~
near flowing store drains in Santa I~onlea Bay increases
health risks to huaans and other studies conducted by the
SMBRP identified pathogenic �ontamination in non-¯tara water
flows during the suaaer at four store draln location~ An
San~a Nonica Bay; and

til~D~S, the tenter ire order’ s assertion that the
results of the S~B~P studies can be "extrapolatedm to other
water bodies should be regarded as speeulatl’~e an4
sinll¯r studies conducted An other part¯ of the
(e.g., Chesapeake Bay) should not be "extrapolated" and
applied to Santa Honi¢a Bay (¯ fact acknowledged in the 1994
"Water Ouality Control Plan, LOs Angeles Region, Basin Plan
for the Coast Watersheds of LOs Angeles end
Co~ties~) , and

k~II3~ZAS, the City received late notification free
reqional board in ¯ lette~ dated 3une 17, 1996, lnforainq st
it ch¯r~e¯ it ~ade to the recelvinq water
section of the tentative order/ and

ttH~ZAS, the re~lonal bcard~s revision of the reeeivinq
water limitations still needs modification because it
requires the City to meet JJposstble water quality
objectives and standards contained in the Water

Coastal ~¯tersheds o£ Los Angeles a~d Ventu~¯ Countries,
Call,azaLea Ro~lon¯~ Na~o~ ~uml~y Conf:~ro~ ~Lrd, ~ Angeles
J~eg~on, I~onf:eroy Perk, 29~4) (=basin plan")./ and

k~S, though the revised receivlr~j water limitations
provides for the City to be in co:pliance with
to-seat water quality objectives and standards U~rough the
"timely and co.pete implementation= of ¯tor~ water
~anageaent progrm in ~ne tent~tiva ore¯r, such provision
applies only to "dts~a~e$ ~ ~der ~e Ord~,~
would ~use ~e City to ~ in violation of ~e ord~ If

resul~ of a dis~ar~e N~ au~ori~ ~der ~e
ord~ su~ as a sewer le~, an ~dete~ illicl~
�o~e~ion~ or an ~e~ect~ a~ of ~ £11~al dls~l;

~, ~e t~ttve ord~ ~n~ins provisions
~ould ~se u~n ~e City r~r~en~ ~at ex~ F~al
sto~ vat~ prov~sions of ~e Clean water Ac~ (~A
i~cluding bu~ no~ l~ited ~o ~e l~al au~orl~y
retirements ~at mandate ~e prohibition of hazardous waste
In containers us~ for a~ici~l refuse colle~ion ~
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t~R~J~S, the tentative o~der contains legal authorityrequirements that ~e va~, ~ o~e~ no ~ld~ on b~ to

d~s no~ enter into ~e S~o~ Drain Syst~), ~
4is~sal of leaves, dl~, or o~er lsndsca~ debris into
sto~ ~ain, a~ also prohibits illicit dls~es, whi~
br~dly includes ~e dls~arge of any ~terlal o~er
sto~ water to ~e system, ~less su~ disUSe Is ~pt~
by ~e order or ~ NPD~ ~it; a~

of f~ wastes by ~e £~ me.ice and t~ dis~l~lon

nor d~s It provide a detinltion ot ~ s~l~ G= t~
se~ice distrACtion indust~; a~

~S, ~e tentative order r~lres ~e City
identify l~ustrlal activity facilities ~
Z~ustrlal C~e classification (’SIC’) a~ det~lne It su~
facilities are �over~ by an NPD~ ~1~; ~

~S, ~e res~nslb111ty for ldentltyl~ l~ustrlal
activity tsclll~les by SIC and de~e~lnl~ It
facilities are covered by an NPDES ~lt, should res~

e~rtise a~ Is res~nsible tot enEorcl~ Ge~eral
Industrial Activity Sto~ Water Pe~it re~lrmnte
~halt of ~e State Water ~esources �~n~ol ~; ~

~, ~e tentative order r~ires ~e City
establish legal au~ority to control ~e ~llutants to ~e
~1�1~1 8to~ Water System ~by diseases ass~la~ vi~
industrial activity and ~e ~ality o: sto~ vat~
dls~a~ from sites ot l~ustrtal actlvlty~; ~

~, ~e tentative order’m legal au~orIty r~lwe8
~e City to �on~ol ~llutant diseases fr~ sites ot
i~ustrial activity is excessive and pro~bly ~t
~cause ~sltes ot lndust:lal activity, ~ l~ludes ~11
~t~ories of industrial activities r~ir~ to ob~in
National Pollutant Disease Syst~ (NPDES) ~l~s ~or
mto~ water die.aries as re~lred by 40 C~ 122.26(�),a a~
as su~ are r~lated by ~e S~ate ~ater Res~cem Control’
~rd (~der ~at~ Quality Order No. 91-13-~, ~D~
~neral Pe~lt No. ~S000001) and ~e entorc~ ~
re~lonal ~rd. Retirements ca~ot ~ ~s~ on ~e CI~F
~use ~e City would ~ pre~pt~ by S~te lee
enforcing ~ and as asse~ed ~der fl~lng ~15 of O~
95-180, ~D~ P~1t No. ~S029718, Relssul~
Disease Re~ents for m~cl~lt~les a~ dls~l~ In
Santa Clara Co~ty: a... under ~e Clean Wa~ Act~
regional ~ ~ot del~ate to ~e Dls~a~ers 1~ ~
au~or~ty to enforce ~ese ~eneral ~l~s, a (~de
reference to ~dustr~al and �onst~c~lon a~lvlty ~1~)
~use su~ d~s~ar~es from lndus~lal a~lv£~l~
alreaay �~n~okl~; ~

~at are no~ In F~eral sto~ va~er r~latlo~ ~ Title
40, C~e of F~eral Re.lateens, $122 (d) (2) (~) (A-F)
Including pros~ip~lons a~oned in E. l(a) (b) of
tentative order (e.g., prohibiting lltter~ ~ dl~a~
to ~e ~lc~l Sto~ Wa~er Sys~ from s~rage
�on~n~ng ~z~d~ ~t~als); ~

~, ~e t~tlve order prohibits ~e dl~a~e of
~eat~ wash va~s from qas stations, auto re~
qara~es, or s~a~lar use facilities a~ from ~bkle auto
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aucb ~obile commercial and Indus~lal o~atlons
su~ diseases are prohibit~ ~er ~e illicit diseases
~ non-sto~ wat~ so.ions o~ ~e tentative o~;

stations, auto re~lr garages, or similar use facilities
ten also not detin~ In ~e tentative o~de=),
~ese ~lal facilities a:e not, by ~e tentatl~
~’m ~ ~£~ti~, �o~Ider~ sites st l~ustrtsl
a~vlty; ~

City d~s not have ~e au~orlty to prohibit dis~es
sites st 1~us~lsl activity ~t ~e facility is ~ver~
~der an NPD~ general i~ustrial activity ~It
ce~Ifi~ to ~e r~lonal ~a~ ~a~ i~ ~o~ el~te
non-s~o~ water diseases; ~

