County of Orange Technical Comments — Attachment B
Tentative Order No.R9-2009-0002
September 28, 2009

5. The SWPPP (and any other pléns and programs required under the General Permit)
and the monitoring program for the construction projects shall be consistent with the
requirements of the latest version of the State's General Construction Permit.

~ Board concerning any planned changes in the construction activity, which may resultin
non-compliance with the latest version of the State's General Construction Permit.

6. The permittees shall give advance notice to the Executive Officer of the Regional

Based on the above language the municipalities convey the information that is

necessary to the Santa Ana Region, but they do not have to file a formal NOI under the
State Construction General permit of pay the permit fee since they have already paid the
municipal stormwater program permit fee.

The County requests that language similar to Order R8-2009-0030 be included within
the permit so that the municipal stormwater permit fees cover all municipal activities
including construction and that they not be held liable for addlt/onal fees when submitting
NOI-based information.

» BMP Implementation (Section F.2.d, Page 50).
‘The Response to Comments IV misunderstood the request in the prewous comment
letter, therefore the comment is resubmitted. :

Section F.2.d.(1)(a)(ii) requires the development and implementation of a site-specific
stormwater management plan, however this is inconsistent with Section F.2.c.2.

The County requests the following change to F.2.d.(1)(a)(ii)

(i) Development and implementation of a site-specific stormwatermanagement-plan
runoff management plan (or equivalent construction BMP plan such as an erosion and

sediment control plan);

o BMP Implementation (Section F.2.d, Page 51-52)

Since the County’s comments on this issue, the State Water Board has reissued the
Statewide Construction General Permit. Section F.2.d.(1)(c)(i) (Page 51-52) states that
the Permittees must require implementation of advanced treatment for sediment at
construction sites that are determined to be an exceptional threat to water quality.

The Statewide Construction General permit adopted by the State Water Board on

~ September 2, 2009, identifies Active Treatment Systems (ATS) as advanced sediment
treatment technology. ATS prevents or reduces the release of fine particles of sediment
(silts and clays) by employ chemical coagulation, chemical flocculation or
electrocoagulation to aid the reduction of turbidity caused by fine suspended sediments.

The recently adopted Construction General Permit also lays out a risk-based approach
to permit requirements whereby the minimum requirements of the permit (e.g., BMPs,
monitoring, and reporting) progressively increase as the risk level increases. Higher risk
sites are also subject to numeric action levels and numeric effluent limitations for
turbidity and pH.
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Municipal

_its use.

The Construction General Permit identifies ATS as an available technology that may be
employed on construction sites, but does not mandate the use of ATS. The
Construction General Permit acknowledges that ATS is an emerging technology in
California, and establishes conditions (e.g. operation and monitoring requirements) for-

Given that the Construction General Permit has established a risk approach whereby the
highest risk construction projects will be subject to more stringent BMPs, rigorous
monitoring, and compliance with numeric action levels and numeric effluent limitations,
the County requests that the provisions requiring the use of ATS be deleted from this
permit and that the selection of BMPs for construction operations, especially ATS be
done under the aegis of the Statewide Construction General Permit.

Construction Reporting of Non-compliant Sites (Section F.2.9.(2), Page 54)

The County appreciates that the Regional Board staff clarified the intent of this provision
regarding the need and use of the data being requested by the Permittees (see
Response to Comments IV comment #128).

However, the provision also states that the data be submitted from the Permittees to the
Regional Board “prior to the commencement of the wet season” which is typically
September and then further states “Information may be provided as part of the JRMP
annual report” (which is November). Thus, the timeframe for submittal of the information
needs to be clarified.

Since F.2.9.(1) already requires that the Permittees notify the Board when the Permittee
“‘issues a stop work order or other high level enforcement to a construction site” and the
Permittees must follow the notification requirements in Attachment B, the County
requests that the JRMP annual report be the mechanism for conveying the information
so that the information is not submitted twice.

The County requests the following modifications:

(2) Each Copermittee shall annually notify the Regional Board-prierto-the
coemmenceomeontoftho-weotseason; of all construction sites with alleged
violations. Information may be provided as part of the JRMP annual report.
Information provided shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) WDID number if enrolled under the General Construction Permit

(b) Site Location, including address

(c) Current violations or suspected violations

Flood Control Structures (Section F.3.a.(4)(c), Page 56)

Section F.3.a.(4)(c) requires the Permittees to evaluate existing flood control devices to
identify those that are causing or contributing to a condition of pollution, identify
measures to reduce or eliminate the structure’s effect on pollution, and evaluate the
feasibility of retrofitting the structure. While some minor changes were made, the intent
of the previously submitted comments has not been addressed.

The federal regulations [40 CFR, Part 122.26(d)(2)(vi)(A)(4)] focus on evaluating flood
control devices and determining if retrofitting the device is feasible. The regulations
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state:

(4) A description of procedures to assure that flood management projects assessv
the impacts on the water quality of receiving water bodies and that existing structural

flood control devices have been evaluated to determine if retrofitting the deviceto

provnde additional pollutant removal from stormwater is feasible.

The County requests that the language be modified so that it is aligned with the current
stormwater permit, recognizes the work that has been completed to date, is consistent
with the intent of the federal regulations, is consistent with the justification within the Fact
Sheet, and is more consistent with Provision XIV.10. in Order No. R8-2009-0030. The
proposed language modification is as follows:

(4) BMP lmplementat/on for Flood Control Structures
(c} Each Copermittee who owns or operates flood control dewces/fac:l/t/e

must cont/nue fo evaluate /ts existing ﬂood control dewces/fac:lltles identify

if¢ and identify

opportun/tles and the feaS/bIIltv of conf/qunna and/or reconf“ iquring channel

segments/structural devices to funct/on as Qollutlon control dewces to protect

beneﬁc:al uses.

elewee—The /nventory and evaluation must be completed by and subm/tted to
the Regional Board in the 2nd year JRMP Annual Report.

* Infiltration from Sanitary Sewer to MS4 (Section F.3.a.(7), Page 57-58)
There continue to be several concerns with this section of the Tentative Order as
outlined below:

First - Although (7)(a) is consistent with the current permit (Order No. R9-2002-0001),
the Permittees submit that the provisions regarding sanitary sewer maintenance are
more applicable to sanitary sewer agencies, not stormwater agencies. Itis
fundamentally inappropriate to include sanitary sewer maintenance requirements in a
stormwater permit even where the two systems may be operated by the Permittee. -
Where similar maintenance requirements are included in the wastewater treatment plant
or collection system permit'!, these provisions are an unnecessary duplication of other

regulatory programs.

In addition, it is an inappropriate and ineffective use of public money to try to “prevent
and eliminate infiltration of seepage from sewers to MS4s”. How are the permittees
“supposed to know where the infiltration is occurring throughout the hundreds of miles of
storm drains so that the efforts can be focused to those areas? How are the permittees
supposed to prevent infiltration in the storm drain system without sliplining the entire
system? Although it may seem like this is something that the permittees can simply do
through “routine preventative maintenance” this simply isn’'t the case. Instead, the
owner/operator of sewer system must have the primary responsibility to prevent

! The State Water Resources Control Board has adopted the Statewide General Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) for Sanitary Sewer Systems, Water Quality Order No. 2006-0003 (Sanitary Sewer
Order) on May 2, 2006 and the Regional Water Board adopted Order No. R2-2007-0005 on February 14,
2007 (which is more stringent and prescriptive than the Statewide General WDRs). '
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exfiltration/leaks from occurring in the first place rather than relying on the recipient of
the leaks to manage the problem.

Second - On a similar issue, the State Board stayed a provision in the existing permit

" finding that “the regulation of sanitary sewer overflows by municipal storm water entltles

 while other public entities are already charged with that responsibility in separate
NPDES permits, may result in significant confusion and unnecessary control activities.”
[emphasis added] (WQ 2002-0014 at p.8).

It is unclear why the Board staff are not conforming with this Stay from the previous
permit. In addition, this portion of the comment was not addressed within the Response
to Comments V.

The County requests that part (a) of the provision (7) should be deleted from the
Tentative Order.

While the Permittees agree that stormwater agencies must also address aspects of
sanitary sewer incursions into the MS4s, the provisions in (7)(b) are aspects of other
portions of the stormwater program and should be moved to those sections of the
Tentative Order.

The Counlty requests the folldwing proposed changes:

i. Adequate plan checking for construction and new development — incorporate in
the Construction and New Development programs

ii. Incident response training for municipal employees that identify sanitary sewer
spills — incorporate in the Illlegal Discharges/lllicit Connections (ID/IC) program.

ifi. Code enforcement inspections — delete, this is covered by other programs

iv. MS4 maintenance and inspections — incorporate in the Municipal program,
provision D.3.a(6).

v. Interagency coordination with sewer-agencies — incorporate in the ID/IC program

vi. Proper education of municipal staff and contractors conducting field operations

on the MS4 er-municipal-sanitary-sewer{if-applicable) — incorporate in the

Municipal program

Commercial/lndustrial

*» Mobile Businesses (Section F.3.b(3)(a), Page 62)

Although the Response to Comments 1V addresses the County’s previously submitted
comments, we respectfully disagree with Board staff that the new permit section “is not a
significant change from the existing Order” and that our proposed recommendation of a
pilot program focused on one or two categories of mobile business would be “a
lessening of the requirement and considered backsliding”. In fact, the latter statement is
not supported by the structure and description of the new section of the permit which
states that the Permittees must develop the following (i.e. this is a new program that is
not currently in existence pursuant to the previous Order):

e “a program to reduce the discharge of storm water pollutants from mobile

businesses to the MEP”
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e “minimum standards and BMPs”
e ‘“an enforcement strategy”
o “an outreach and education strategy”

_In our _previous comment letter we noted the difficulties associated with developing_this

program, concerns which were mirrored in the Fact Sheet. For the reasons previously
noted and acknowledged by the Regional Board, we request that the requirement for this
program be changed to the development of a pilot program for the mobile business
category. The pilot program would allow the Permittees to work together on a regional
basis to develop an appropriate framework for addressing mobile business and
determine whether the program is effective prior to expending a significant amount of
resources on multiple categories of mobile businesses.

