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Section 1 – Permittee Information 
SECTION I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Background Information  

Permittee Name: City of Mountain View 

Population:  80,435 (estimate from U.S. Census Bureau website) 

NPDES Permit No.:  CAS612008 

Order Number:  R2-2015-0049 

Reporting Time Period (month/year):  July 2015 through June 2016 

Name of the Responsible Authority:  Jaymae Wentker Title: Fire Marshal 

Mailing Address:  500 Castro St., City Hall – 4th Floor 

City:  Mountain View Zip Code: 94041 County: Santa Clara 

Telephone Number:  650-903-6378 Fax Number: 650-962-1430 

E-mail Address:  Jaymae.wentker@mountainview.gov 

Name of the Designated Stormwater 
Management Program Contact (if 
different from above): 

Eric Anderson Title: Environmental Safety Coordinator 

Department:  Fire Department – Fire and Environmental Protection Division 

Mailing Address:  500 Castro St., City Hall – 4th Floor 

City:  Mountain View Zip Code: 94041 County: Santa Clara 

Telephone Number:  650-903-6225 Fax Number: 650-462-1430 

E-mail Address:  Eric.anderson@mountainview.gov 
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Section 2 - Provision C.2 Reporting Municipal Operations 

 

Program Highlights and Evaluation 
Highlight/summarize activities for reporting year: 

 

Summary: 

During FY 15-16, the City implemented the following: 1) pump station inspections; 2) continued implementation of maintenance operation BMPs; 3) continued 
implementation of the Municipal Operations Center (Corp Yard) SWPPP; and 4) participated in SCVURPPP’s Municipal Operations Ad Hoc Task Group 
(AHTG).  Refer to the C.2 Municipal Operations section of SCVURPPP’s FY 15-16 Annual Report for a description of the Municipal Operations AHTG activities. 

 

 

C.2.a. ►Street and Road Repair and Maintenance  

Place a Y in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were implemented.  If not applicable, type NA in the box and provide an explanation in the 
comments section below. Place an N in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were not implemented for one or more of these activities during the 
reporting fiscal year, then in the comments section below provide an explanation of when BMPs were not implemented and the corrective actions taken. 

Y Control of debris and waste materials during road and parking lot installation, repaving or repair maintenance activities from polluting stormwater 

Y 
Control of concrete slurry and wastewater, asphalt, pavement cutting, and other street and road maintenance materials and wastewater from 
discharging to storm drains from work sites. 

Y Sweeping and/or vacuuming and other dry methods to remove debris, concrete, or sediment residues from work sites upon completion of work. 

Comments: The City owns and operates equipment, including vacuum equipment and sweepers, which are capable of controlling pollutant sources from 
street and road repair, as well as other maintenance activities.  Asphalt grinding equipment has reduced the use of saw cutting equipment and the cleanup of 
slurry that is associated with saw cutting activities. 

 

C.2.b. ►Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance and Pavement Washing  

Place a Y in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were implemented.  If not applicable, type NA in the box and provide an explanation in the 
comments section below. Place an N in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were not implemented for one or more of these activities during the 
reporting fiscal year, then in the comments section below provide an explanation of when BMPs were not implemented and the corrective actions taken.  

Y 
Control of wash water from pavement washing, mobile cleaning, pressure wash operations at parking lots, garages, trash areas, gas station fueling areas, 
and sidewalk and plaza cleaning activities from polluting stormwater 

Y Implementation of the BASMAA Mobile Surface Cleaner Program BMPs  

Comments: 
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C.2.c. ►Bridge and Structure Maintenance and Graffiti Removal  

Place a Y in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were implemented.  If not applicable, type NA in the box and provide an explanation in the 
comments section below. Place an N in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were not implemented for one or more of these activities during the 
reporting fiscal year, then in the comments section below provide an explanation of when BMPs were not implemented and the corrective actions taken. 

NA Control of discharges from bridge and structural maintenance activities directly over water or into storm drains 

Y Control of discharges from graffiti removal activities 

Y Proper disposal for wastes generated from bridge and structure maintenance and graffiti removal activities 

Y Implementation of the BASMAA Mobile Surface Cleaner Program BMPs for graffiti removal 

Y Employee training on proper capture and disposal methods for wastes generated from bridge and structural maintenance and graffiti removal activities. 

NA 
Contract specifications requiring proper capture and disposal methods for wastes generated from bridge and structural maintenance and graffiti removal 
activities. 

Comments:  City crews do not perform bridge maintenance activities directly over water.  Graffiti is either painted or removed by cleaning product using a rag.  
Graffiti removal does not involve washing operations. 
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C.2.e. ►Rural Public Works Construction and Maintenance  

Does your municipality own/maintain rural1 roads:  Yes X No 

If your answer is No then skip to C.2.f. 

Place a Y in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were implemented.  If not applicable, type NA in the box and provide an explanation in the 
comments section below. Place an N in the boxes next to activities where applicable BMPs were not implemented for one or more of these activities during the 
reporting fiscal year, then in the comments section below provide an explanation of when BMPs were not implemented and the corrective actions taken.  

 Control of road-related erosion and sediment transport from road design, construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas 

 Identification and prioritization of rural road maintenance based on soil erosion potential, slope steepness, and stream habitat resources  

 No impact to creek functions including migratory fish passage during construction of roads and culverts 

 Inspection of rural roads for structural integrity and prevention of impact on water quality 

 Maintenance of rural roads adjacent to streams and riparian habitat to reduce erosion, replace damaging shotgun culverts and excessive erosion 

 
Re-grading of unpaved rural roads to slope outward where consistent with road engineering safety standards, and installation of water bars as 
appropriate 

 
Inclusion of measures to reduce erosion, provide fish passage, and maintain natural stream geomorphology when replacing culverts or design of new 
culverts or bridge crossings  

Comments including listing increased maintenance in priority areas: 

 

 

 

                                                            
1Rural means any watershed or portion thereof that is developed with large lot home-sites, such as one acre or larger, or with primarily agricultural, grazing or open space uses. 