~, al~h ~e City is pre~r~ to all~te
~ion of its res~ces to fu~ sto~ water/ur~n
~llu~ion prevention pr~raas, it is �oncern~
�os~-ettectiveness st s~e et ~e pr~a~ pro~s~ An
~en~a~ive o~er ~ ~tential legal �os~s ass~iat~ net
only vi~ detendi~ against frivolous �l~izen lay sui~
resulting tr~ u~easonable retirements ia~s~ on ~e City

~., _, ~ tentative order, ~t also An de~e~inq against 1~al
~alle~es troa facilities or AndivAduals ~at ~e City has
taken enforcmnt a~lon tot taAllng to �omply ~A~ a va~e
or ~sonable 1~al au~o:Aty :~Armntl ~

~, ~e tentative o~er references
~11u~Aon prevention practices devel~ by
Ma~er ~orks ~s~Aa~Aon, California-Nevada
(’A~A~) , ~ d~s no~ descri~ such practices
ret~�~ d~nt to ~e o~ers; a~

~, ~le va~er 4is~a~em ~o ~e ~nlc1~l
S~o~ ~s~er 8ys~ ere �ondt~lone4 on ~e lmplmn~a~lon
m~ard ~11u~on p~ven~lon p:ac~lces develo~
a~ su~ practices are no~ ~o~ally appropriate
~ere develo~ tot va~er p:~ucers a~ ~o~ apply
~ble ~a~er d~s~es orl~~ from
~ne~ial, ~ i~ial 81~es; ~

~, ~e ~io~l ~ yam r~ir~ W ~eralr~latlons to adop~ ~as~e disease orders au~ori:l~

~, si~ ~a~ of 19aS, ~e r~ional ~ has
~en n~otiati~ wl~ ~e ~e~tive adviso~
(’~C=}, �onsis~i~ of i~Ividuals represen~l~ ~e
of ~s ~eles, ~e Ci~y of ~s ~geles, a~ o~ cities
from six vatersh~s for ~e p~se of nego~iatiw
disease ord~ r~Ir~en~ vi~ regional ~

~, ci~ ~pr~tati~s of ~e ~C n~otiatl~
te~, excludi~ ~e City o~ ~s ~geles, disenga~
~otiations wi~ ~ r~io~l ~rd s~a~t in

~otiat~ t~ for a comvlet~ ~aft of

~orkl~ ~aft ~te d~arqe order reco~atl~
c~ty n~ot~at~ te~ a~r~; it aade revl~ton~ to
worklnq ~aft ~aste d~s~a~e o~     w~t prior

provide n~ot~at~ te~ a~rs ~ a �oaplete ~aft
d~e order ~t~l ~c~ 1995, ~oae ten aon~
n~ot~at~o~ ~ a~ ~t f~st a~e~ and ~
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k~T~F~S IF hand end the otticiel ~eal of the �~ty ot

I HEREBY CERTIFY THIS TO BE A TRUE APlO "
CORRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL OO~IJMERT. -
WITNESS MY HAND AND THE OFFICIAL

¯ ~ THE CiTY OF WH:TTJER THIS /
i _ - . .>’~ ’ .,,~-
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V
COMMENTS OF ~E ~TTIES OF C.4RSON, WF_~T HO~~D,

VI~GE, NORW~, CUDAHY, ~ HAB~ HEIGH~, ~ ~NO, D~OND
B~ RO~NG Hi~ ~D ARTESIA ON THE PUBIC H~NG OF

PRO~SED g
W~ DISCH~GE ~QUI~ME~

FOR
MUNICIP~ S~ WA~R DISCHA~
WI~IN THE COUN~ OF ~S

O~ER NO.

We ~ ~i~ ~ ~

July ~. 1~. We ~ve ~ ~ by ~ Cit~ of C~n. W~ Holl~, W~

Tbe cities which we represent are certainly aware of the problems associated
with storm water pollution. "I’neir residents and businesses all share ¯ common concern
preserve and enhance the wate~ quality of the ocean. However, individual cities’ fiscal and
admmisuative resources for implementing storm wate~ programs are timited. Of all the
governmental agencies in California involved in this effort, the many~ ~ cities which
~-prvsen~ ar~ tl~ l~as~ suited to bear fl~e full bruin of the re~ponsibil~ty for ~ontmlling

U.S. Envinmmental Protection Agency have olTercd any sort of financial assistance
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V
Similarly, we are not confident that the results of the water quali~ a.ssessments

Operformed to date with respect to certain receiving waters can be extrapolated to ©ve~
watershed and every Permit-tee covered by this permit.

ComMia~ce W~th the California Administrmi,,e Procedure Art L

The process by which the Tentative Permit was developed did not follow
applicable principles of California administrative law. One of the biggest problems which the
Board staff and the representatives of the Perminees have faced in the proc~s has been the
lack of any established, clearly-defined written policies, guidelines, objectives, or regulatiom
r~rtmg forth the specific elements must be included in ¯ municipal storm water permit issued
by the Board. Although the State Board has adopted very general regulations for the
issuance of waste discharge requirements in 23 C.C.R. §§2200 et ~., those regulations do
not directly address Ihe specific components of ¯ municipal storm water NPDES permit.
Similarly, although the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s regulations
contained in 40 CFR Section 122.26 address the requirements for ¯ permit applicatioa, throe
regulations do not set forth s’pecific "requirements for the contents of ¯ municipal storm
NPDES permit. (See. for egample, 40 CFR ~ 122.41)

As a re.It, the Tentative Permit i~ an amalgamation of excerpts from different
guidance manuals, reports, exu-acu from other permits, and ~uggestiom and ideas developed
without compliance with California’s Administrative Procedur~ Act. California Govenunent
Code ,§11340. et till. (’APA’).

While the m of individual waue discharge requm nay not be
tubject to the provisiom of the APA {See, Government Code §11352(b)). the ~tandat~.
objectives and guidelines which dictate the content of those requirements have to be formally
adopted in accordance with the APA. (Government Code §11352(b).) California law doe~
not permit either the State Water Resour~s Control Board or any of the Regional
Quality Boards to develop and impose requirements of general application in such ¯ manne~,
like any other state agency, the Board is required to fir~ formally establish its objective,
guidelines and requirements through formal fulcra¯kin8 in compliance with the APA.
(Govemmem Code I11340.~(¯).)

The APA prohibits sta~ ¯gencies from ixsuing, utilizing enfon:iag or
attempting to enforce any guideline, criterion, bulletin, manual, instaxmtion, order, standard
of general application, or other rule which is ¯ "regulation’, as defined in Government Code
§11342(g), unless the rule has been adopted as ¯ formal regulation. Govemmem Code
§113443.5; Union of American Physicians and Dentists v. l~zer, 223 Cal.App.3d 490, 496
(1990). Rulemaking is required whenever an admmisw~ve agency creates a new rule for
future application, as opposed to applying an existing rule to existing facts. See, Twentieth
Century Insurance v. Garamendi: 8 Cal.4th 216, 275 (1994); see ~so .~ 219
Cal.App.3d 422, 434 (1990).