In addition, this would be consistent with the approach taken in the Santa Ana Region
pursuant to Order No. R8-2009-0030 — Section X.8. (page 45) which states:

“Within 12 months of adoption of this order, the permittees shall develop a mobile
business pilot program. The pilot program shall address one category of mobile business
from the following list: mobile auto washing/detailing; equipment washing/cleaning;
carpet, drape and furniture cleaning; mobile high pressure or steam cleaning. The pilot
program shall include at least two notifications of the individual businesses operating
within the County regarding the minimum source control and pollution prevention
measures that the business must implement. The pilot program shall include outreach
materials for the business and an enforcement strategy to address mobile businesses.
The permittees shall also develop and distribute the BMP Fact Sheets for the selected
mobile businesses. At a minimum, the mobile business Fact Sheets should include: laws
and regulations dealing with urban runoff and discharges to storm drains; appropriate
BMPs and proper procedure for disposing of wastes generated.”

The County requests that the Board modify this section of the permit to identify that a
program will be developed as a pilot program focusing on one category of mobile
businesses.

Inspection of Industrial and Commercial Sites/Sources (Section F.3.b(4)(b), Page
63) :

The County appreciates that the Regional Board staff clarified the intent of this provision
regarding the need and use of the data being requested by the Permittees. However,
the provision also states that the data be submitted from the Permittees to the Regional

. Board “prior to the commencement of the wet season” which is typically September and

then further states “Information may be provided as part of the JRMP annual report”
(which is November). Thus, the timeframe for submittal of the information needs to be
clarified.

Since the Permittees already notify the Board when there are compliance issues at an
industrial site/facility subject to the General Industrial Permit and the Permittees must
follow the notification requirements in Attachment B, the County recommends that the
JRMP annual report be the mechanism for conveying the information so that the
information is not submitted twice.
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The County requests the following modifications:

(2) Each Copermittee shall annually notify the Regional Board-prorto-the
commenscement-of-the-wetseasen; of all Industrial sites and Industrial Facilities

_subject to the General Industrial Permit or other individual NPDES permit with

alleged violations. Information may be provided as part of the JRMP annual
report. ‘

* Retrofit Existing Development (Section F.3.d, Pages 68-70)
This provision requires that each Permittee must implement a retrofitting program for
existing developments (i.e. municipal, industrial, commercial, residential). These
requirements present a significant change and present a substantial burden to the
municipal stormwater program by requiring a host of engineering studies, capital
improvements, land acquisition, etc.) This requ1rement is also inconsistent with Order
R8-2009-0030.

Currently, new development requirements are imposed as conditions of approval for new
projects and projects that are voluntarily undergoing redevelopment. A thorough legal
review is required to determine whether municipalities have the authority to compel land
development requirements absent a voluntary land development appllcatuon and if such
authorities can be developed given other legal constralnts

The Permittees do not concur with the statement of the Regional Board staff in the fact
sheet that “Retrofitting existing development is practicable for a municipality...” A
systematic evaluation of the technical and legal opportunities and constraints of a
requirement to require retrofitting, especially of private landowners, is necessary to
determine whether or not such a requirement is practicable. The evaluation must
precede the permit provision to mandate MS4s require retrofitting of existing
development.

These provisions of the permit represents an entire new approach to existing
development that places an unknown significant burden on the Permittees and ultimately
to property owners in the south Orange County area. It is concerning to the County that
this provision sets up a process that goes well beyond the Federal regulations,
especially regarding potential efforts on private property.

In addition, the provision sets up a requirement that will likely require the Permittees to
address most, if not all, of the areas within the geographic area regulated under this
pemit, which simply is not feasible. The Permittees are required to inventory a multitude
of candidate areas, prioritize them and then proceed with projects in those areas where
retrofitting is feasible. In addition, provision d.8. further states that, “where constraints
on retrofitting preclude effective BMP deployment...the Copermittee may propose a
regional mitigation project’, which then means that additional projects will have to be
undertaken — not just those that are prioritized as “highly feasible”.

The County requests that this unprecedented requirement be eliminated from the permit.
Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (Section G, Page 74)

The County appreciates the modification to the WURMP section to provide for the flexibility that
is necessary within a watershed management program.
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The County requests that the WURMP Workplan be expanded to include the following so that
the watershed work plans are comprehensive and address water quality in a more holistic
manner: :

e __ Municipal retrofit provision; .

* Hydromodification;

e  Water supply; and

s Habitat

Since it is not always necessary to “model” to demonstrate water quality improvements in the
receiving waters, the County requests that provision G.2.e. be modified to allow for modeling .
and/or moniforing as necessary.

TMDLs (Section |, Page 79)
This provision is supported by Finding E.11 which identifies that adopted TMDL WLAs will be
incorporated as numeric effluent limits for specific pollutants and watersheds.

As noted previously, the Permittees are concerned that it appears that Regional Board staff plan
to incorporate WLAs as numeric effluent limits in the MS4 permit without consideration of other
options or as to how the TMDL may be written, which might include:

¢ Requiring implementation of specific BMPs in the permit;

¢ Providing a recommended menu of potential BMPs in the TMDL, implementation plan, or
the permit for sources to evaluate and select; :

¢ Referencing BMP performance standards in the TMDL, implementation plan, or the
permit;

¢ Recommending the selection of BMPs and developing benchmark values or
performance measures; and .

¢ Requiring the review of existing BMPs and selecting additional BMPs to achieve
progress. '

The USEPA draft handbook TMDLs to Stormwater Permit Iisfs the above options and notes
that:
“There are no guidelines for determining which approach is most appropriate to use.
It is likely that a variety of factors, including type of source, type of permit, and
availability of resources, will influence which approach makes the most sense.”

However, it does not appear that the Regional Board has considered the variety of factors in
determining that numeric effluent limitations are most appropriate method of incorporating
the WLAs for all pollutants in all watersheds into the MS4 stormwater permit.

The County requests that the following language, which is from the adopted Ventura County
MS4 Stormwater Permit (R4-09-0057 Page 95) be incorporated into this section within the -
introduction to clarify how the WLAs will be attained:

The Permittees shall attain the Waste Load Allocations by irhplementing BMPs in

accordance with the TMDL Technical Report, Implementation Plan, or as identified as a
result of TMDL special studies specified in the Basin Plan Amendment.
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The Permittees shall comply with the Waste Load Allocations, consistent with the
assumptions and requirements of the Waste Load Allocations documented in the
Implementation Plans, including compliance schedules, associated with the State
adoption and approval of the TMDL at compliance monitoring points established in the
‘TMDL Monitoring Program (40 CFR 122.44(d)(1 )(VII)(B))

Program Effectiveness Assessment (Section J, Page 80)

Section J. of the Tentative Order requires the Permittees to assess the effectiveness of their
JURMP, identify necessary program modifications, and report that information to the Regional
Water Board on annual basis. Section J.1.a. identifies specific water quality-based objectives
for 303(d) listed water bodies, environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs), and the major program
components.

Although the concept and intent of the provision is understood and supported by the Permittees,
the specificity and inclusion of the required water quality-based objectives and focus on the
303(d) listed water bodies and ESAs is misplaced and has not been developed within the
context of the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Guidance or through the
State’s Storm Water Quality Task Force which was established pursuant to AB 739 to develop a
comprehensive guidance document for evaluating and measuring the effectiveness of Municipal
Storm Water Management Program (Guidance Document). Although the Guidance Document
has not been finalized, it builds off of the CASQA Guidance Document concepts. In addition,
this section is not consistent with Order R8-2009-0030.

As written, this section of the Tentative Order is not consistent with the CASQA Guidance
Document and does not provide flexibility for the Permittees to develop objectives and an
overall strategy for the effectiveness assessment and will result in resources being expended
without achieving the intended goal.

Since the Permittees have already developed and implemented a program effectiveness
assessment framework and programmatic and environmental performance metrics and have
committed to developing metric definitions and guidance to improve the efficacy of the
assessments in the ROWD, the provision should be modified to allow the Permittees to contlnue
to use the approach that they have been using for several years.

The County requests that this provision be replaced with the following text:
The annual report shall include an overall program assessment. The permittees may use
the “Municipal Stormwater Program Effectiveness Assessment Guidance” developed by
the California Stormwater Quality Association in May 2007 as guidance for assessing
program activities at the various outcome levels. The assessment should include each
program element required under this order, the expected outcome and the measures
used to assess the outcome. The permittees may propose any other methodology for
program assessment using measurable targeted outcomes.