FY 2015-2016 Annual Report  C.2 – Municipal Operations 
Permittee Name: City of Mountain View 
 

FY 15-16 AR Form 2-4 9/30/16 

C.2.f. ►Corporation Yard BMP Implementation  

Place an X in the boxes below that apply to your corporations yard(s): 

 We do not have a corporation yard 

 Our corporation yard is a filed NOI facility and regulated by the California State Industrial Stormwater NPDES General Permit 

X We have a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the Corporation Yard(s) 

Place an X in the boxes below next to implemented SWPPP BMPs to indicate that these BMPs were implemented in applicable instances.If not applicable, type 
NA in the box.  If one or more of the BMPs were not adequately implemented during the reporting fiscal year then indicate so and explain in the comments 
section below: 

X Control of pollutant discharges to storm drains such as wash waters from cleaning vehicles and equipment 

X Routine inspection prior to the rainy seasons of corporation yard(s) to ensure non-stormwater discharges have not entered the storm drain system 

X Containment of all vehicle and equipment wash areas through plumbing to sanitary or another collection method 

X 
Use of dry cleanup methods when cleaning debris and spills from corporation yard(s) or collection of all wash water and disposing of wash water  to 
sanitary or other location where it does not impact surface or groundwater when wet cleanup methods are used 

X Cover and/or berm outdoor storage areas containing waste pollutants 

Comments: 

The City has a SWPPP for its MOC.  Although the MOC is exempt from the Industrial General Permit, the City has contracted a consultant to perform SWPPP 
inspections and site evaluations. 

If you have a corporation yard(s) that is not an NOI facility, complete the following table for inspection results for your corporation yard(s) or attach a summary 
including the following information:  

Corporation Yard Name 

Inspection Date 
(1x/year required) Inspection Findings/Results Follow-up Actions 

Municipal Operations Center 
(MOC) 

6/16/2016 Dry Weather Inspection - No unauthorized discharges to storm 
water conveyance systems were observed. Storm water 
pathways appear clear.  Good housekeeping practices of outdoor 
storage areas were observed throughout the site. Covered 
Storage Area and sludge drying containment area appeared 
generally swept and in good order. Paved area outside and next 
to the Hazardous Material Storage Area observed with no 
evidence of spills.  Metal storage bin at loading dock was 
partially full; lids were closed on other refuse bins throughout 
the site. Area around the bermed car wash appeared dry.  Areas 
around storm water drains appeared clear and some protection 

Maintain protection around 
catch basins at Hazardous 
Material Storage Area and 
Covered Storage Area 
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was in place at catch basins next to Hazardous Material Storage 
Area and Covered Storage Area.  Catch basin at the loading dock 
equipped with a sock.  Leaves were observed along the paved 
northern area immediately outside MOC administration 
building.   

Municipal Operations Center 
(MOC) 

11/2/2015 

12/3/2015 

1/19/2016 

3/11/2016 

4/22/2016 

5/6/2016 

Wet Weather Inspections – Light oil slick(s), plant material, 
sediment and some foam observed in some catch basins - No 
significant issues identified.  Storm water samples not required 
to be collected.  

N/A 
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Section 3 - Provision C.3 Reporting New Development and Redevelopment 
 

C.3.a. ►New Development and Redevelopment Performance 
Standard Implementation Summary Report 

 

(For FY 15-16 Annual Report  only) Provide a brief summary of the methods of implementation of Provisions C.3.a.i.(1)-(8). 

Summary: The City of Mountain View implements the New Development and Redevelopment Performance Standards listed in MRP provision C.3.a.i.(1)-(8).  
A brief description of the City’s implementation of each performance standard is provided below: 

(1) Municipality’s legal authority to implement C.3:  Section 35.34 of the Mountain View City Code provides the City with the authority to implement 
stormwater treatment requirements at new development and redevelopment projects.  Section 35.33.11(CC) of the Mountain View City Code prohibits 
discharge of wastewater to the storm drain from the installation, cleaning, treating and washing of copper architectural features. 

(2) Municipality’s development review and permitting procedures, including use of conditions of approval or other enforceable mechanisms:  The 
City implements a planning application review process that enables staff from different departments to provide comments and conditions on projects 
at an early stage in the project review process.  Fire and Environmental Protection Division (FEPD) staff participate in the Planning review process for 
the purpose of evaluating projects for C.3 applicability, and imposing C.3 conditions and other pollution prevention conditions on applicable C.3 
projects.   

(3) How water quality effects and mitigation measures are addressed in environmental reviews (e.g., CEQA):  The City’s CEQA checklist includes the 
relevant Biological Resources and Hydrology and Water Quality questions.  Initial studies and EIR documents are reviewed to ensure that mitigation 
measures are identified. 

(4) C.3 training for appropriate departments (Program will report on training at the countywide level):  City staff attend annual SCVURPPP C.3 
training workshops, and the City’s Environmental Safety Coordinator provides additional support and training to Community Development 
Department and Public Works Department staff as needed. 

(5) Outreach/education efforts to staff, developers, contractors, construction site operators and owner/builders:  Outreach materials are provided to 
developers, contractors, construction site operators and owner/builders through comments and conditions during the Planning review process. 

(6) How your municipality encourages site design measures at unregulated projects subject to Planning/Building Department review:  Site design 
measures are encouraged at unregulated projects during the Planning review process. 