A "regulation’... is det’med as "every role, re~,mlation, order, oror makeStandardspecific°f
general application adopted by a state agency to implement, interpret,
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the law enforeed or administered by it, or to govern its procedure, except one which relates
only to the internal management of the state agency." Government Code §I1342(b). "House
Ixlles" of an agency, promulgated without public notice or an opporttmity to be heard, or ill-
ing with the Secretary of State, and publication in the California Code of Regulations, are
prohibited. Union of American PhYsiciam and Dentists v. Kizer, l~2II, 223 Cal.App.3d
497.

Government Code §113530>)(1) specifically provides that "any policy, plan, or
guidelines, or any revisions thereof, the State Water Resources Control Board h~ adopted or
that a court determines is subject to this pan, after June 1, 1992, ¯hall be submitted to the
office [the Office of Administrative law]."

programs are subject to the Administrative Procedure Act. See, S~te Water Resourt~t.
Control Board v. Office of Administrative La~, 12 Cal,App.4th 697 (1993). In that case,
the court ¢oncluC.,ed that the regulatory matters contained in water quality �ontrol plans were
actually regulations. Those regulations are neither expressly nor impliedly exempt from the
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act. On that basis, the Court invalidated ¯ water
quality control plan. (12 Cal.App,4th at 706) In doing so, the �orm held that ",.. if it look¯
like a regulation, read~ like ¯ regulation, and acts like ¯ regulation, it will be treated .. ¯
regulation whether or no~ the agency in question so labelled it." (12 Cal.App.4th at 703)
The various procedural steps followed for issuing waste discharge tt~luirements
23 C.C.R. §2200, et tim. are not ¯ substitute for this

The principle underlying the APA’s requ~
allowed to adopt or enforce unwritten laws, regulations or policies. When applying for ¯
permit, applicants have ¯ right to know in advance what requiremet~ will be imposed upott
them. Applying for ¯ storm water permit, or any other permit, doe, not give the Board ¯
blank check to impose any requirement~ it believes are appropriat~ no matter how
well-intentioned the Board’s obje~:tives may be.

Regional Board staff has expressly stated on ¯ numhe, of octm~iom that the
State Water Resotuces Control Board is attempting to develop and implemem permit
conditions which will be consistent from one region to the other. Such action i~ fulcra¯king
in its most basic form. However, no notice of fulcra¯king w~ ever is..qted, nor was any
regulatory package submitted to the OAL for approval.

The procedural rtqui~-ments of the APA ~rve ¯ ~ important runt:¯ion of
ensm-ing that the policy, cost and scientific issues raised by ¯ regulatory initiative,
this, are fully considered. Before adopting a regulation, an agent7 it required by
Government Code § 11346.2 to consider and provide ¯ full statemem of the reasons for the
regulation, which includes a discussion of the specific purpose of the regulation, "an
identif’mation of each t~:lmic..al, theoretical, and empirical study, rt~on, or similar docume~
if any, upon which the agency relies in proposing the adoption, amendment, or repeal of ¯



V
allows the Board to

"... adopt regulatiom different from federal r~gulations contained in the Code of T
Federal Regulations addre~ing fig same i~ues upon ¯ f’mding of one or more of tl~
followi~g ju.~il’gatiom:

(A) Th~ differing s~ate regulations are au~ by
law.

(B) The cost of differing state r~gulstions is justif’md
by the benefit to human health, l~blk: gaiety.
p~bli~ welfare, or th~ environmem."

In this case. the Board believes that it is only carryittg out federal mandatea.
Under ~ circumstance, Government Code § 11346.2(¢) ~¢quit~

" (�) ... However. the agetgy shall �omply fully with this
with respect to any pr~visions in tl~ regulation that the
proposes to adopt or amend that ate different from th~
�orresponding provisions of the fcdecal tggulation. "

(See, also, Government Cod~ § II346.S(aXSXA).)

"(5) A de’,emimtiou ~ to whether the regulation imposea ¯
on local agcnci~ o¢ school districts and. if so, whcth~
mandate gcquircs state rcimbunement pummm to Part 7
(�omme~ing with Secti6n-- 17500) Of Division 4.

by the ~ of Finam¢, of the o~st or savings to ~
state agency, the cost to any ~ agency or school distrigt
is required to b~ r~imbursed under Part 7 (�ommeming ~h
Section 17500) of Division 4, other tmn-discretiotm~ oost or
savings imposed on local agemi~s, and tlg �ost or savings
federal funding to ti~ stat~. For ~ of this pagagra~
"co~ or savings" means addition~l co~ or ~vings, both dit~t
and indir~, that ¯ public agency necessarily ~ in

Oovermnem Code § 11346.3(a) also requires the agency w "asse~ the
potential for adverse economic impact on Cal~fort~a business emerpris~ and iadividta~
¯ void~g t~e impo~i~n of ~ _~-c~_ ~,’y or unr~sonable regulations or" reporfng, n~0td-

~ ~p,, mt~,~ t - 6 -
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implememing the C’WA. These are new sta~e programs which ~re no~ being specW~lly
required by the federal government, but, in.~e.ad, have been initiated, formulawd ~d
proposed by the Regional Board’s and State Board’s ~fff.

While we understand that the Board’s staff disagrees with our analysis of this
issue, the Regional Board should nevertheless support the cities in obtaining reimburleme~
from the stal� for these programs. If not, we believe that the California Commission on
State Mandates should be allowed to hear and determine a test case and to decide whether the

i
programs proposed in the Tentative Permit are reimbursable.

There should be no misunderstanding that our cities fully support the ~ame
objectives thai the Regional Board and the environmental groups wish to achieve. Howmeet,
our clients will be signing the checks to pay the costs of these programs. While .certainly
they will have input in the development of these programs, we believe the Boan~ h~ to
r,a~fully consider the costs and benefits before requiring cities to implement them. With
these concerns in mind, we ask that the Board, at the very least, make the following c.tmnge$
outlined below in the Tentative Permit.

SUGGESTED MODIFICA TIO~

The following ~uggested modificatiom refer to lhe July ;$ Draft of Ihe
"l’emative Permit.

Finding_ No. 12. m~e A.

Finding No. 12 acknowledges that the Permittees cannot control all polhitm~
which ent~ storm water or the MS4. However, we do not agree with the con~haiou met
forth in the last ~emence of the Finding, which uates, as followz:

"However, Permittees can implement measures to mintm|~:
entry of these pollutant~ into ~ocm wal~."