Reporting (Section G, Page74)

Section G.7. requires that the Permittees submit the Aliso Creek WURMP annual report by
March 1 of each year. Since the Watershed Action Plan Annual Report for the Aliso Creek
Watershed has historically been submitted in November of each year and has been based on
the fiscal year like the other WURMP reports, it is unclear why Board staff are requiring this
change. As such, the Aliso Creek WURMP submittal is now inconsistent with the other
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WURMP submittals both in the date for submittal and the time period for which the report
covers. The County would prefer that the Aliso Creek WURMP annual report submittal date be
aligned with the other WURMP submittals.

_The County requests that the new language incorporated as a part of Section K. on page 84
also be included in the introduction to Section G.7. so that the reporting schedules are
consistent.

The Copermiftees may propose alternate reporting criteria and schedules, as part of
their updated JRMP, for the Executive Officer's accepfance.
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ATTACHMENT C

ORANGE COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING & REPORTING
PROGRAM COMMENTS ON -
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
~ SANDIEGOREGION
TENTATIVE ORDER No. RS8-2009-0002
.NPDES NO. CAS0108740

INTRODUCTION

Attachment C contains the principal technical comments of the County of Orange (the
“County”) regarding the monitoring and reporting requirements in Attachment E of
Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 dated March 13, 2009 (“Tentative Order”).

GENERAL COMMENTS

To enable staff, monitoring, and analytical resources for new monitoring program
requirements to be acquired and integrated into current efforts, it is requested that
implementation of new requirements should be specified in Attachment E to begin 12
months from the date of permit adoption.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

E.IlLA.1. Analytical Testing Requirements for Mass Loading, Urban Stream
Bioassessment, and Ambient Coastal Receiving Water Stations (Table 1)

The 6-hour holding time for samples of indicator bacteria limits the length of time that
sampling teams can spend in the field and consequently-does not allow sampling of
some episodic events. For example, a typical day of bioassessment monitoring at three
locations requires 8 hours in the field for PHAB assessment and collection of benthic
macroinvertebrate, water quality, and toxicity testing samples. Also, mass emissions
monitoring of stormwater runoff can occur on weekends and holidays when contract
laboratory services are not available. Additionally, monitoring bacteriological quality of
stormwater at mass emissions site will not useful information considering access to flood
control channels is prohibited during periods of stormwater runoff and the mass
emissions monitoring sites are generally great distances upstream of the coastal
receiving waters.

The County requests that the requirement to conduct moniton'ng of bacteriological
quality at bioassessment sites and during stormwater events at mass emissions sites be
removed.

Monitoring for oil and grease concentration will not detect lighter petroleum fractions

such as gasoline and diesel. Oil and grease has been detected in 13 of 900 samples in
the Dry Weather Reconnaissance Program since 2003.
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The County requests that the requirement to collect a grab sample for oil and grease
during stormwater runoff monitoring be limited to Mass Emissions and Ambient Coastal
Receiving Water sites.

- E.Il.B.1 Wet Weather Runoff Monitoring — MS4 Outfall Monitoring [page 15 and
May 5 updates]

Section E.II1.B.1.b requires measurement of hardness in the receiving waters during
composite stormwater sampling of the MS4 major outfalls. Since the hardness of the
receiving waters can fluctuate considerably during a storm, a composite sampling of the
receiving water would be the most appropriate method of determining the water
hardness. This sampling of the receiving water however would require an extra
automatic sampler. '

The County requests that if the total metal concentration of the composite sample from
the major outfall exceeds the SAL, comparison will be made to the CTR CMC adjusted
fo a hardness value calculated from the Mass Emissions Database. The representative
hardness value from each watershed area will be calculated as the median of the time-
weighted hardness values of all storms monitored (2000-2008 reporting years) in the
mass emissions program within the respective watershed area. The current mass
emission monitoring protocol includes collection of 3-5 composite samples during a 4-
day period after the onset of a storm. In order to more accurately characterize receiving
water hardness during the first 24 hours (MS4 Major Outfall monitoring protocol) only the
first two composite samples (1-hour first flush + second composite) of each storm would
be used to calculate the time-weighted average concentration.

E.Il.C Dry Weather Non-stormwater Effluent Limits [page 20 and May 5 updates]

Section E.II.C.b.(3) states that effluent samples must also include analysis for chloride,
sulfate, and total dissolved solids. Although these constituents are listed in the Basin
Plan they were removed from the lists of NELs that were in prior iterations of the permit.

The County requests the removal of these three constituents from the Non-stormwater
monitoring suite.

Section F.4.e.(2)(c) of the Program Provisions states that: “Within two business days of
receiving analytical laboratory results that exceed action levels, the Co-Permittees must
either initiate an investigation to identify the source of the discharge or document the
rationale for why the discharge does not pose a threat to water quality and does not
need further investigation.” The two-day response is an unrealistic expectation
considering the weekly volume of data received from the laboratories, the time required
to enter the data into the Co-Permittee database, and the data review process.

The County requests the establishment of a protocol that specifies that wiithin five
business days of receiving analytical laboratory results that exceed action levels the Co-
Permittee responsible for the watershed from which the discharge emanated will be
notified. Within 2 business days after notification Co-Permittee will either initiate the an
investigation to identify the source of the discharge or document the rationale for why the
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discharge does not pose a threat to water quality and does not need further
investigation.

E.IlLLA.1 Reporting Program — Planned Monitoring Program [page 30]

‘The requirement that the Planned Monitoring Program be submitted September 1% of
every year, beginning on September 1, 2009, does not allow adequate time for analysis
of the monitoring data from the prior year as it is affected by management actions
undertaken throughout the MS4, subject of the annual Performance Effectiveness
Assessment.

The County requests that consideration be given to an annual meeting after submittal of
the Annual Report to discuss the content of the report and any changes fo the
monitoring program or suggestions for special studies. This approach will promote a
more collaborative relationship between the Permittees and Board staff and may help
streamline the renewal of future permits.

E.lll.A.2 Reporting Program — Monitoring Annual Report [page 30]

The requirement that the Receiving Waters and Urban Runoff Monitoring Annual Report
be submitted October 1% of every year, beginning on October 1, 2010, does not provide
adequate time for relevant analysis of the monitoring data collected in the 12-month
period immediately prior to the proposed reporting date. Previous annual reports were
submitted on November 15" of each year and assessed the results of monitoring
activities conducted in the 12-month period ending 4 %z months prior to the reporting
date.

The County requests that the Receiving Waters and Urban Runoff Monitoring Programs
Annual Report continue to be submitted in conjunction with the Unified Annual Report
and Performance Effectiveness Assessments.
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Ben Neill - RE: Orange County‘l:““}ment letter

From: "Boon, Richard" <Richard.Boon@ocpw.ocgov.com>

To: "Ben Neill" <BNeill@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Skorpanich, MaryAnne" <MaryAnne.Skorpanich@ocpw.ocgov.com>

Date: 10/6/09 9:37 AM

Subject: RE: Orange County comment letter '

CC: "Crompton, Chris" <Chris.Crompton@ocpw.ocgov.com>, "Chad Loflen" <cloflen@waterboards.ca.gov>, "James
Smith" <JSmith@waterboards.ca.gov>

Ben

Per request

Thank you for your accommodation in this matter
Richard Baon, Chief

Orange County Stormwater Program -
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From: Ben Neill [mailto:BNeill@waterboards.ca.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2009 9:32 AM

To: Skorpanich, MaryAnne

Cc: Crompton, Chris; Boon, Richard; Chad Loflen; James Smith
Subject: Orange County comment letter
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Hello Ms. Skorpanich,

On page 13 of Attachment B of Orange County's technical comments dated September 28, 2009, it appears that a graphic or picture is
missing from the text. The copy that I have reads "QuickTime and a TIFF (Uncompressed) decompressor are needed to see this picture."
If this picture is important to your comments could you please email it to me, or if it is not necessary please let me know.

Thank-you,

"Ben Neill T

Water Resource Control Engineer

Northern Watershed Protection Unit

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
9174 Sky Park Ct., Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Tel: (858) 467-2983

Fax: (858) 571-6972

file://C:\Documents and Settings\staff\l.ocal Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4ACBOFE2Region... 11/3/2009



N



PN

Bryan Speogle, Director

ORANGE COUNTY

\\ OC Watersheds
SANT T LT OAL 2301 North Glasseli Street
Pubhc W OI‘kS SR Ornge A 82883

Our Community. Our Commitment, CO‘ L. B0/ . Telephone: {714) 955-0600
Fax: (714) 955-0639

s
N i
o
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July 6 2009

Basin Plan objective.