(7) How your municipality encourages source control measures at unregulated projects subject to Planning/Building Department review:  Source 
control measures are required as conditions of approval, where applicable, at unregulated projects during the Planning review process. 

(8) General Plan revisions (if needed) to integrate water quality/watershed protection with water supply, flood protection, habitat protection, 
groundwater recharge, and other sustainable development principles and policies.  Include dates of General Plan revisions:  The City’s General Plan 
was revised and adopted in 2012.  The General Plan includes numerous environmental sections, including water quality, habitat, water conservation, 
flood protection, groundwater protection, and sustainability.  Stormwater pollution prevention practices and control measures, such as green 
infrastructure goals are also described in the General Plan. 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting  

Fill in attached table C.3.b.iv.(2) or attach your own table including the same information.  

The regulated projects approved by the City during FY 15-16 are summarized in Parts 1 and 2 of Table C.3.b.iv.(2) below. 

 

 
 

C.3.c.ii►Design Specifications for Pervious Pavement Systems  
 

 

(For FY 2015-16 Annual Report only).  Submit design specifications for pervious pavement systems that have been developed and adopted on a regional or 
countywide basis. If design specifications have been adopted and are contained in a Countywide stormwater handbook, include a reference to the handbook.  

Summary: 

The City of Mountain View is following the design specifications included in the SCVURPPP C.3 Stormwater Handbook, revised June 2016.  

 

 
 

C.3.e.iv. ►Alternative or In-Lieu Compliance with Provision C.3.c.   

 Is your agency choosing to require 100% LID treatment onsite for all Regulated Projects and 
not allow alternative compliance under Provision C.3.e.?  

 
Yes 

X 
No 

 Comments (optional): 
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C.3.e.v ► Special Projects Reporting  

1. In FY 2015-16, has your agency received, but not yet granted final discretionary approval of, a 
development permit application for a project that has been identified as a potential Special 
Project based on criteria listed in MRP Provision C.3.e.ii(2) for any of the three categories of 
Special Projects (Categories A, B or C)?   

X 

Yes 

 

No 

2. In FY 2015-16, has your agency granted final discretionary approval to a Special Project? If 
yes, include the project in both the C.3.b.iv.(2) Table, and the C.3.e.v. Table. 

X 
Yes 

 
No 

If you answered “Yes” to either question,  

1) Updated Special Projects status information is provided in Table C.3.e.v below. 

2) Narrative discussions of 100% LID Feasibility or Infeasibility for each project are included in Appendix 3-1. 

 
 

C.3.h.v.(2) ► Reporting Newly Installed Stormwater Treatment 
Systems and HM Controls (Optional)  

On an annual basis, before the wet season, provide a list of newly installed (installed within the reporting year) stormwater treatment systems and HM controls 
to the local mosquito and vector control agency and the Water Board. The list shall include the facility locations and a description of the stormwater treatment 
measures and HM controls installed. 

See attached Table C.3.h.v.(2) for list of newly installed Stormwater Treatment Systems/HM Controls. 

 

 

C.3.h.v.(3)(a) –(c) and (f) ► Installed Stormwater Treatment Systems 
Operation and Maintenance Verification Inspection Program 
Reporting 

 

 

Option 1 – Reporting Site Inspections Number/Percentage 

Total number of Regulated Projects (including offsite projects, and Regional Projects) in your agency’s database or tabular 
format at the end of the previous fiscal year (FY14-15) 

70 
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Total number of Regulated Projects (including offsite projects, and Regional Projects) in your agency’s database or tabular 
format at the end of the reporting period (FY 15-16) 

80 

Total number of Regulated Projects (including offsite projects, and Regional Projects) for which O&M verification 
inspections were conducted during the reporting period (FY 15-16) 

15 

Percentage of the total number of Regulated Projects (including offsite projects, and Regional Projects) inspected during the 
reporting period (FY 15-16) 

20%1 

Option 2 – Reporting Stormwater Treatment System Inspections (Note: This option is available during FY 15-16 only) NA 

Total number of stormwater treatment and HM systems in your agency’s database or tabular format at the end of the 
previous fiscal year (FY 14-15) 

NA 

Total number of stormwater treatment systems in your agency’s database or tabular format at the end of the reporting 
period (FY 15-16) 

NA 

Total number of stormwater treatment and HM systems inspected in the reporting period (FY 15-16) NA 

Percentage of stormwater treatment and HM systems inspected in the reporting period (FY 15-16) NA%2 

 

C.3.h.v.(3)(d)-(e) ► Installed Stormwater Treatment Systems 
Operation and Maintenance Verification Inspection Program 
Reporting 

 

Provide a discussion of the inspection findings for the year and any common problems encountered with various types of treatment systems and/or HM 
controls.  This discussion should include a general comparison to the inspection findings from the previous year.   

Summary: 

During FY 15-16, 20% of the installed systems were inspected, including 9 vault-based stormwater treatment systems.  No major violations or excessive 
trash was observed during vault system inspections, and trash levels for the systems appeared to be reduced compared to previous inspections.  Systems 
with minor trash levels were referred for maintenance.  Inspections of biotreatment and vegetated swale systems that depend on pumps to direct runoff to 
the system were also inspected during rain events to verify that the pumps were working.  Visible evidence that the pumps activated was observed at all 
locations, which is an improvement from FY 14-15 when 2 systems were required to be repaired.  No other major violations were identified.  The City has 
started the process of implementing ipad technology for field inspections which will improve inspection tracking and record-keeping. 