There are no practical or realistic measures which Permittees cxu implement to ~
entry of "polycy¢lic aromatic hydrocarbons which ar~ the products of internal combustion
engine operation,...’, or any of the other pollutants identified in Finding No. 12. For that
reason, we believe that the la~ sentence of Finding 12 should be deleted.

Finding_ No. 15. m~es 4-5.

Finding No. 15 states that the Permit includes "management measure~ for

compliance with CZARA in tlx~se two areas." In our review of fl~ Permit, we found m





~uggest tl~t either Finding No. 27 be mpplememed or
w ~!~ ~ following

"Nei~ ~ Cle~ Water A~ ~r ~A’s
~ wa~r q~liw-~ effl~t i~i~do~.
f~ ~t ~ I~i~fio~ for
~ly ~ible to develop at
~g $~ of ~wi~ge a~t ~ ~i~m
m~ of ~ di~es. ~ eff~ on
~ e~ve~ of ~1 ~
effl~ l~i~tio~ a~ ~pmv~ water
C~ Wa~r Act ~ f~e~l ~atio~.
~ ~gio~ ~ ~ au~ m ~ploy

~ to ~ ~ible. A~mgly.
~ ~g~nt p~cti~, wh~h ~
~ ~ will ~ ~vel~ by ~ ~i~

~ effi~ I~~."

F~ No, 28. m~ 8 a~ 9,

~ F~ No. 28, ~ ~ fo~ ~ ~ P~

w~ a ~ ~ ~g~ p~
A ~~ w~l ~ ~e~ m ~

~ m ~o~ wi~ ~

F~ No. ~. m~ ~.

~~n of ~ ~~ ~

~ ~ ~le~fion of
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Findiae No. 30. mee 9.

O
~ ~ We had unde~ood thal this Finding would be modif’~d in accordance with the

suggestions attached to our letter of June 26. 1996. While most of the changes we suggested
Lhave been made. the Finding was not modified completely in the manner which we had

suggested. Also, new language was included which, we believe, is ambiguoas,
Accordingly. we ask that the second (and last) sentence of this Finding be modified to
conform with our prior requc~, as follows:

"A Permittee is required to comply only with the
of this Order applicable to discharges which originate from

7
facilities within its boundaries and over which it has ~’8ulato~
control. A Pennittee is not responsible for discharg~
originating etttside of its boundaries or for those discharg~
which it has no realistic r~gulatory ~’ul."



¯ It is the ]~II~gg put]x~ of this Order that the discharge of
storm water, or non-storm water, from the municipal separate
storm sewer system (MS4) ..... "

LWe also suggest that the firat semence of paragraph 2 of this section be
modified, as follows:

"Timely ~ implementation by a Permittee of the
storm water management programs prescribed in this Order will
satisfy the requirements of this section and will constitute
compliance with receiving water limitations, a7

/We also believe that the reference in this section to the Integrated Receiving
Waters Impact Report should be modified in the following manner and moved to
VII.D. at page 74:

"However. if the Integrated Receiving Waters lmp~t
required in this order (Section VII.D.) and other obiectiv~ and
gientificallv reliable datl show ~at the dischtrge~ authorized
under this Order still cause or contribute to the impatrmeta of
beneficial uses or exceedances of water quality objectives ....

PART 2. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REOUIREMF_.N’I~

Section I.E.1. mac 21 (Legal_ Authoritvi~                                           ~

We believe that Sections l.E.a, through �. of the Legal Authority provisiom

conform with the requirements of 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2Xi). neither EPA’s t~,uLttions, ~
the sample legal authority contained in EPA’s guidance manuals, prescribe the requin~ems
set forth in this section. (See, for example, Appendix C to EPA’s "Guidance Mauual for the            ms
Preparation of Pan 2 of the NPDE~ Permit Applications for Discharges from Munkipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems" (November 1992).) Also, other permits recently ~ in
other regions do not contain such spechqc requirements. (See, for example, Section V.9 of
Order No. 96-30 {~PDES No. CAS618033), dated March 8, 1996 (the "Permit’) and issued
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board - Santa Ana Region (’RWQ(~-SAR’), which
r~gulates Areawidc Urban Storm Water Run-off for the Coumy of River~de and
Incorporated Citie~ within Riverside County.)

Representatives of other cities have specifically commented ulxm the
constitutional implications of a state agency dictating in a regulatory permit specifi~
ordinanc~ which Pcrmiaees would be required to adopt to comply with the Permit. We                  .- ~"
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believe that this concern would be avoided by simply requiring �~ompliance with 40 CFR
§ 122.26(dX2Xi).

As an alternative, we suggest that the subsections of Section I.E. 1. be
modified to track the language of the federal regulations, as follows:

°a. Control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 by ~rtn water
discharges associated wi~h industrial activity and the quality of
storm water discharged from sites of industrial activity, unle~
permit~l under ¯ separate NPDES penni¯.

b. Prohibit illicit discharges and illicit connections to the MS4 and
g~iuire remov¯i of illicit {:Olkq~tiOm;

©. Prohibit the discharge and the dumping or disposal of mategiala
other than storm water, or exempted discharges, conditionally
exempted di~harges or designated discharges, to the MS4.

Section I.E. 1. m~e 23 fLettl Authori~.

We tim ~uggest that the ia~ paragraph of tl~ section be modified in the
following manta:

"The above requi~menta (Part 2.I.E.I,) do not require
inspection of private property. Legal authority is
however, m that if ¯ Permittee becon~ aware of ~ituatiom on
private property cause open and obvio~ prohibited di.~ to
the MS4 or pose the potential for ugh di.w.harges, the                             ~.~
Permitt~e has the legal authority to ab¯te ~ di~"

Section l.G.2(d), m~e 26. (Adminixtrative ReYigw)

We ,uggest that tl~ new section be modified, u follows:

"The Executive Off’get shall not take enfon:ement action agaimt
a Pern~ttee until thirty (30) days after the Executive Off’get
notified the Permittee in writing that the administrative gevie~

determined that a violation exists warranting enfomement and
the wecific facts ut~n which the Executive Oft-~r h~
s~,,t~h ¯ determinagion~"
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V
IV. Public Ae_enev Acdviti~.                                             ~’~

Section IV.C.I. va~e 50 ~Sewaee System O~’ntions).

We sugges~ that ¯ new subseaion (f) be ~led, ~ follow~:                            L

"To the extent ¯ Permittee’s sewage system operatiom ate
performed by the Principal Permittee. the Pr~cipal Permitlee’$
development and implementation of the foregoing procedures
will be deemed functional compliance with this sectioB of this

Section IV.C.3.a.ii.iv O/chicle Maintenance). mue $1.                                ~’

We believe Sectiom (ii) through (iv) should be eliminated or thtt the
requirement should be clearly limited to those public agency facilities which am the
equivalent of Federal Phase 1 faciliti~.

Section IV.C.3.b O/chicle Maintenancek _mt, e 51.