WY JiL =8 P11

By E-mail and U.S. Mail

John Robertus

Executive Officer

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123-4340

Subject: Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 NPDES No. CAS0108740

Dear Mr. Robertus:

At the July 2, 2009 public hearing, one of your board members requested clarification regarding the proposed
Municipal Action Level (MAL) for nickel and the assertion made in the presentation by Richard Boon, County of
Orange, that it was more stringent than the Basin Plan objective (See Attachment 1 — Presentation Slide). Mr.
Boon was not present at this time to clarify the data and, in his absence, your staff opined incorrectly that Mr.
Boon had used a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) rather than a Basin Plan objective and that the MAL was
not more stnngent than the Basin Plan

The comparison of the proposed MAL for nickel (26/ug/l) with the Basin Plan objective for nickel was first
presented in our comment letter of May 15 on the March 13, 2008, version of the Tentative Order. For the
nickel objective, the Basin Plan incorporates the California Toxics Rule (CTR) by reference. CTR establishes
both acute and chronic objectives. Since the MAL appeared to be an instantaneous value, the comparison
was made to the California Toxic Rule acute criterion. The published value (see Attachment 1 — p. 31712
Federal Register / Vol. 65, No. 97/ Thursday, May 18, 2000 / Rules and Regulations) for this criterion, which
assumes 100mg/l as CaCO; hardness, is 470ug/l The MAL is therefore significantly more stringent than this

Constituent o CTR Criterion — Maximum Proposed MAL
Concentration
Nickel 470Qug/l 26ug/|

itis requested that this clarification be provaded to your Board members to eliminate any confusnon on the
response to the question. :

Thank you for your attention to our comments. Please contact Richard Boon at (714) 955-0670




John H. Robertus
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with any questions on this matter.
Sincerely,
Mary Anne Skorpanich

Director, OC Watersheds Program

Attachment 1: Presentation Slide
Attachment 2: p. 31712 Federal Regulations

cc: City Permittees




Constitue'nt MAL (ppb) ~ | Basin Plan
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Nickel 26.34 469
|Waterbody |%>MAL %>BP
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Prima 100 2.1
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Segunda 93.4 0
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31712 Federal Register/Vol. 65, No. 87/Thursday, May 18, 2000/Rules and Regulations
A B [
Freshwater Saliwater Human Health
(10® risk for carclnogens)
For consumption of:
# Compound CAS Criterion Criterion Criterion Criterion Water & Organisms
Number Maximum Continuous | Maximum | Continuous Organisms Only
Conc, ¢ Cone. ¢ Conc. ¢ Conc. ¢ (ug/l) {ugll)
81 B2 Cc1 c2 D1 D2
1. Antimony 7440360 1425 43003t
2, Arsenic ® 7440382 340imw ) 150 I, mw 691,m 36im
3. Beryllium 7440417 n a
4, Cadmium ® 7440439 | 43eimwx | 2.26imw 42im 9.3im n n
Sa. Chromium (111} 16065831 55¢e,|mo | 180eim,0 n n
5b. Chromium (VI)® 18540299 16i,mw 11imw 1100i,m 5§0im n n
6. Copper ® 7440508 | 13e,imwx | 9.0e,imw 4.8i,m a.tim 1300
7. Lead® 7439921 65e,i,m 25eim 2101,m 8.1im n n
8. Mercury ® 7439976 [Reserved] | [Reserved] | [Reserved] [Reserved] 0.050a 0.051a
9. Nickel ® 7440020 470 eimw 52 e,i,mw 74 i,m 8.21im 610a 4600 a
10, Selenium ® 7782492 | (Reserved] p 5049 290im 71im n n
11. Sliver ® 7440224 34.eim 1.9im
12. Thallium 7440280 1.7as 6.3at
13. Zinc® 7440666 120 | 120 ei,mw g01i,m 81im
ef,mwx
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 May 15, 2009
By E-mail and U.§. Mall
John Robertus

‘E cutive: Officer
; ig Reglonal Water :@'uahty Cantrol Board San Diego Regnon

Subsequent meetings with your staff have been very- helpful and a nurmber of our concerns
appear to have been resolved. However, while we ceitainly hope to continue mesting with your
staff, it is now apparent that there are fundamental differences in opinion between our
respective agencies regarding the. requirements for a fourth term permit sicross a significant
number of key programmatic areas.




Johin H. Robertus
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"O'u'r overa'rc;h'ing cancerns Wit'h t’he Ten"t"ative Ordé’r”a"re preseht‘e’d as 'Geh ;

momtormg anid reparnng prowsnons of the Tentatlve Order are presented lﬁ ;;he owing
Attachments

w Attachment £ mcludes initial comments on the Momtorlng and Reportmg Program.
GENERAL COMMENTS

I Permitting Consistency

[ g t
or gram in Orange County
1. Action Levels vs. Effluent Limits

_The Perrmttees concems wxih the lmposmon of Mummpal Actlon Ievels ;(MALS) and Numenc

f {  tn ‘p‘ _

efﬂuent fimits: In June 2006 thls panel concluded hat it is notfeasible atthis ’tlme to set
niimeric efffuent criteria for municipal BMPs ahd in particular urban dlscharges In 2008, this
conclusion continues. te be the published position of USEPA oni this issue.

CleaﬁyJ both the RWQCBs and the Permlttees have a keen lnterest |n bemg able to

N 1dard l_n the permlt is mappropnate on both techmcal and }egal grounds leemse the
water quaMy based NELs established for non-stormwater discharges are legally and regulatorily



John H. Robertus
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unsupported. Nonetheless, we recogmze the value of actuon Ieveis and wnll contmue 1o seek
provisions that support the better appl
-assessment including the developm {
commend the Dry Weather Reconnalssance Program to you as the model apphcainon of water
quality benchmarks in 2 manner entirely consistent-with the recommendations of the Biue
R:bbon Panel.

[1[ ¥ I=nc'reasm'g Administrative Burden

rAt the mception ofthe ‘Stormwater Program the County of Oranger as Pnncrpal Perrmttee -and

a C _ty/Jurssdictlon basns It also '1, ‘ WA ,"s')
Sou 1 Orange County watérsheds targetmg pathogen mdncator bactena

_Concmrently, the annual progress re o th

burden of’ the Program ;for both the RWQCB and: for the Perm_lttees

. V. Extending the Regulatory Reach of Local Jurisdictions

rwater qualLty ordmances Nonethéless the Tent’ e Order mciudes new reqmre ts that
arbitrarily establish municipal respensibility for sanitary sewer collection systems: that already
are siibject to separate State regulatlon It alse mandates the annual inspection of treatment
controls in.completed land development and re-development projects-and, more prescriptively,
tirns the attention &f the Permittees toward residénces and mobile businesses. Moreover,
these new requirements create significant resource implications for cities.

With land development projects, the installation and subséquent maintsnance of treatment
controls certainly needs to be verified. However, self certification is already .a verification
mechanism béing used by Permittees and it and dther third party verification méchanisms
‘should not be precluded by the Tentative Order in exclusive favor of Permittee inspection. The:
‘current opportunity to strateglcally re-consider the use of inspection resources should be used
to target and focus these activities rather than simply expand their scope. Fiirthermore, given
the current state of the economy, the Permittees, like all municipalities, are facing: shrinking
budgets. Conseguently the RWQCB should give great weight to the best use of limited
resources in achieving water quaiity objectives.
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The prescribed prehibition on irtigation runoff also needs to be: very carefully considered.
Praject Polution Preventron‘ the public education and outreach initiative of the Program; is
: geting o g as resndentlat‘ practlce of concem Moreove"' :the effectlveness;

'ltlve changes f,m"protective,be‘h'awors In I|ght of 'tF
wol nsk ercdmg eneralp

Impe viby ' Area (E-IA) percentage (
standard-can be identifi ed

2 szmg LID BNIPS to eap tire the: asth percentneestenn

pro;ect that cannot meet the ',L.I’D BMP réqunrements

3. Prioritized LID/SUSMP BMPs for water quality volume captire are represented by: a)
infiltration BMPs; b) harvesting and reuse BMPs; ¢) vegetated {or evapotranspiration)
BMPs ingluding bisratention ard bicfiltration. Water quality volurrie ot captured By LID
BMPs ¢hall be treated consistent with DAMP reguirements

The County endorsed these areas of agreement in a letter of February 13, 2009, to the
Executwe Off cer of the Santa Ana RWQCB and contmues to beligve they: should represent the

More receritly the County provided the Santa Ana RWQCB with a imore detailed conception of a
framework for land development. It predicates permit compliance on management of the gs"
peércéntile storm volurme, presumes the application of LID BMPs based iipon a prioritized
consideration of infiltration, capture and re-use, evapotranspiration, and bio-retention/bio-
filtration, and requires treatment of residual runoff volutmes for which the application of LID
BMPs has been determined to be infeasible at site, sub-regional and regional scales. The
fratmework also integrates options for water quality credits asid provides for-alternate compliance
appraaches including participation in a watershied project and contributions to an “in-liew” fund.



John H. Robertus

. ‘Page 5 of5

ilt also exphcntly recogmzes blo-retent:onlblo-ﬂltratlon BMPs as LID BMPs and the contmued and
‘ ’l J glig b . BN

:Regional Board should be the stamng pomt fofl d‘lscussmn with respect tothé :subject Tentative
Order.