                                                           
1 Based on the number of Regulated Projects in the database or tabular format at the end of the previous fiscal year (FY 14-15), per MRP Provision C.3.h.ii.(6)(b). 
2 Based on the number of stormwater treatment and HM systems database or tabular format at the end of the previous fiscal year (FY 14-15), per MRP Provision 
C.3.h.ii.(6)(b). 
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Provide a discussion of the effectiveness of the O&M Program and any proposed changes to improve the O&M Program (e.g., changes in prioritization plan or 
frequency of O&M inspections, other changes to improve effectiveness program).   

Summary: 

During FY 15-16, the City continued to conduct inspections of the vault-based systems, but will transition to a maintenance verification system for 
stormwater treatment vaults in FY 16-17.  This program change will involve sending notices requiring 3rd party inspection and maintenance records for all 
vault systems, then tracking the records.  Not only will this system increase the number of verified inspections for the vault-based systems, it should allow 
inspection staff more time to inspect the landscape-based stormwater treatment systems.  The City has also scheduled combined inspections of the 
treatment BMPs with County Vector Control staff to make sure vector inspectors know where all systems are located for mosquito inspection and 
abatement. 

 

Along with the improvements described above, the City will also transition to using an ipad for inspections, which will improve record tracking.  The 
inspection form will be installed on the ipad, and inspectors will be able to complete the forms and email the reports to the responsible party directly from 
the field. 

 

 

C.3.i. ►Required Site Design Measures for Small Projects and 
Detached Single Family Home Projects 

 

On an annual basis, discuss the implementation of the requirements of Provision C.3.i, including ordinance revisions, permit conditions, development of 
standard specifications and/or guidance materials, and staff training.  

Summary: 

 BASMAA prepared standard specifications in four fact sheets regarding the site design measures listed in Provision C.3.i, as a resource for Permittees.  We 
have modified local ordinances/policies/procedures and forms/checklists to require all applicable projects approved after December 1, 2012 to implement 
at least one of the site design measures listed in Provision C.3.i.   

 During FY 15-16, the City implemented the requirement for site design measures for small projects and detached single family homes.  Implementation is 
performed by evaluating planning applications to determine if the requirement is applicable, then including the “site design measures” condition for the 
project, if applicable.  The building plan review and inspection process is used to verify that the site design measures are included in the plans. 

 

C.3.j.i.v.(d) ► Green Infrastructure Outreach  

On an annual basis, provide a summary of your agency’s outreach and education efforts pertaining to Green Infrastructure planning and implementation.  

Summary: 

During FY 15-16, the City’s Environmental Safety Coordinator met with Planning Department and Public Works Department staff to review MRP 
requirements, including Green Infrastructure planning and implementation. 
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Please refer to the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report for a summary of outreach efforts implemented by the Program. 

 

 

C.3.j.ii.(2) ► Early Implementation of Green Infrastructure Projects  

On an annual basis, submit a list of green infrastructure projects, public and private, that are already planned for implementation during the permit term and 
infrastructure projects planned for implementation during the permit term that have potential for green infrastructure measures. Include the following 
information: 

 A summary of planning or implementation status for each public and private green infrastructure project that is not also a Regulated Project as defined 
in Provision C.3.b.ii. (see C.3.j.ii.(2) Table B - Planned Green Infrastructure Projects).  

 A summary of how each public infrastructure project with green infrastructure potential will include green infrastructure measures to the maximum 
extent practicable during the permit term. For any public infrastructure project where implementation of green infrastructure measures is not 
practicable, submit a brief description of the project and the reasons green infrastructure measures were impracticable to implement (see C.3.j.ii.(2) 
Table A - Public Projects Reviewed for Green Infrastructure). 

Background Information:  

Staff from the  Fire and Environmental Protection Division and Public Works Department attended SCVURPPP’s April 25, 2016 Green Infrastructure Workshop, 
which included presentations about identification, evaluation, and reporting of potential green infrastructure projects.  Following the BASMAA guidelines, titled 
“Process for Assessing Green Infrastructure Potential of a Public Infrastructure Project,” City staff reviewed the “Proposed Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Capital 
Improvement Program” list, which was approved by the City Council in June 2016.  Projects that were evaluated as having “no potential,” “too early to assess,” 
“too late to change,” or determined to be “maintenance or minor construction work orders,” were screened out of the review process and were not included in 
the list of projects identified to be reviewed for GI potential.  Projects not removed from the list during the initial screening process were evaluated further and 
categorized as: “assess for potential GI,” “GI already included,” “may have GI potential,” or “GI is impractical.”  The results of the evaluation are reported in 
this Annual Report. 

Summary of Planning or Implementation Status of Identified Projects: 

See attached Tables C.3.j.ii.(2)-A and C.3.j.ii.(2)-B for information about the projects from the adopted Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Capital Improvement Program  that 
were assessed for GI potential. 

 

C.3.j.iii.(2) ► Participate in Processes to Promote Green 
Infrastructure 

 

On an annual basis, report on the goals and outcomes during the reporting year of work undertaken to participate in processes to promote green infrastructure. 

Please refer to the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report for a summary of efforts conducted to help regional, State, and federal agencies plan, design and fund 
incorporation of green infrastructure measures into local infrastructure projects, including transportation projects. 

 
C.3.j.iv.(2) ► Tracking and Reporting Progress  

On an annual basis, report progress on development and implementation of methods to track and report implementation of green infrastructure measures and 
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provide reasonable assurance that wasteload allocations for TMDLs are being met. 
Please refer to the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report for a summary of methods being developed to track and report implementation of green infrastructure 
measures.  
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 1) – Projects Approved During the Fiscal Year 
Reporting Period  

Project Name 

Project No. 