The preface to this subsection should be modified to read as follows:

"BMP’s for facifities., covered, under Section IV.C.3.a. to improve Site-                ~

Section IV.C.4 tl~nd.~:aee an~_ R___,~eational FacilitY,__ Manam~-nO. _mr, ca 51             ~m~

We believe that this section should be deleted. Uuli~ Sectiom IV.C.2 ted 3, __~which only ¯pply to facilities that would otherwise be regulated under the General lndustzial/
Commercial Permit or the General Construction Activity Permit, the requiremena set forth
in this section go beyond the requirements otherwise imposed on private facilities. (See,                tm’

Source Control BMP’s, Section 4, Industrial/Commercial Best Mamgemem Practice
Ha~bcok). Individual Permiuees should have the option of selecting the BMP’s applicable
to their facilities from those already developed by the State Board in the Municipal Best               6m
Management Practice l-Ltndbeok rath~ than have specific BMP’s arbitrarily dictated to them

S~’tion IV.C.5.¯ ~Storm Drain Operation and Main .mr~n~_L =rm~e 5"~.

The provisions for record-keeping of catch basim cleanin8 and the ~:ording
of overall quantity of base collected should be deleted. This function is performed by the
County for many Per~tu~. We are informed that the County does not provide such
information to the individual cities.
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Section IV.C.5.d ~Storm Drain Overation and Mamee~-,~r~).

We understood that this subsection regarding ¯ program to investigate the
feasibility of dry w~athcr flow diversion would b¢ shifted to th~ i"¢r~omibilil~$ of tbe
Principal Permit’tee. We again r~-quest that this rt’quimment either be shifuxl or deleted,

~-ction V. l~blic Information ¯nd Partich~atio~

Section V.A. 1 .¯.v. (Immediate Outreach. WriI~n M¯terial) ._-=_~ $’~,

This second semence of this subsection should be modif~:d m foilow~

"This list ~ould be ulxlated ~,ularlv. but not more ot~’n ~

Section V.B.3.b (F.ducatioml Site VisiuL mm~

Tne educatioml ~ite visit program ~ forlh in the Permit Is ~ upo~ the
premise that ¯ means is available for individual i~rmiltees to conduct such educatioml silo
visits. Unfommately, most Penniuee cities do not conduct industrial inspective
tbemselves. In n~ny ~, the programs for industrial wast= or rue inspectio~ am
performed by the County of Los Angeles on a contract basis. Although the C.mmW ~
indicated its willingness to try to ineofl~orate a storm water educational sit= visit program
imo the inspection services it already provides on ¯ contract basis to cities, tl~
still have no{ ~¢�~ived a rum response from the County on this program. Acconfngly,
imposhion of the educational site visit program should be made contingent upo~ Principal
Permiu=~ agreeing to provide services to comr~ct cities, which would ~ educational
visits at a teasombl= ~

With ~=spect to the specific sections, new mbszction B.3 has bees) modified to

should be deleted on the basis that it is ambiguous.

Section V.B.3.c ~.ducational Site Visits). mo~

The Tentative Permit includes ¯ new subsec.don (c) requiring quarterly repom
on site visits which was nc~ discussed with the inten~ted panics. We had u~lerm)ed that, in
general, quarterly reports would no~ be required. We ask that this proviskm be de.J~ed.

Section V.C. 1 .b.iv.dd (Five-year Storm Wst__er EO_,c_-_fion Sw~_F_~,_-¢) _t~ .~_e..

We understood that this sutm~tion woukl be modified to nml, as follows:
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RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON
^ Professional ~

John J. ~ .....

,
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LETTERS OF SUPPORT NO. OF SIGNATORIES

Govemrrtent Offl¢lall 8 L
Senator Tom Heyden~,, .23rd Distdct

~.e~mbly Member FUchard KII21 39th District

Assembly Member Wetly Knox~ 42rid Distztct

Assembly Member Antonio Villeralgosa! 45th DisMct , ,~,
LA Board of Sure,vim - Resol~on

LA Co. Supervl~or Zev Yareelav~

Council Member Ruth Galanter~ Cit~ of Lee Angeles

Brad Sherrnar~ Member~ State Board ef E~uallzaUon

Total Number ef Concerned Clt~zer~ 2,290

Environmental Gmupe

Chamber of Con~nerce

Santa Monlca

Venlce

Auto Dealer~l~pe

Developem/Real State/ConsVucUon

Entertalnment , $~ r~

Environmental Groupe $ ~J

Medical Servlm 4

RestauranUCafe’ 1

General Business & Retail Stores 43
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AT" r,.,,,
Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay

to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

i support strong storm ~ater r~gulations that will keep our beaches sale and beahhy for
humans and marine life. The passag~ of the new count~vide storm ~t~- i~r’mil is the

Vsingle most important step to rcducing the impacts of uncontrolh:d rur~ffpollution entering
our Bay. ~Vhat’s at slake is nothing less than ;he hcaRh of thousands of beachgoers, the
quali~.’ of nearshort ¢oaslal walers, the bcau~’ of miles of Count’ beaches - and the

0¯conomi¢ bencfil~ of the ceaslal ~onomy for Southern California.

L



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

support strong stocm ~te~ rrgu/ation~ tl~t ~ill k~ o~ ~ ~e ~ ~y f~
h~ ~ ~ life. ~ ~of~ ~ coincide
single most ins~t step ~ ~ing ~ ~ of~ont~ll~ ~ff~llut~n ent~ng
o~ Bay. ~Vhat’s st stake h nothing I~s than the hcallh of thoussn~ of ~chg~
quali~’ of neanho~ ~tstal ~ atc~ the ~au~’ of
~onomic benefits of the ~astal ~nomy for ~uthe~ Cmlifo~

L

~m~l~__    .. .....,    .~    .,_      ~,~ ...... J

~/L:>,~ ~:,I ~-I~ ~ ~.)
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I support strong storm wat~ rc£.ulatiom tha~ w~ll k~"p our ~ ~= ~d ~y f~
hum~ ~d m~n¢ life. ~e ~ge of~ new ~dc sto~ ~t~ ~t is ~

Vsin~lc most im~nant st~ ~o ~in~ the im~u o~ uncomroll~ ~noff~llulion cn~n~
our Bay. ~Vhat’s at slake b nothin~ I~s than the hcallh of thousands of
quali~’ of .ca~ho~ �oast~ walt~ lhe ~au~’ of mil~ of CounD" ~¢h~ - lad
~onomic bcnefils of the coastal ~aom)’ for ~ulhem Califom~



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Reoonal Water Quality Control Board

! sirppori strong storm water r~gulatiom teat will keep olir l~aches r~fe and healthy for
humans and marine life. The p,.~s..~ge of tile ~ �oiin~’wide storm water permit is the                     ’~7’
sin~,lc most important step to rtducintl the impacts of uncontrolled mnoffpollution entering ¥
our Bay. \%’hat’s at stake L~ nothing le~s Ihaa the health of thousands of beacbgoer~ IEe
qualil.y of nearshor¢ coastal water~, the beauly ef miles of Counly beaches - and the
economic benefil~ of the coastal economy for Soulbera Califoraia.