VI Technical Jusfification

c;a”r‘“Ch-ns Crompton al (714) 955—0630 W|th any quesﬂons on this matter

Mary Anne Sko;;pamch ,
Director, OC Watérsheds Program

Attachmernit A: County of Orange Legal Comments:
Attachment. B. County of Orange Technical Comments
Attachment C. Counity of Orange Monitoring & Reportmg Program Comments

(eloi City Permiftees
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County of Orange Legal Comments — Attachment A
Tentative Order No.R9-2009- 0002
May 15, 2009

Attachment A

ORANGE COUNTY LEGAL COMMENTS ON
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
... _SANDIEGOREGION_ .. . =
" TENTATIVE ORDER No. R9-2009-0002
NPDES NO. CAS0108740

INTRODUCTION

This Attachment A contains the principal legal comments of the County of Orange (the “County”)
on Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 dated March 13, 2009 (“Tentative Order”). Although the
Supplemental Fact Sheet dated April 15, 2009 is referenced in this attachment, the County has
not attempted, at this time, to provide detailed legal comments on the Fact Sheet. The County
reserves the right to provide additional legal comments, on both the Tentative Order and Fact
Sheet, before the close of public comment.

Staff for the Regional Board has circulated several tentative updates to the Tentative Order,
most recently on May 5th. However, in the May 5th update, staff emphasized that the changes
were only proposed and draft. Accordingly, while the County generally is supportive of the
changes made in the tentative updates, the County’s comments are limited to the public release
draft of the Tentative Order dated March 13, 2009.

The County incorporates by reference its written comments on the prior versions of the
Tentative Order (Nos. R9-2007-0002 and R9-2008-0001) to the extent they have not been
addressed by the current version (No. R9-2009-0002).

PRIMARY LEGAL COMMENTS

L Contrary To Established Federal Law, the Tentative Order Would Require
Permittees to Meet Numeric Effluent Limits for Discharges from the MS4

A. Basing Permit Compliance on Municipal Action Levels is Inconsistent with
Federal and State Guidance and Not Required by the Clean Water Act

The March 13, 2009 draft of the Tentative Order imposes on Permittees for the first time the
concept of “Municipal Action Levels” or “MALs.” Beginning in the fourth year after adoption of
the permit, discharges from the MS4 that exceed the MALs (which are numeric concentration
levels for designated pollutants) would give rise to a presumption that the Permittee was not
complying with the MEP standard. In other words, the Permittee would be presumed to be in
violation of the permit. The County objects to this significant new requirement for several
reasons.

1. As Proposed, the Municipal Action Levels for Discharges from the MS4
Could Be Considered Numeric Effluent Limits Not Required by Federal
Law

First, to the extent the MALs are considered numeric effluent limitations, they are not required

by the Clean Water Act. The Clean Water Act defines “effluent limitation” as “any restriction
established by a State or [the U.S. EPA] on quantities, rates, and concentrations of chemical,

Page 1 of 10
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County of Orange Legal Comments — Attachment A
Tentative Order No.R9-2009-0002
May 15, 2009

physical, biological, and other constituents which are discharged from point sources...” CWA §
502; 33 U.S.C. § 1362(11). The proposed MALs meet this definition. Because an exceedance
of a MAL may result in a permit violation, the MALSs represent a restriction on concentrations of
designated constituents discharged from the MS4. Because they are expressed numerically
~rather than through narrative, they would be considered numeric effluent limitations.

The Clean Water Act does not require that MS4 permits include numeric effluent limitations.
Instead, MS4 permits “shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system,
design and engineering methods...” CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(iii); 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). In
other words, discharges from the MS4 must meet the so-called “MEP” standard. Unlike other
technology-based standards, the MEP standard is not defined in the Clean Water Act or in
federal regulations. It is intended to be flexible, to allow the development of site-specific permit
conditions based on the best professional judgment of the permit writer. See, e.g., 55 Fed. Reg.
47989, 48038 (Nov. 16, 1990); 64 Fed. Reg. 68721, 68754 (Dec. 8, 1999); U.S. EPA Region IX,
Storm Water Phase | MS4 Permitting: Writing More Effective, Measurable Permits (February
2003).

The Clean Water Act also provides that MS4 permits include “other provisions as [U.S. EPA] or
the State determines appropriate for the control of [ ] pollutants” discharged from the MS4.
CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(iii); 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). Case law has interpreted this language
to allow, but not require, U.S. EPA or a State to impose requirements in MS4 permits that go
beyond the MEP standard, such as numeric effluent limits. See, e.g., Defenders of Wildlife v.
Browner, 191 F.3d 1159, 1166-67 (9th Cir. 1999); Building Industry Association of San Diego
County v. State Water Resources Control Board, 124 Cal.App.4th 866, 885-86 (2005). In other
words, the MEP standard is the statutory floor for MS4 permits. MS4 permits must require that
discharges from the MS4 meet the MEP standard. The Clean Water Act allows, but does not
require, MS4 permits to include requirements more stringent than the MEP standard.
Therefore, to the extent the MALs are considered numeric effluent limitations, more stringent
than what is required by the MEP standard, they are not required by the Clean Water Act.

2. Defining MEP in Terms of the MALs is InconS|stent with Established State
and Federal Guidance. :

To the extent the MALs are defining MEP rather than imposing requirements that go beyond
MEP, they also are inappropriate. As proposed, the Tentative Order provides that if a discharge
exceeds a MAL, it will be presumed that the Permittee has not met the MEP standard. In other
words, at a minimum, the MAL for a given pollutant represents MEP. This is inconsistent with
federal and state guidance on the MEP standard.

As discussed above, the MEP standard is not defined by the Clean Water Act or by U.S. EPA.
Atfter its initial experience with the MEP standard as implemented through the Phase | MS4
permits, U.S. EPA provided additional guidance as to the standard in the preamble to its Phase
If regulations for small MS4s: :

EPA has intentionally not provided a precise definition of MEP to
allow maximum flexibility in MS4 permitting. MS4s need the
flexibility to optimize reductions in storm water pollutants on a
location-by-location basis. EPA envisions that this evaluative
process will consider such factors as conditions of receiving

Page 2 of 10
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waters, specific local concerns, and other aspects included in a
comprehensive watershed plan. Other factors may include MS4
size, climate, implementation schedules, current ability to finance
the program, beneficial uses of receiving water, hydrology,
geology, and capacity to perform operation and maintenance.

The pollutant reductions that represent MEP may be different for
each small MS4, given the unigue local hydrologic and geologic
concerns that may exist and the differing possible pollutant control
strategies. ...

EPA envisions application of the MEP standard as an iterative
process. MEP should continually adapt to current conditions and
BMP effectiveness and should strive to attain water quality
standards. Successive iterations of the mix of BMPs and
measurable goals will be driven by the objective of assuring
maintenance of water quality standards. . .. .

64 Fed. Reg. at p. 68754.

Similarly, the State Water Board has not defined the MEP standard. However, it too has
provided guidance that emphasizes the flexible nature of the standard:

If, from [a] list of BMPs, a permittee chooses only a few of the
least expensive methods, it is likely that MEP has not been met.
On the other hand, if a permittee employs all applicable BMPs
except those where it can show that they are not technically
feasible in the locality, or whose cost would exceed any benefit to
be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP requires
permittees to choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable
BMPs only where other effective BMPs will serve the same
purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the cost
would be prohibitive.

State Water Board Order WQ 2000-11 at p. 20.

In light of this state and federal guidance, it is inappropriate for the Tentative Order to attempt to
define MEP for a given pollutant with a numeric concentration, i.e., a MAL.

For the above reasons, the County requests that Section D be removed from the next draft of
the Tentative Order.

B. The Proposed Numeric Effluent Limits For Discharges of Non-Stormwater
From The MS4 Are Not Supported By Federal Law.

1. The Clean Water Act Requires That MS4 Permits Include Reguirements
To “Effectively Prohibit’ Discharges Of Non-Storm Water Info The MS4
And Controls To Reduce The Discharge Of Pollutants From The MS4 To
- The Maximum Extent Practicable; The Act Does Not Require That Non-
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Stormwater Discharges From The MS4 Meet Numeric Effluent
Limitations.

The Tentative Order would explicitly impose numeric effluent limits (NELs) on discharges from
-MS4s._Section C.incorporates NELs for.non-stormwater dry weather discharges.into receiving.-..-
waters. The Tentative Order provides no legal authority for imposing this new and significant
requirement. The Supplemental Fact Sheet simply states that because Permittees’ past efforts
at controlling pollutants in non-stormwater discharges have been ineffective, NELs on those
pollutants are necessary. To the extent there is legal authority for imposing NELs on non-
stormwater discharges from the MS4, it is not found in the Clean Water Act.

" The Clean Water Act very clearly defines the discharge requirements for permits for discharges
from municipal storm sewers (i.e., MS4s permits). Such permits may be issued on a system or
jurisdiction-wide basis, must include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater
discharges into the storm sewer, and must require controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants from the storm sewer to the maximum extent practicable. CWA § 402(p)(3)(B); 33
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B). It is the discharge of pollutants from the MS4, regardiess of whether
they are in stormwater or non-stormwater, which must be reduced to the maximum extent
practicable. Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act does not distinguish between wet weather
and dry weather discharges. Thus the Clean Water Act does not require or provide authority for
imposing NELs on the discharge of non-stormwater from MS4s.