Project Location9, Street 

Address Name of Developer 

Project 
Phase 
No.10 

Project Type & 
Description11 

Project 
Watershed12 

Total 
Site 
Area 

(Acres) 

Total 
Area of 
Land 
Disturbed 

(Acres) 

Total New 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area (ft2)13 

Total 
Replaced 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area (ft2)14 

Total Pre-
Project 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area15(ft2) 

Total Post-
Project 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area16(ft2) 

Private Projects           

Newton Square 827 N. Rengstorff Ave. CV Mountain View 
25 LLC. 

1 of 1 Project to 
construct 24 
unit condo 
project. 

Coast-Casey 
Detention Basin 

1.41 1.41 0 42,392 50,526 42,392 

Greystar 805 W. El Camino Real CV Mountain 
View, LLC 

1 of 1 Mixed use 
project 

Permanente Creek 2.39 2.39 0 87,294 100,613 87,294 

San Antonio Center 
Phase 2 

405 San Antonio Rd. MGP IX SAC II 
Properties, LLC 

2 of 2 Commercial 
and Office 

Adobe Creek 9.4 8.3 68,837 317,635 317,635 386,472 

1101 ECR Condos 1101 W. El Camino Real 1101 El Camino 
Real, LP 

1 of 1 Condominiums 
on podium 
with UG 
parking. 

Permanente Creek 0.77 0.77 0 31,431 32,231 31,431 

Viewpoint II 133-149 Fairchild  Dr. Dividend 2 of 2 35 Townhomes Stevens Creek 1.52 1.52 0 53,228 63,748 53,228 

Classics at Sierra Vista 647 Sierra Vista Avenue Classic 
Communities 

1 of 1 30 Rowhomes Permanente Creek 1.6 1.6 14,040 38,445 38,445 52,485 

Google – Charleston 
South bike/ped trail 

1565 Charleston Rd. Google 1 of 1 Landscape 
improvements 
and bike/ped 
trail 

Charleston 
retention basin 
and Stevens Creek 

5.9 5.9 0 48,199 157,641 48,199 

                                                           
9Include cross streets 
10If a project is being constructed in phases, indicate the phase number and use a separate row entry for each phase. If not, enter “NA”. 
11Project Type is the type of development (i.e., new and/or redevelopment). Example descriptions of development are: 5-story office building, residential with 160 single-family homes with five 4-story buildings to contain 200 condominiums, 
100 unit 2-story shopping mall, mixed use retail and residential development (apartments), industrial warehouse. 
12State the watershed(s) in which the Regulated Project is located. Downstream watershed(s) may be included, but this is optional. 
13All impervious surfaces added to any area of the site that was previously existing pervious surface. 
14All impervious surfaces added to any area of the site that was previously existing impervious surface. 
15For redevelopment projects, state the pre-project impervious surface area. 
16For redevelopment projects, state the post-project impervious surface area. 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 1) – Projects Approved During the Fiscal Year 
Reporting Period  

Project Name 

Project No. 

Project Location9, Street 

Address Name of Developer 

Project 
Phase 
No.10 

Project Type & 
Description11 

Project 
Watershed12 

Total 
Site 
Area 

(Acres) 

Total 
Area of 
Land 
Disturbed 

(Acres) 

Total New 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area (ft2)13 

Total 
Replaced 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area (ft2)14 

Total Pre-
Project 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area15(ft2) 

Total Post-
Project 
Impervious 
Surface 
Area16(ft2) 

Google parking lot 1014 Huff Avenue Google 1 or 1 Parking lot Charleston 
retention basin 
and Stevens Creek 

5.7 5.7 60,866 23,731 23,731 84,597 

Calvano 1005 N. Shoreline Calvano Office 1 of 1 Office 
bldg/parking 

Stevens Creek 7.4 7.4 60,170 79,655 201,274 139,825 

Encinal Park 700 E. Middlefield Google 1 of 1 Office campus 
site 
improvements 

Stevens Creek 24 12 146,686 94,707 798,120 776,811 

Charleston Retention 
Basin 

N. Shoreline at Charleston Rd. Google 1 of 1 Bike and ped 
trail 
improvements 

Charleston 
retention basin 
and Stevens Creek 

12.5 5.2 29,398 0 0 29,398 

Whisman Villas 400 Pacific Dr. Summerhill Homes 1 of 1 16 unit SFR 
project 

Stevens Creek 3.2 2.0 46,853 0 46,853 46,853 

Sierrapoint 1968 Hackett Avenue Dividend Homes 1 of 1 24 Townhome 
project 

Permanente creek 1.6 1.6 0 51,650 55,908 51,650 

MV Body Shop 
Addition 

1932 Old Middlefield MV Body Shop 1 of 1 Addition to 
body shop and 
parking lot 
improvements 

Coast Casey 
Detention and SF 
Bay 

0.75 0.2 0 5,515 29,869 27,237 

Radius at Whisman 
Station 

100 Ferguson Pulte Homes 1 of 1 113 unit 
rowhouse 
project 

Stevens 17.8 18 0 446,470 609,043 446,470 

Public Projects – No regulated public projects during FY 15-16 

Comments:  

There were no C.3 regulated public projects during FY 15-16. 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (private projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Application Deemed 
Complete Date17 

Application 

Final Approval Date18 
Source Control 
Measures19 

Site Design 
Measures20 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved21 

Type of Operation 
& Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism22 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria23 

Alternat
ive 
Compli
ance 
Measur
es24/25 

Alternative 
Certification
26 

HM 
Controls27/28 

Private Projects 

Newton Square 4/16/2014 6/17/2014 

(Building plan 
approved 
10/6/2015) 

Beneficial 
landscape, 
sweeping, 
and SD label 

Cluster 
development 
and 
disconnected 
down-spouts 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion flow 
and 
volume –
C.3.d.i.(3) 

NA Yes Exempt – 
reduced 
impervious 
and < 1 acre 

Greystar 8/7/2014 12/9/2014 

(Building plan 
approved 
10/22/2015) 

Parking 
garage drains 
to sewer, 
covered trash 
area, 
beneficial 

Pervious 
paving, green 
space on 
portion of the 
roof 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion flow 
and 
volume – 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

NA Yes Exempt – 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

                                                           
17For private projects, state project application deemed complete date. If the project did not go through discretionary review, report the building permit issuance date. 