L

#..!.,                  ~. s,! #~ ....

C

~c<t~ ~b .~.\,~rl~~~ ~.u+~, ~:-~,~e.I

~ ~1 S"



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I support strong storm ,~ater rt~’uJations that ~ill keep our beaches safe and healthy foe
humans and marine life. The passage of the new �ount>~d¢ storm tater permit is the
single most important step to n.’ducing th~ impacts of ma:ontrolled runoff pollution emoting voar Bay. V,’hat’s at stake is nothing less than the heallh of Ihousand$ of beachgoerg the
quali~.’ of nearshort coastal ~aters, the beauty of miles of County beaches - and the
economic bcnefil| of the coastal economy for Soulhern California.

L

"-
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Qualit~ Control Board

I su~ort .~ong ~orm ~at~ r~g~lafiom Mt ~ll k~ ~ ~ ~e ~ ~$y f~
hu~n~ ~ m~ lif~. ~ ~ge of~ ~. ~t~ sto~ ~t~ ~it ~ ~                     ~
sin~l~ most impel ~ to ~ing ~ ~ of ~n~]i~ ~ff~lluz~ ~
ou~ B~y. ~Vhat’s at st~kc h aothing I~ lhaa th~ hcalth or~ho~ads of ~g~ ~
qualily of nca~ho~ ~t:l ~at~ the ~:u~" of mil~ of Count’ ~ -~ ~

0~mic bcncfit~ of the ~lal ~nomy for ~uthem Califom~

R0031722



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

! support strong storm ~ter regulations that ~11 keep our beaches safe and h~althy for
humans and marine life. The pass~e of the new countywide storm ~tet pem~t is the

V
sink:l� most important step to rt~lucing ~ impacts of uncontroll~:d runoffpollution entering
our 13ay. \Vhal’s at slake L~ nolhing less Ihan the heallh of Ihousands of beaehgoer~ time
qualit3, of near, bore coastal ~ater~ the beaut3. of miles of Counly beaches -~d the

Otconomic benefil~ of the coastal et’onomy for Southern California.

L

<L~-~     ! .o ---.o.-.
7

~" ~/,-~ F".. , e ¯ -
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Petition for a Clean Santa 5lonica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Petition for a Clean Santa Mouica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I support strong szorm ~rater r~gulations that ~ll k~ ~ ~ ~� ~ ~y ~or
h~ ~ ~n¢ life. ~ ~ge of~e ~w co~de s~ ~at~ ~it is ~

Vsingle most im~t step to ~ucing
our Bay. ~Vhat’s at stake ~ nothing I~ than the health of thousands or~chg~ t~

0
quali~, of nttnho~ coastal
~nomie benefit, of the coastal ~nom)" for South¢~ Califo~

L

7~..., ~,. ~ ~..’,~, ..

----
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board



I

Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

! support su’on~ storm wate~ r~g~lafions t.~t ~11 k~ o~ ~ ~e ~ h~y f~                   ~
h~ ~d m~nc life. ~ ~ge of~e new cd~de ~o~ ~t~ ~it ~ ~ vsingle mos~ im~t step to ~ducing ~e im~c~ of ~coat~ll~ ~off~llufion ~t~ng
our Bay. What’s at stake b nothing I~s than the health of thousands of ~achgoc~ the                ~
qualiW of nea~ho~ ~tal water, the ~auW of mil~ of CounW ~ach~ - and ~
~onomic benefig~ of the ~astal ~onomy for Southe~ ~alifomi~                                   ~

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I support strong storm ~te~ regulations thal ~11 keep o~r be~ches safe and healthy for
hlimans and marine life. The passage of the n~’ coliill)~de storm water permit is the                     ~/
single most imporlam st~p to reducing the impacts of uncontrolled runoff pollution ent~’iag
our Bay. \Vhat’s at stake i~ nothing Ic~s than the health of thousmnds of beaehgoer~ the                 ~
quality., of near, hove coastal w’atcr~, the beaut)" of mile~ of County beache~ -and the
economic benefits of the �o~tal economy for Southern California.

L



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

1 ~upport strong storm ~ter regulations that will keel) our beache~ uffe and heallhy for
human~ and marine life. The passage of the new co~ .~dde s~orm ~er permit is the

Vsingle most important step to reducing the impa¢~ of uncontrolled runoff pollution emerln$
our Ba.v. \\’hat’s at stake is nothin~ le~s than the health of thousands of beachgoer~ the
qualilT of near, hare coastal ~t alert, the beauly Of mile~ of ~2oua~’ beache~ -and
e(’onomie benefits of the ¢eastal economy for Southera Califorlil.

L

2"" ..... ’- I’" ~’-’~’: ,,’4,..,.,..

~ ,-- . . _ .~.,,.o~.- ~..~
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

i support m’ong ~orm ~ter r~gulation.s that will keep our beach~ ~afe aml healthy f~
hmnam and marine life. The ~e of the new �ounb-widc storm ~ater permit is the

Vsingle most important step to reducing the impact~ of uncontrolled rur~offpollution entering
our Bay. \Vhat’s at stake ~ nothing le*s than the health of thoutands of beachgoert, the

0
quali~.’ of near, bore coastal ~aten, the beauT, of mile, of Count)." beaches -and the
economic benefits of the �oa3tal economy for Southern California.

L

’~’-,’".’." . ~ ~
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

! suppor~ strong storm ~’ater regulations that will keep our b~aches safe and l~:althy fol"
humans and marine life. "F~ passage of the ne~. countywide s~orm wate~ permit is fl)e
single mos! important step to n:du~ing the impac~ of unconu~ll~l runoff pollution ¥
our Bay. What’s at stake is nothing less than the health of thousands of beachgo4rr~ the
qualit)’ of near, bore coastal waters, the beau~, of miles of Count)’ beache~ - and the
economic benefits of the coastal economy for Southern CalifornLt.

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

! support su’on8 storm water r~’g~lations that will ke~-"p our l~ache~ .~[� and healthy for
humans and marine life. The passage of the new countywide storm water permit i~ th~

Vsingle most imFor~.nt step to r~ucing t~ LmpacLs of uncontrolled runoff pollution ent~.ring
o~ Bay. ~\hat’s at stake is nothing less than the health of thousands of beachl~o~r~ the
quali~ nearshorecoastal~ alert, the beau~ of miles of Count).. beache~ - and the
economic benefit,1 eflhe coastal econom.~ for Southern California.