2. The Federal Stormwater Regulations Implement the Clean Water Act’
“Effective Prohibition” Requnrement :

Nor do the federal stormwater regulations impose separate requirements on discharges of non-
stormwater from the MS4. Instead, tracking the Clean Water Act language, the federal
regulations and preamble impose specific requirements as to how Permittees are to address
non-stormwater discharges into the MS4 (i.e., “effectively prohibited”). The regulations use the
term “illicit discharge,” which means any discharge to the MS4 that is not composed entirely of
stormwater, except discharges pursuant to a separate NPDES permit and discharges resulting
- from fire fighting activities. 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(2). Permittees must have a program to
prevent illicit discharges into the MS4. 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1). The regulations also
require Permittees to address “improper disposal” into the MS4 of used oil and toxic materials
through educational activities on the proper management and disposal of these materials. 40
C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv}(B)(6).

U.S. EPA (and presumably Congress) was very aware of the problem that discharges of non-
stormwater into the MS4 could create. However, rather than imposing on MS4 owners and
operators (e.g., Permittees) numeric limits on the discharge of non-stormwater from the MS4,
the federal scheme requires that the owners/operators of such non-stormwater discharges
obtain NPDES permits to discharge into the MS4. Permits for such discharges must meet
applicable technology-based and water-quality based requirements of the Clean Water Act. By
comparison, as part of the MEP standard applicable to discharges of all pollutants from the MS4
(regardless of whether in stormwater or non-stormwater), the owner/operator of the MS4 must
develop a program to prevent |II|C|t discharges into the MS4.

The Supplemental Fact Sheet suggests that 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(k) somehow requires the

imposition in MS4 permits of NELs for the discharge of non-stormwater from the MS4. Thatis
not correct. As discussed above, the only standard applicable to discharges from an MS4 is the
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Clean Water Act-mandated MEP standard. Section 122.44(k) simply provides that BMPs are to .
be included in NPDES permits generally when authorized under Clean Water Act section 402(p)
or when NELs are infeasible. It says nothing about requiring NELs in MS4 permits.

3. . Non-Stormwater Discharges into The MS4 May Be Controlled By
Separate NPDES Permits For The Discharger Of The Non-Stormwater.

To the extent discharges of non-stormwater into the MS4 are permitted under separate NPDES
permits, the Permittees likely have no control over the pollutants, or poliutant concentrations,
discharged from the MS4. Depending on the terms of the non-stormwater NPDES permits, the
discharge from the MS4 may or may not meet the proposed effluent limits in Section C of the
Tentative Order. Permittees cannot be held strictly responsible for meeting numeric limits when
they have no control over such discharges.

For the above reasons, the County requests that Section C be removed from the next draft of
the Tentative Order.

Il - The Tentative Order’s Retrofit Requirements Are Onerous, Impracﬂcable and Not
Supported by Law.

Section F.3.d of the Tentative Order imposes a new mandate on Permittees to retrofit existing
development. Permittees are required under this new provision to do everything short of solving
world hunger: As proposed in the Tentative Order, each Permittee must implement a retrofitting
program that:

» meets the requirements of Section F.3.d,

» solves chronic flooding problems,

o reduces impacts from hydromodification,

e incorporates LID,

e supports stream restoration,

o systematically reduces downstream channel erosion,

» reduces the discharges of stormwater pollutants from the MS4 to the MEP, and

» prevents discharges from the MS4 from causing or contributing to a violation of water
quality standards.

T.O. Section F.3.d. As drafted, Permittees could meet the new retrofitting requirements of
Section F.3.d and still be in violation of the Order if, among other things, they didn’t also solve
chronic flooding problems.

Aside from the breadth of the new requirements, the County objects to the retrofit provision to
the extent it would be impracticable and incredibly onerous (if possible at all) to implement and
is not required by the Clean Water Act. To the extent such a provision is appropriate in an MS4
permit, it must be clear that Permittees may have no means of compelling private property
owners to retrofit their existing developments.? Proposed section F.3.d.(3), which says that

1 The Supplemental Fact Sheet says that retrofitting existing development is “practicable” for a permittee but does
not say how.
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Permittees “must” require select developments to implement retrofitting activities, and section
F.3.d.(4), which talks about “requiring retrofitting on existing development,” should be revised
accordingly. And since Permittees cannot force owners to retrofit their developments, it makes
little sense to require Permittees to identify existing developments that are sources of pollutants
_and then evaluate and rank them to prioritize retrofitting as sections.F.3.d(1) and (2)-would.do.. .-

Without Iegél support for the retrofitting requirement and unless the requirement is substantially
revised to reflect that it would be largely a voluntary program, the County requests that Section
F.3.d be removed from the next draft of the Tentative Order. '

i, While The Federal Regulations May Not Define “Urban Runoff,” The History Of The
Federal Storm Water Regulations Makes Clear That It Is Urban Runoff, Not All
Runoff, That Is The Problem To Be Addressed; The Tentative Order’s Proposal To
Strike “Urban” From “Urban Runoff” Will Only Lead To Confusion Without Any
Benefit To Water Quality.

Without explanation, the Tentative Order universally deletes the word “urban” from everywhere
it formerly modified the word “runoff’ (and sometimes the term “Stormwater”). Thus
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Plans (JURMPs) are now simply Jurisdictional Runoff
Management Plans (JRMPs). The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan or SUSMP is
now just the Standard Stormwater Mitigation Plan or SSMP. Staff has indicated that this
universal change was intended to clarify that Permittees are responsible not just for urban runoff
that is discharged from their MS4s, but all runoff.

Even if “urban runoff’ is not defined in the Clean Water Act or federal stormwater regulations, it
is clear that it is urban runoff that is the problem the federal regulations seek to address.
Stormwater runoff from natural, undeveloped land generally does not create water quality
problems.

Regulation of stormwater has always focused on urban runoff. After the 1972 amendments to
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (aka the Clean Water Act) began regulating point
source discharges of industrial process wastewater and municipal sewage, “it became evident
that more diffuse sources (occurring over a wide area) of water pollution, such as agricultural
and urban runoff were also major causes of water quality problems.” 55 Fed. Reg. at p. 47991.
Because agricultural stormwater discharges are statutorily exempt from the NPDES program,
the focus turned to urban runoff. /d. “[I]t is the intent of EPA that [stormwater] management
plans and other components of the programs focus on the urbanized and developing areas of
the county.” /d. at p. 48041. ‘

This emphasis on urban runoff is reﬂected in the foreword to the 1982 Final Report of EPA’s
Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP):

. The possible deleterious water quality effects of nonpoint sources
in general, and urban runoff in particular, were recognized by the
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. Because of
uncertainties about the true significance of urban runoff as a
contributor to receiving water quality problems, Congress made
treatment of separate stormwater discharges ineligible for Federal
funding when it enacted the Clean Water Act in 1977. To obtain
information that would help resolve these uncertainties, the
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Agency established the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program
(NURP) in 1978. This five year program was designed to examine
such issues as:

. The quality characteristics of urban runoff, and S|m|Iar|t|es
©— -~ ordifferences at different-urban locations; '

. The extent to which urban runoff is a significant contributor
to water quality problems across the nation; and

. The performance characteristics and the overall
effectiveness and utility of management practices for the
control of pollutant loads from urban runoff.

NURP Report at p. iii. According to the NURP Report, as early as 1964 the federal government
had become concerned about identified pollutants in urban runoff and concluded that there may
be significant water quality problems associated with stormwater runoff. NURP Report at p. 2-1.

The focus on urban runoff also is reflected in U.S. EPA’s website where,'on its NPDES
Stormwater FAQ page, U.S. EPA states that the “NPDES stormwater permit regulations,
promulgated by EPA, cover the following classes of stormwater dlscharges on a nationwide
basis:

e Operators of MS4s located in "urbanized areas" as
delineated by the Bureau of the Census,

¢ Industrial facilities in any of the 11 categories that
' discharge to an MS4 or to waters of the United States; all
categories of industrial activity (except construction) may
certify to a condition of "no exposure" if their industrial
materials and operations are not exposed to stormwater,
thus eliminating the need to obtain stormwater permit
coverage, _

» Operators of construction activity that disturbs 1 or more
acres of land; construction sites less than 1 acre are
covered if part of a larger plan of development.

See U.S. EPA’s web page at hitp://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/fags.cfm?program_id=6#302
(emphasis added).

Finally, the urban runoff focus also is reflected in the San Diego Board’s own Basin Plan which
discusses the problem of stormwater runoff in terms of urbanization and cites to the NURP
report. See Basin Plan at pp. 4-78 &79.

Because the focus of stormwater regulation is urban runoff and because the Tentative Order
provides no compelling reason to remove the term “urban” from the permit (e.g., improved
water quality), the County requests that the term be restored in the next draft of the Tentative
Order.
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V. To The Extent “FETDs” Discharge Non-Stormwater To MS4s, It Would Be
Appropriate To Regulate Such Discharges In An MS4 Permit; To The Extent The
Discharge From A FETD Is Not A [Significant] Source Of Pollutants To Waters Of
The U.S., Permittees Would Not Be Required To Effectively Prohibit The

_Discharge.

The previous drafts of the Tentative Order proposed to regulate so-called FETDs — Facilities
that Extract, Treat and Discharge to waters of the U.S. The current draft of the Tentative Order
mentions these so-called FETDs but does not regulate them.2 To the extent such facilities
discharge non-stormwater to the MS4, the County believes it is appropriate to regulate them as
a category of non-stormwater discharges in Section B. of the Order. Under Section B, to the
extent the discharge from a FETD is not a significant source of pollutants to waters of the U.S,,
Permittees would not be required to effectively prohibit the discharge.