18For private projects, state project application final discretionary approval date. If the project did not go through discretionary review, report the building permit issuance date. 
19List source control measures approved for the project. Examples include: properly designed trash storage areas; storm drain stenciling or signage; efficient landscape irrigation systems; etc. 
20List site design measures approved for the project. Examples include: minimize impervious surfaces; conserve natural areas, including existing trees or other vegetation, and soils; construct sidewalks, walkways, and/or patios with permeable 
surfaces, etc.  
21List all approved stormwater treatment system(s) to be installed onsite or at a joint stormwater treatment facility (e.g., flow through planter, bioretention facility, infiltration basin, etc.). 
22List the legal mechanism(s) (e.g., O&M agreement with private landowner; O&M agreement with homeowners’ association; O&M by public entity, etc…) that have been or will be used to assign responsibility for the maintenance of the post-
construction stormwater treatment systems.  
23See Provision C.3.d.i. “Numeric Sizing Criteria for Stormwater Treatment Systems” for list of hydraulic sizing design criteria. Enter the corresponding provision number of the appropriate criterion (i.e., 1.a., 1.b., 2.a., 2.b., 2.c., or 3). 
24For Alternative Compliance at an offsite location in accordance with Provision C.3.e.i.(1), on a separate page, give a discussion of the alternative compliance site including the information specified in Provision C.3.b.v.(1)(m)(i) for the offsite 
project. 
25For Alternative Compliance by paying in-lieu fees in accordance with Provision C.3.e.i.(2), on a separate page, provide the information specified in Provision C.3.b.v.(1)(m)(ii) for the Regional Project. 
26Note whether a third party was used to certify the project design complies with Provision C.3.d. 
27If HM control is not required, state why not. 
28If HM control is required, state control method used (e.g., method to design and size device(s) or method(s) used to meet the HM Standard, and description of device(s) or method(s) used, such as detention basin(s), biodetention unit(s), 
regional detention basin, or in-stream control). 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (private projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Application Deemed 
Complete Date17 

Application 

Final Approval Date18 
Source Control 
Measures19 

Site Design 
Measures20 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved21 

Type of Operation 
& Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism22 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria23 

Alternat
ive 
Compli
ance 
Measur
es24/25 

Alternative 
Certification
26 

HM 
Controls27/28 

landscape 

San Antonio Center 
Phase 2 

5/14/2014 12/4/2014 

(Building plan 
approved 
11/19/2015) 

Parking 
garage drains 
to sewer, 
covered trash 
area, 
beneficial 
landscape 

Cluster 
development, 
and 
underground 
parking 

Biotreatment 
and Modular 
Wetlands 

Maintenance 
Agreement 

Flow – 
C.3.d.i..2c 

 

Volume – 
C.3.d.i.1b 

 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

NA Yes Exempt - 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

1101 ECR Condos 11/13/2013 11/12/2014 

(Building plan 
approved 
1/11/2016) 

Parking 
garage drains 
to sewer, 
covered trash 
area 

Underground 
parking, self- 
retaining area 

Biotreatment 
and MFS 

Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

Flow – 
C.3.d.i..2c 

 

NA No Exempt –  

< 1 acre of 
impervious 
surface 

Viewpoint II 4/24/2015 7/7/2015 

(Building plan 
approved 

Covered 
trash area 
and 

Disconnected 
downspouts, 
minimum 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 

NA No Exempt –  

drainage 
catchment is 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (private projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Application Deemed 
Complete Date17 

Application 

Final Approval Date18 
Source Control 
Measures19 

Site Design 
Measures20 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved21 

Type of Operation 
& Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism22 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria23 

Alternat
ive 
Compli
ance 
Measur
es24/25 

Alternative 
Certification
26 

HM 
Controls27/28 

2/16/2016) beneficial 
landscape 

impact street 
design, 

volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

>65% 
impervious, 
and 
reduced 
impervious 
area 

Classics at Sierra Vista 8/25/2015 10/20/2015 

(Building Plans 
approved 3/4/2016) 

Covered 
trash area, 
beneficial 
landscaping, 
sweeping 

Disconnected 
downspouts, 
self-retaining 
areas, cluster 
development 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

NA No Exempt – 
discharge to 
concrete 
lined 
channel, 

and  
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

Google – Charleston 
South bike/ped trail 

12/2/2015 12/16/2015 

(Building Plans 
approved 3/8/2016) 

Covered 
trash area, 
maintenance 

Minimize 
impervious 
surface area, 
self-retaining 
areas 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

NA Yes Exempt – 
reduced 
impervious 
area 

Google parking lot 7/7/2015 12/16/2015 

(Building plans 
approved 3/8/2016) 

Covered 
trash area, 
maintenance 

Pervious 
paving, 
minimize 

Biotreatment 
and pervious 
paving 

Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 

NA Yes Exempt –  

drainage 
catchment is 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (private projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Application Deemed 
Complete Date17 

Application 

Final Approval Date18 
Source Control 
Measures19 

Site Design 
Measures20 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved21 