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regio)tal Water Quality Control Board

I support strong slorm v,’a~rt regulations that ~ill k~ ou, beaches safe md health), fo~
huma..~ and mann~ life. "I !,~ pa.~ag¢ of the ne’w county,,vidc storm water I~it is th~

Vsingle most importam step I,~ reducing the impacts of uncontrolled runoff pollution entering
our Bay. \Vhal’s al slake i~ ))uthing less than the health of Ihousands of I~’~cbgo~r~ the

0
qualil.y of nearshore eoI,!~t w lter~, Ihe be=u~.’ of miles of Count’ b~iches - and
~ orthe r.~~tal econom), for Southern California.

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality. Control Board

I support strong saorm tater r~gulations that will ~ o~r bc:~:hcs sale and hcahhy tot
humans life. passage of the new ¢ountyvdde storm ~al~ permit is the
single most important step to ~’~uclng the impacts of uncontrolled runoff pollution entering
our Bay. \\’hat’s at stake is nothing less than the health of thousands of bcachgocrs, the
quali~.’ of nearshor~ coastal ~ aters, the bcau~’ of miles of Count.’ beaches -- and
economic benefits of the coastal economy for Southern California.

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional \Vater Quality Control Board

I ~pl~rt strong s~orm ~ter regulation~ that ~II k~ ~ ~ ~e ~ ~y f~
h~ ~d ~ life. ~� ~c of~¢ ~w ~tv~d¢ sto~ ~ ~it ~ ~

Vsin~]� most im~t stcp to r~mg t~ inz~c~ of ~�~zrolk~ m~ff ~llution
our Bay. ~Vhat’s at slake h nolhin~ i~s Ihan the health of thousands of
quali~’ of neanho~ ~astal watch, the beau~, of rail, of Count" ~ach,
~ of the �o~tal ~nom). for Souihe~ Califom~

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I supix~n ~mng storm water regulatior~ that ~ll k~p our ~ ~fe ~ ~y for

~~nglc mosl im~nt step to ~ucing t~ im~cts o~ uncontmll~ ~noff ~ilution ~ng
o~ B~)’. ~Vhal’~ al stake ~ nothing I~s than Ihc health of thou~nd~ of N~chg~, Ibe

0quali~’ of nea~ho~ co=sial wale~, the ~au~’ of mil~ of Count’ beach~ - and ~
~ oflhe ~astal ~nomy for Southe~ Califo~

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

! support stron~ storm ~ller resulafions tha~ will ke~p our beaches saf’¢ mid h~althy [or
human~ a~d marine lil’e. 1-he passaT¢ o~" the new counly~’id¢ storm water permit is the
single most inlponanl step Io rcducin~ ~¢ impacts ol" uncontrolled runoff pollution enle~nl;
our Lta). \\hat’s at slake is nolhin~ Jess than the hcallh of thousands of bcachem’r,,
quali~.’ of nearshore coastal v, alers, the beauh’ ,,r --:~
economic benefits of the �’olslal economy l;

L



Petition for a Clean Santa 5Ionica Bay
to the Regional Water Quali~’ Control Board

! support strong slorm w~t~r r~ulations that ~11 keep our beache~ ~.~t’e ~ healthy for
hum, ar~ and mannc life. The pa.s.~g¢ of the new county\vide storm w’a~" permit is th~

Vsingle mos! importanl szep to ~’d~x:ing Ih¢ imgoct~ of unconu~lled r~mll" ~ollulion enlcrlng
our Bay. \Vhat’s at slake is nolhing le~s Ihan lee health of Ihou~nds o[ I~achgoer~. the

0
quaJi~)’ of neanhor~ eonstal ~ alers~ the beau~.’ of miles of Count.
economic ~nefits of the ~astal ~nomy for ~uthc~

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional \\’ater Quality Control Board

1 supporl stn~ng s~orm wate~ regulations th.al ~’ill keep our beaches safe and healthy fo¢
humaas life. passage of the new counb.wide storm v,ater permit is the

Vsingle most impor~m step to reducing the iml~acts of uncontrolled runoff pollution entering
our Ba.v. \VhaVs at stake is nolhinll less than the health of thousands of bcachgoer~ the                  ~
quality of nearshor¢ coastal ~aterx, the beau~, of miles of County beaches - aad the
economic benefits of the coastal ¢�onom.~ for ~oulhern California.

L



i
Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay

to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I support strong storm water regulations that will keep our beaches safe and healthy for
humans manne life. passage of the new coumw’ide storm water permit is the

Vsint:l¢ most imponam slop to r~’ducing the impacls of u~controllcd runoff pollution entering
our Ba.v. \\’hat’s at stake is nothing l¢~s than the health of thousands of I~achgo~r~ the
qualib’ of nearshort coastal ~atcrs, Ih¢ bcaul3.’ of milcs of Counq,’ beaches - and the
~ of Ihe coastal econom.v for Southern California,

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quali~, Control Board

I support strong storm ~ater r,:gulations that ~ll keep our beaches safe and healthy for

V
humans and marin~ life. The ~ge of the r~. countywide storm ~ater permit is the
s~ngle most important step to n:ducing the impacts of unconu’olted runoff pollution entering
our Bay. \\hat’s at stake b nothing less than the health of thousands of beachgoers, the

0quality of nearshore coastal s~aters, the bcau~, of miles of Count,. b~aches - and
~ o1" the coastal �conomy for Southern Califoraia.                                     L

6̄01 GLO~ LA
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

1 suppor~ su’ong storm wat~ r~’gulations that ~11 keep our beaches safe and I~l~hy fo¢
h~tmans and marine life. T’h¢ pa~gc of the nc,,v count)~,’idc storm watcr permit is the

Vsinglc most important step Io reducing thc impacts of uncontrolled runoff pollution
our Bay. \~hat’s st stake is nothing less than the health of thuusands of beachlloCr~, the

0
quali~ of nea~ho~ c~a~tal ~atc~, Ihc bcau~.’ of mil~ of Count,’ I~acht~ - and
economic benefits of the coastal economy for Southern California.

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

I support strong .~orm \~ter r~guladons t~t will k~--p ouz- ~ach~’~ sate and l~.’a]thy for
humans and niafinc life, The p~ssagc ofth~ new countywide storvn ~ter ~il is t~                        ~/
single most im~n~l step to ~ducing ~c im~c~ of uncontroll~ ~off ~llulion ent~ng
o~ Bay, What’s at stake is nolhing I~s than the health of thousands of beachgo¢~, the                  ~
qualiO’ of nea~ho~ coastal tval�~, the beauO’ of miles of CounO’ ~ach~ - and ~
economic bcncfit~ of the ~astal ~nom)’ for ~uth¢~ Califo~i~

L



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality’ Control Board



Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water QualiO’ Control Board



i

Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

i supporl strong storm wat~ r~gulations thai will keep our beaches safe and healthy fo~"
humans and rnanne lifc. ]’he passage ol’zhe new count.v~,ide storm v, ater permit i~ the
single most impor~mt step Io r~lucing the impacts of uncontrolled runoff pollution ente~ng vour Bay. \Vhat’s at slake i~ nothin~ less Ihan Ihe heallh of thousands of beachfioer~ the
quali~’ of nearshor~ �’o&sla| ~ alert, the beau~,, of miles of Count~’ beacbe~ - and the
tt~TJt~]li~,~l~.l~ of the teastal e~onomy for S4~ulhera Califora|~.