The following language, from the Santa Ana Regional Board’s current draft North County MS4
permit, could be added as Section B.5 of the Tentative Order:

5. Permittees shall effectively prohibit discharges from FETDs to the MS4 unless
the following conditions are met

a. The discharge must not contain poliutants added by the treatment

process or in greater concentration than in the influent;
b. The discharge must not cause or contribute to downstream erosion;
c. The discharge must be in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean
: Water Act; and
d. Permittees conduct monitoring of the FETD discharge in accordance with

the Monitoring and Reporting Program in Attachment E.
The County requests the above language be included in the next draft of the Tentative Order.

V. - The Tentative Order’s Proposed Elimination Of Three Exempt Non-Storm Water
Discharge Categories Is Inconsistent With Federal Law; Individual Discharges May
Be Regulated On A Case-By-Case Basis. »

Finding C.14 of the Tentative Order says that the Permittees have identified landscape
irrigation, irrigation water, and lawn water as sources of pollutants to waters of the U.S. These
three categories are exempt non-stormwater discharges under the current permit. Section B.2 .
of the Tentative Order removes these three categories from the list of exempt non-stormwater
discharge categories. Removing the three categories would be inconsistent with the federal
stormwater regulations. :

The federal stormwater regulations include a list of categories of “exempt” non-stormwater
discharges or flows. 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)}(B)(1). Permittees’ illicit discharge and illegal
disposal program must address these discharges or flows when they have been identified by
Permittees as sources of pollutants to waters of the U.S. /d. The preamble to the federal
regulations make clear that the illicit discharge program is meant to implement the Clean Water

2 Tt is odd that the Tentative Order explicitly states that it does not regulate the discharge from FETDs. If FETDs
are not to be regulated under the Order, the County suggests deleting finding E.9. :
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Act's mandate that stormwater permits include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges to the MS4. 55 Fed. Reg. at pp. 48037 and 48055.

The preamble also makes clear that Permittees’ illicit discharge program need not prevent

_ discharges of the “exempt” categories into the MS4 “unless such discharges are specifically
identified on a case-by-case basis as needing to be addressed.” 55 Fed. Reg. at 47995. In

other words, individual discharges within exempt categories must be addressed when the

particular discharge is a source of pollutants to waters of the U.S. The federal regulations do

. not allow for removing entire categories of exempt non-stormwater discharges. U.S. EPA

confirmed this case-by-case approach in its Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of

the NPDES Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

(November 1992) (*Part 2 Guidance Manual”) where it states:

If an applicant knows . . . that landscape irrigation water from a
particular site flows through and picks up pesticides or excess
nutrients from fertilizer applications, there may be a reasonable
potential for a storm water discharge to result in a water quality
impact. In such an event, the applicant should contact the
NPDES permitting authority to request that the authority order the
discharger to the MS4 to obtain a separate NPDES permit (or in
this case, the discharge could be controlled through the storm
water management program of the MS4.)

Part 2 Guidance Manual at p. 6-33 (emphasis added).

Accordingly, the County requests that the landscape irrigation, irrigation water, and lawn water
non-stormwater categories be restored in the next draft of the Tentative Order.

ADDITIONAL LEGAL COMMENTS
l. Findings

Finding C.1

“Runoff from an MS4” is inaccurate and likely confusing. It would be more accurate to describe
runoff into an MS4 and a discharge from the MS4. The permit should track the language of the
Clean Water Act, which requires that MS4 permits include requirements to effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges into the MS4 and to control the discharge of pollutants from the MS4
to the maximum extent practicable. '

Finding C.2

This finding implies that discharges from the MS4 must strictly comply with water quality
standards. That is not correct. The Clean Water Act requires that discharges meet the MEP
standard. See, e.g., Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner, supra, 191 F.3d at pp. 1166-67.
Finding D.1.f |

The inaccurate language of this finding, imposing different standards on wet weather and dry

weather discharges, continues throughout the permit. The Clean Water Act does not require
Permittees to reduce the discharge of pollutants from sformwater to the MEP. Rather, the
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requirement is to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to the MEP (regardless of
whether the discharge is of wet weather or dry weather flows). Similarly, the federal
requirement is to eliminate illicit discharges into the MS4 (which if accomplished would largely
eliminate dry weather flows from the MS4), not to eliminate pollutants in dry weather flows.

- Finding E.13

Under the Clean Water Act, discharges from the MS4 are required to meet the MEP standard.
To the extent the permit, when read with the Basin Plan, requires discharges to meet receiving
water limitations, it must be a state law requirement. This finding should be clarified
.accordingly.

| Order

Section A.3.b

Finding A.3 says the permit is consistent with the State Board's precedential Order 99-05.
However, the language in section A.3.b of the Order (which requires Permittees to continue the
iterative process unless directed otherwise by the Executive Officer) is not consistent with Order
99-05 (which says Permittees do not have to repeat the process unless directed otherwise by
the E.Q.). Accordingly, Section A.3.b should be revised consistent with State Board Order 99-
05.

Sections A.5 & B.5

The Ocean Plan prohibition of discharges to ASBS is controversial. Moreover, it is a state law,
not federal, requirement. Unless the Board can justify it in a MS4 permit, it should be deleted.

Section |

The Clean Water Act does not require that an MS4 permit include numeric limits derived from
waste load allocations (WLAs) in adopted TMDLs. To the extent the Tentative Order will
implement such WLAs, compliance should be through the accepted iterative process for
complying with water quality standards
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ATTACHMENT B

ORANGE COUNTY TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN DIEGO REGION
TENTATIVE ORDER No. R9-2009-0002
NPDES NO. CAS0108740

INTRODUCTION

This Attachment B contains the principal technical comments of the County of Orange (the
“County”) on Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 dated March 13, 2009 (“Tentative Order”) and
subsequent Tentative Updates, dated April 29, 2009. Although the supporting Fact
Sheet/Technical Report dated December 12, 2007 and the Supplemental Fact Sheet/Technical
Report dated April 29, 2009 (collectively the “Fact Sheet”)" are referenced occasionally in this
attachment, the County has not attempted to provide detailed comments on the Fact Sheet.

These comments are divided into three sections: (1) General Comments, (2) Findings, and (3)
Permit Provisions. The first section discusses the County’s global concerns with the Tentative
Order, whereas the latter two sections address issues relating to specific parts of the Tentative
Order. At times, the issues and concerns raised will pertain to more than one section of the
Tentative Order.

The County has endeavored to provide a complete set of comments on the Tentative Order.
However, the County reserves the right to submit additional comments relating to Tentative
Order No. R9-2009-0002 and the supporting Fact Sheet/Technical Report to the Regional Board
up to the close of the public comment period.

GENERAL COMMENTS

TENTATIVE ORDER DISMISSES THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DRAINAGE AREA
MANAGEMENT PLAN AND IS OVERLY PRESCRIPTIVE

The Response to Comments issued by the Regional Board dated July 6, 2007, contends that
the Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) is an unnecessary document and “serves as a
collection of model program components from which the Permittees have chosen to base their
own program components.” The County takes exception to this view of the DAMP. The DAMP
and Local Implementation Plans (LIPs) are fundamental and necessary elements of the MS4
program since they serve as the primary policy and guidance documents for the program and
describe the methods and procedures that will be implemented to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and achieve compliance with the MS4 permit
performance standards. Indeed, the CWA regulations speak directly to the necessity and
importance of the stormwater management plan in the permitting process. The management
program “shall include a comprehensive planning process.....to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable using management practices, control techniques

' The Tentative Order is supported by two Fact Sheet/Technical Reports including the Fact
Sheet/Technical Report that was released pursuant to Tentative Order R8-2008-0001 on December 12,
2007 and the Supplemental Fact Sheet/Technical Report that was released pursuant to Tentative Order
R8-2009-0002 on April 15, 2009.
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and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are
appropriate...... Proposed management program shall describe priorities for implementing
controls.” 40 CFR 122.16(d)(2)(iv). The necessary detail and prioritization of management
efforts must remain at the local level and be described within the DAMP and not in the permit.
The significance of the DAMP should therefore be recognized rather than dismissed.

It is noted that the current draft of the Tentative Order comiprises 91 pages compared to the 54
pages of the 2008 Tentative Order. The expanding document connotes an increasingly top
down approach that potentiaily reduces the ability of the Permittees to adaptively manage their
programs to meet the MEP standard. This approach seems contrary to the discussion of MEP
in the Fact Sheet, which stresses the dynamic aspect of the MEP standard and concludes with
the statement that The Order provides a minimum framework to guide the Permittees in meeting
the MEP standard.? ‘

The increasingly prescriptive and detailed permits provisions erode the flexibility and local
responsibility of Permittees for continued development and improvement of the MS4 program
based upon their extensive and collective experience in managing the program. This shift runs

_ counter to the purpose and intent of the federal stormwater management program as set forth in

the federal CWA regulations and USEPA guidance. Notwithstanding these statements, the
County supports the need to establish performance standards or metrics within the DAMP that
will be used to support our program and direct limited resources effectively.