Type of Operation 
& Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism22 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria23 

Alternat
ive 
Compli
ance 
Measur
es24/25 

Alternative 
Certification
26 

HM 
Controls27/28 

impervious 
surface, self-
retaining 
areas 

volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

>65% 
impervious 

Calvano 3/11/2015 9/9/2015 

(Building plan 
approved 4/7/2016) 

Covered 
trash area, 
beneficial 
landscape,  

Pervious 
paving, 
disconnected 
downspouts, 
self-retaining 
area 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

NA Yes Exempt – 
reduced 
impervious 
surface area, 
and 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

Encinal Park 6/15/2015 12/16/2015 
(Building Plan 
approved 
4/28/2016) 

Covered 
trash area, 
beneficial 
landscape 

Linimize 
land 
disturbed, 
minimize 
impervious 
area, 
minimum- 
impact 
parking lot, 
self-retaining 
area 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

NA No Exempt – 

reduced 
impervious 
surface area, 
and 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

Charleston Retention 
Basin 

10/1/2015 12/1/2015 Beneficial 
landscape, 

Self-retaining 
area, 

Biotreamtent Maintenance Combinat
ion – flow 

NA No Exempt – 
less than 1 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (private projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Application Deemed 
Complete Date17 

Application 

Final Approval Date18 
Source Control 
Measures19 

Site Design 
Measures20 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved21 

Type of Operation 
& Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism22 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria23 

Alternat
ive 
Compli
ance 
Measur
es24/25 

Alternative 
Certification
26 

HM 
Controls27/28 

(Building plan 
approved 
5/26/2016) 

maintenance minimum 
street design 

Agreement and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

acre of 
impervious 
area 

Whisman Villas 9/8/2014 10/28/2014 

(Building Plan 
approved 5/5/2016) 

Beneficial 
landscape, 
sweeping 

Minimum 
impact street 
design 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

NA No Exempt – 
reduced 
impervious 
surface area, 
and 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

Sierrapoint 6/22/2015 7/7/2015 

(Building plan 
approved 
5/18/2016)  

Covered 
trash area, 
beneficial 
landscape, 
sweeping 

Disconneted 
downspouts, 
self-retaining 
area, 
minimum-
impact street 
design 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

Flow – 
C.3.d.i..2c 

 

NA No Exempt – 
reduced 
impervious 
surface area, 
and 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

Auto Collision Center 
Addition 

8/9/2015 9/9/2015 

(Building plan 
approved 

Covred trash 
area, and 
sweeping 

Disconnected 
downspouts, 
pervious 

Biotreatment Maintenance 
Agreement 

Flow – 
C.3.d.i..2c 

 

NA No Exempt –  

reduced 
impervious 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (private projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Application Deemed 
Complete Date17 

Application 

Final Approval Date18 
Source Control 
Measures19 

Site Design 
Measures20 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved21 

Type of Operation 
& Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism22 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria23 

Alternat
ive 
Compli
ance 
Measur
es24/25 

Alternative 
Certification
26 

HM 
Controls27/28 

5/19/2016) pavement surface area, 
and 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 

Radius at Whisman 
Station 

4/15/2015 6/16/2015 

(Building plan 
approved 
6/23/2016) 

Beneficial 
landscape, 
sweeping 

Disconnect 
downspouts, 
minimize 
impervious 
surface,  

Biotreatment 

*Project 
includes a 
shared road 
with an 
adjacent 
project that is 
a “special 
project.”  A 
portion of 
the shared 
road will be 
treated by 
modular 
wetland 
systems. 

Maintenance 
Agreement 

Combinat
ion – flow 
and 
volume 
C.3.d.i.(3) 

 

Flow – 
C.3.d.i..2c 

 

NA No Exempt – 
drainage 
catchment is 
>65% 
impervious 
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C.3.b.iv.(2) ►Regulated Projects Reporting Table (part 2) – Projects 
Approved During the Fiscal Year Reporting Period (public projects) 

 

Project Name 

Project No. 
Approval 
Date29 

Date 
Construction 
Scheduled to 
Begin 

Source Control 
Measures30 

Site Design 
Measures31 

Treatment 
Systems 
Approved32 

Operation & Maintenance 
Responsibility 
Mechanism33 

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria34 

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures35/36 

Alternative 
Certification37 

HM 
Controls38/39 

Public Projects – No regulated public projects during FY 15-16. 

Comments:  

There were no C.3 regulated public projects during FY 15-16. 

 

 

                                                           
29For public projects, enter the plans and specifications approval date.  
30List source control measures approved for the project. Examples include: properly designed trash storage areas; storm drain stenciling or signage; efficient landscape irrigation systems; etc. 
31List site design measures approved for the project. Examples include: minimize impervious surfaces; conserve natural areas, including existing trees or other vegetation, and soils; construct sidewalks, walkways, and/or patios with permeable 
surfaces, etc.  
32List all approved stormwater treatment system(s) to be installed onsite or at a joint stormwater treatment facility (e.g., flow through planter, bioretention facility, infiltration basin, etc.). 
33List the legal mechanism(s) (e.g., maintenance plan for O&M by public entity, etc…) that have been or will be used to assign responsibility for the maintenance of the post-construction stormwater treatment systems.  
34See Provision C.3.d.i. “Numeric Sizing Criteria for Stormwater Treatment Systems” for list of hydraulic sizing design criteria. Enter the corresponding provision number of the appropriate criterion (i.e., 1.a., 1.b., 2.a., 2.b., 2.c., or 3). 
35For Alternative Compliance at an offsite location in accordance with Provision C.3.e.i.(1), on a separate page, give a discussion of the alternative compliance site including the information specified in Provision C.3.b.v.(1)(m)(i) for the offsite 
project. 
36For Alternative Compliance by paying in-lieu fees in accordance with Provision C.3.e.i.(2), on a separate page, provide the information specified in Provision C.3.b.v.(1)(m)(ii) for the Regional Project. 
37Note whether a third party was used to certify the project design complies with Provision C.3.d. 
38If HM control is not required, state why not. 
39If HM control is required, state control method used (e.g., method to design and size device(s) or method(s) used to meet the HM Standard, and description of device(s) or method(s) used, such as detention basin(s), biodetention unit(s), 
regional detention basin, or in-stream control). 
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C.3.h.v.(2). ►Table of Newly Installed40 Stormwater Treatment 
Systems and Hydromodification Management (HM) Controls 
(Optional) 