L
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Petition for a Clean Santa Monica Bay
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board

! suppo~ su, ong uorm ~atet A’gulations ~at ~!i k~ om ~ ~e ~ ~y f~
h~ ~ m~ life. ~ ~g¢ of~ ~w ~unt)’~dc slo~ wat~ ~it is ~w
single most im~t step to ~ucing ~ im~c~ of u~ntmll~ ~ff ~llution
our Bay. ~Vhat’s at slake h nolhing I~s than the health of Ihou~nds of ~¢hg~ the
quali~’ of nea~ho~ ~astal ~at¢~, the ~au~’ of miles of Count’ ~ch~ - and ~
~ of the ~stal ~nom~’ for ~uthcm Califom~

L
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL
S~ORM WATER PERMIT

LENGTH: 5~@4 MINS~
6/’7/96

PROJECT
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

ATTACHMENT A
LIST OF PERMITTEES

BY
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREAS

~a~nta Monica Bay Los Angeles River San Gabdel R_iv_e_r

Malibu Creek and Other Rural Alhambra Artesia
Arcadia Azusa

Agoura Hills Bell Baldwin Park
°Calabasas Bell Gardens Bellflower
Los Angeles County Burbank Bradbury
Malibu Commerce Cerritos
Westlake Village Compton Claremont

Cudahy Covina
Ballona Creek and Other Urban El Monte Diamond Bar

Glendale Downey
Bevedy Hills Hidden Hills Duarte
Culver City Huntington Park Glendora
El Segundo La Canada Flintridge Hawaiian Gardens
Hermosa Beach *Long Beach Industry
’ ~s Angeles Los Angeles lrwindale

~$ Angeles County. Los Angeles County, La Habra Heights
wlanhattan Beach Lynwood La Mirada
Palos Verdes Estates Maywood La Puente
Rancho Palos Verdes Monmvia La Verne
Redondo Beach Montebello Lakewood
Rolling Hills Monterey Park *Long Beach
Rolling Hills Estates Paramount Los Angeles County
"Santa Monica Pasadena Norwalk
West Hollywood Rosemead Pomona

San Femando Pico Rivera
San Gab.’.,’iel San Dimas

Domin_ouez Channe!! San Madno Santa Fe Spdngs
Los Angeles Harbor Drainaqe Sierra Madre Walnut

Signal Hill West Covina
Carson South E! Monte Whittier
Gardena South Gate
Hawthorne South Pasadena Santa Clara River
Inglewood Temple City
Lawndale Vernon Los Angeles County
Lornita *Santa Ciadta
Los Angeles
Los Angeles County
*Torrance

Italicized agencies are present in more than one Watet~hed Management Area. "_Indicates City with the largest watershed
population other than the County of Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles,
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~ BEVERLY O’NEILL: g
C,IY OF LONG BEACH

L
---- JUl

NRDC 9
Marib~l Matin
Senior Research .Associate
Natural Resources Defense Coun~l
6310 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 2~
Los Angeles, CA 90048

We have received your facsimile regarding Public Records Act Request. It has been forwarded
to the City of Long Beach for their review tnd response ......

Since~ly,

¯
MAYOR

BO’N~mi

CIVIC CENTER PLAZA 333 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD    LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 90802

TELEPHONE: 310-570-6801 FAX: 310-570-6538 TDD: 310-570-6629
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7. All documents detailing the costs the City of Long Beach has attributed to its programs for
the management and conu~i of storm ~ter pollution runoffin the City for the last tlu-ee
fiscal years, including but not limited to all itemized program budgets.

g. All documents detailing the staff’resources the City of Long Beach has expended on
development and implementation of its programs and best management practices for the
management and control of storm water pollution runoffin the City for the last ~ fiscal
years, including itemizations of the staff activities on ~,’hich the resourtes were expended.

9. Copies of all materials reflecting programs and practices implemented by the City of Long
Beach since January 1, 1990 to control or prevent storm water pollution runoff flowing
from within the City into the storm drain system including, but not limited to:

¯ City storm water management plans or written

¯ Public education materials distributed by the City;,

¯ Employee training materials and records of training of City employees o~
storm water pollution management and prevention;

¯ Memoranda ~o City employees regarding required or recommended beat
management practices to �ontrol storm water pollution;

~ ¯ Staff manuals or portions of manuals regarding required or re�ommeaxl~
best management practices to control storm water pollution;

¯ Ordinances, municipal codes, r~olutions and any other city laws supporting
the City’s storm water pollution management and prevention program;

¯ All documents provided to contractors, developers, businesses, and residents
regarding requirements ofth© City’s storm water

¯ Records of flows from the sewer system to the storm draia system within
City and any documents reflecting the City’s programs and practices to
prevent or remediate such

¯ Records of surveys of illegal connections between the sewer and storm drain
systems within tbe City;,

¯ Records of all illegal discharges to the storm drain system within tim City
and documents reflecting the City’s programs and practices to In’event illegal

¯ Documents r~flecting the City’s prograin to cleaa drain inlets, catch basins
and pump houses within the City and any records ofthe cleaningg

RO031759
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¯ Documents reflecting the City’s stn’~ s~x-~-ping program, including but not ~
limited to documents reflecting the frequency of sweeping, types of streets
swept, and type of sweepers used;

¯ Documents ref�ecting best management practices implememed at all City L
maintenance and other corporation yards; and

s Documents reflecting the Ciu’s program to control the runoff of sediments
and other pollutants from construction sites into the storm drain system               ~.~
within the City.

If any portion oflhis request is denied, pursuant to the Public Records Act we request a derailed
statement of the reasons any item of information is being withheld and an index or similar statement of
the nature of the information item withheld. Similarly, if no information is provided thai is responsiv~
to s particular request, we will assume that no such information exists, unless indicated otherwise.

Disclosure of~he requested information is in the public interest because it is likely to eonu’ibum
significantly to public assurance that the City of Long Beach is fulfilling its obligations m provide
adequately for the protection of water quality in the region. The requester is a nonprofit organization ,
and has no commercial interest in this manet. Thus, we respectfully reques~ that any f~ for         t
reproduction of the requested documents be waived pursuant to the Public Records Act. Iftha Cily of
Long Beach disagrees with this assessment ~ copying fees should be waived, please notify nm m ’

We look forward to your response as soon as possible, bu~ at a minimum within the len (10)

If you have any questions regarding ~his request, please i¢~ me know. Thank you for your
cooperation in this manet’.                                                                  ~

Sincerely,

Senior Research Associam

Raymond T. Holland, Director of Public Works
Lisa Peskay Mahnsten, Deputy City Attorney
Long Beach City Council Members

R0031760
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