TENTATIVE ORDER INAPPROPRIATELY USES THE TERM “VIOLATION” INSTEAD OF
“EXCEEDANCE” '

The Tentative Order persists in the inappropriate reference to data that exceed Water Quality

Objectives (WQOs) as violations. In several instances the language in the Tentative Order has
been changed from the prior Order (R9-2002-0001) to replace the term “exceedance” with the
term “violation”. For example, “exceedances of water quality objectives” has been replaced with
“violations of water quality objectives” (emphasis added). In some cases, the change is
inappropriate.

bThe Tentative Order should use the term “exceedance” where it refers to a comparison of data

with criteria such as water quality objectives that are relevant to. evaluation of the data. The
Tentative Order should use the term “violation” when it is referring to a failure to comply with a
prohibition or other requirement of the Tentative Order.. Careful use of these terms is important,
because an “exceedance” does not equate with a “violation.” For example, while it may be
useful to compare water quality monitoring data to receiving water quality objectives and use
identified “exceedances” to target potential problems areas and pollutants, it is inappropriate to
make this same comparison and determine that there is a “violation”. Indeed, the use of the
term *violation” to refer to any exceedance detected would, in effect, be using the water quality
objectives or other relevant reference criteria as de-facto numeric effluent limitations.

The County again requests modification of the Tentative Order language to use the word
“exceedance” instead of “violation” when referring to the comparison of water quality monitoring
data to reference criteria. The locations in the permit where these changes should be made
are:

» Page5, Finding C.9.

2 Fact Sheet/Technical Report for Tentative Order No. R9-2007-0002, Page 35
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Page 6, Finding D.1.b.

Page 10, Finding D.3.d.

Page 12, Finding E.1.

Page 17, A.3.

The term “violation” in this section is inconsistent with SWRCB Order WQ 99-05 and
needs to be modified to “exceedance”. The iterative language in the receiving water
limitations speaks to exceedances of water quality standards, not violations.

Urban runoff data cannot in itself indicate a violation of water quality standard. A water quality
standard consists of two elements: the beneficial use that we'’re trying to protect and the water
quality objective established to protect that use. The exceedance of a water quality objective
does not necessarily result in a violation of a water quality standard. Runoff data can be
described as exceeding water quality objectives, but the assessment of whether or not water
quality standards are violated is based upon samples and data from the receiving water and
impacts or lack of impacts on beneficial uses.

The County further notes that similar MS4 permits draw distinctions between assessing urban
runoff monitoring results and describing the receiving water. These permits include the area-
wide permits issued by: the San Diego Regional Board to the MS4s draining the watersheds of
San Diego County (Order No. R8-2007-0001, NPDES No. CAS0108758, January 24, 2007);
and Riverside County (Order No. R9-2004-0001, NPDES No. CAS0108766, July 14, 2004); and
those issued by the Santa Ana Regional Board to the MS4s draining the watersheds of San
Bernardino County (Order No. R8-2002-0012, NPDES No. CAS618036, April 26, 2002);
Riverside (Order No. R8-2002-0011 NPDES NO. CAS 618033, October 25, 2002); and Orange
County (Order No. R8-2002-0010 NPDES No. CAS618030, January 18, 2002), and the May 1,
2009 Draft Tentative Order R8-2009-0030 NPDES No. CAS618030).

In these permits the monitoring data is described as, or actions are predicated upon,
exceedances of water quality standards while prohibitions regarding receiving water tend to use
the terminology ‘shall not cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards’. Although
the latter is not universal and many permits use the language ‘shall not cause or contribute to an
exceedance of water quality standards’.

FINDINGS
DISCHARGE CHARACTERISTICS

» Compliance with Water Quality Standards (Finding C.2, Page 2)
Finding C.2 seems to be establishing the fact that MS4s are responsible for all sources
of pollutant and manner of discharges (see last sentence). The County would submit
that municipalities are limited in their ability to control all sources of pollutants (e.g. air
pollutants being transported to the receiving waters from the MS4). We recommend that
the last sentence be deleted.

» Water Quality Monitoring Data (Finding C.9, Page 5)
Finding C.9. states, in part, that the water quality monitoring data collected to date
indicates that there are violations® of Basin Plan objectives for a number of pollutants

® For the reasons discussed above and to be consistent with the Fact Sheet (page 8), the term “violation”
should be changed to "exceedances.”
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and that the data indicates that runoff discharges are the leading cause of impairment.
While the receiving water quality may exceed Basin Plan objectives for constituents
identified by the municipalities as pollutants of concern, there is inadequate data to make
such a definitive statement that the runoff discharges are the leading cause of
impairment in Orange County. This statement does not take into account the other
sources within the watershed or the uncertainty within many of the studies that have
been conducted. Accordingly, the last sentence of that paragraph should be modified to
read,

In sum; the above findings indicate that urban runoff discharges are may be causing or

contributing to water quality impairments, and are-a warrant leading-cause-of-such
impairmentsin-Orange-County special attention.

URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

New or Modified Requirements (Finding D.1.c, Page 7)

Finding D.1.c. states that the Tentative Order “contains new or modified requirements
that are necessary to improve the Permittees’ efforts to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the MEP and achieve water quality standards”. The Finding further states
some of these new or modified requirements “address program deficiencies that have
been noted in audits, report reviews, and other Regional Board compliance assessment
activities.” In fact, in many cases the new or modified requirements do not have
adequate findings of fact and technical justification.

In many instances the Fact Sheet not only provides little or no justification of the need for
the new requirement, it also does not identify the “program deficiency” that warrants the
modification. In many cases the Fact Sheet also does not consider the thorough
program analysis that the Permittees conducted as a part of their preparation of the
ROWD and the deficiencies and program modifications that Permittees themselves
identified as necessary for the program. The Permit Provisions comments in the next
section of these comments identify many of the areas where new or modified provisions
of the Tentative Order lack factual or technical support in the Fact Sheet.

Development Planning - Treatment Control BMPs (Finding D.2.b, Page 8)

Finding D.2.b. seems to be making the case that treatment control BMPs are ineffective
and should not be used. This Finding overstates or incorrectly states the constraints of
treatment control BMPs. It is fair to say that without a performance standard for
treatment control BMPs then treatment control BMPs suffer from the constraints noted.
However, treatment control BMPs can be effective in removing pollutants for a wide
range of storms and, when combined with source control BMPs, provide a
comprehensive pollutant reduction strategy. This finding should be significantly modified
to support the statement that “using a combination of onsite source control and site
design BMPs augmented with treatment control BMPS... is important.”

NOTE: The previous comments on this issue made by the Permittees were not
addressed in the Regional Board’s two Response to Comments documents, and are

.therefore resubmitted.

Page 4 of 42



a | -

County of Orange Technical Comments — Attachment B
Tentative Order No.R9-2009-0002
May 15, 2009

Heavy Industrial Sites (Finding D.2.e, Page 9)

Finding D.2.e. states that the one-acre threshold for heavy industrial sites is appropriate
“since it is consistent with the requirements in the Phase || NPDES stormwater
regulations that apply to small municipalities”. The Phase Il stormwater regulations do
not apply to the Phase | communities. 40 CFR 122.32. The reference to Phase ||
NPDES regulations and, as discussed below, the corresponding change in the permlt
provisions should be deleted.

NOTE: The'previous comments on this issue made by the Permittees were not
addressed in the Regional Board'’s two Response to Comments documents, and are .
therefore resubmitted.

Hydromodification (Finding D.2.g, Page 9)

Finding D.2.g. identifies that increased volume, frequency, and discharge duration of
storm runoff from developed areas has the potential to greatly accelerate downstream
erosion, impair stream habitat in natural drainages, and negatively impact beneficial
uses. However it does not acknowledge that hardened or stabilized channels will likely
not be susceptible to hydromodification impacts.

It is recommended that the Finding be modified as follows:

The increased volume, velocity, frequency and discharge duration of storm water runoff
from developed areas has the potential to accelerate downstream erosion in natural
drainages and unimproved channels, impair stream habitat in natural drainages, and
negatively impact beneficial uses. Development and urbanization increase pollutant
loads in stormwater and volume of stormwater runoff. Impervious surfaces can neither
absorb water nor remove pollutants and thus lose the purification and infiltration
provided by naturally vegetated soil. Some channels that are either engineered and
maintained, or hardened may not be susceptible to the impacts of hydromodification.

STATUTE AND REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS -

Treatment and Waters of the U.S. (Finding E.7, Page 14)

Finding E.7. states that,"[u]rban runoff treatment and/or mitigation must occur prior to the
discharge of urban runoff into a receiving water.” We believe that Finding E.7. is based
on a misinterpretation of CWA regulations and misconstrues USEPA guidance on
stormwater treatment BMPs. This concern is discussed in detail in Attachment A (Pages
1-7). We wish to comment here on the implications it has for watershed restoration

. activities.

Prohibiting treatment and mitigation in receiving waters severely limits the potential
locations for installation of treatment control BMPs and will adversely affect many
watershed restoration projects. For example, this Finding may have unintended adverse
effects for the Aliso Creek Water Quality SUPER Project.

The Aliso Creek Water Quality SUPER Project proposes a multi-objective approach to
Aliso Creek watershed development and enhancement, accommodating channel
stabilization, flood hazard reduction, economic uses, aesthetic and recreational
opportunities, water quality improvements, and habitat concerns. The project is aimed at
water supply efficiency and system reliability through reclamation, along with benefits for
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