Fill in table below or attach your own table including the same information.  

Name of Facility  Address of Facility 

Party Responsible41 

For Maintenance Type of Treatment/HM Control(s)  

Guild 33 – Residential Development 1941 Colony St HOA Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

Verano Apartments  865 E. El Camino Real Owner/Property Manager Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

Mountain View Co-housing 445 Calderon Avenue Property Manager Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

Robson Homes 137 Easy St. HOA Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

Bryant Office Building 250 Bryant St. Property Manager Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

Avellino 129-135 Ada Avenue HOA Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

Dialysis Center 412 W. El Camino Real Property Manager Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

605 Castro Mixed Use 605 Castro St. Property Manager Swales and Media Filtration System 

Dividend Homes 1958 Rock St. HOA Multiple Biotreatment Systems 

    

    

    

 

 

                                                           
40 “Newly Installed” includes those facilities for which the final installation inspection was performed during this reporting year. 
41State the responsible operator for installed stormwater treatment systems and HM controls. 
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C.3.e.v.Special Projects Reporting Table 

Reporting Period – July 1 2015 - June 30, 2016 

 

Project Name & 
No. 

Permittee Address Application 
Submittal 

Date42 

Status43 Description44 Site 
Total 

Acreage 

Gross 
Density 
DU/Acre 

Density 
FAR 

Special 
Project 

Category45 

LID 
Treatment 
Reduction 

Credit 
Available46 

List of LID 
Stormwater 
Treatment 
Systems47 

List of Non-
LID 

Stormwater 
Treatment 
Systems48 

Pillar Group 
Apartments 

Mountain 
View 

250-608 San 
Antonio Road 

Application 
submitted 
on May 11, 
2016 

Conditions 
provided. 

Mixed use project 
for 605 unit 
apartment 
complex with 
9,200 sq. ft. of 
commercial space 
constructed on a 
podium with 
underground 
parking. 

5.7 106 NA Category C: 
Location: 
w/in ½ mile 
Density: >100 
du/acre 
Parking: no 
surface 
parking 
 
 

Category C: 
Location: 25% 
Density: 30% 
Parking: 20% 
 
75% total 

26% of the 
project is 
proposed to 
drain to LID 
(biotreatement) 
controls. 
 
 

74% of the 
project is 
proposed to 
drain to non-
LID (media 
filtration 
systems) 
controls. 

EFL 
Development 

Mountain 
View 

500 Ferguson 4/15/2015 Planning 
approval on 
June 16, 
2015.  
Project is 
currently in 
the Building 
plan review 
process. 

Residential project 
for 400 apartment 
units constructed 
on a podium with 
underground 
parking.  Project 
includes shared 
road with adjacent 
project that is not 
a “special project.” 

7.8 51 NA Category C: 
Location: 
w/in 1/4 mile 
Density: >30 
du/acre 
Parking: >10% 
at-grade 
surface 
parking 
 
 

Category C: 
Location: 50% 
Density: 10% 
Parking: 10% 
 

70% total 

Approximately 
30% of the 
project is 
proposed to 
drain to LID 
(biotreatment) 
controls. 
 

Approximately 
70% of the 
project is 
proposed to 
drain to non-
LID (media 
filtration 
system) 
controls. 

Condominium 
Project – 1101 W. 

Mountain 
View 

1101 W. El 
Camino Real 

11/13/2013 Planning  
approval on 

52 unit 
condominium 

0.8 65 NA Category B: 
Location: 

Category B: 
Density is 65 

54% of the 
project is 

46% of the 
project is 

                                                           
42Date that a planning application for the Special Project was submitted. 
43 Indicate whether final discretionary approval is still pending or has been granted, and provide the date or version of the project plans upon which reporting is based. 
44Type of project (commercial, mixed-use, residential), number of floors, number of units, type of parking, and other relevant information. 
45 For each applicable Special Project Category, list the specific criteria applied to determine applicability. For each non-applicable Special Project Category, indicate n/a. 
46For each applicable Special Project Category, state the maximum total LID Treatment Reduction Credit available. For Category C Special Projects also list the individual Location, Density, and Minimized Surface Parking Credits available. 
47: List all LID stormwater treatment systems proposed. For each type, indicate the percentage of the total amount of runoff identified in Provision C.3.d. for the Special Project’s drainage area. 
48List all non-LID stormwater treatment systems proposed. For each type of non-LID treatment system, indicate: (1) the percentage of the total amount of runoff identified in Provision C.3.d. for the Special Project's drainage area, and (2) whether the 
treatment system either meets minimum design criteria published by a government agency or received certification issued by a government agency, and reference the applicable criteria or certification. 
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El Camino Real 11/12/2014 
 
 
Currently 
under 
construction. 

project 
constructed on a 
podium with 
underground 
parking. 

El Camino 
Real Precise 
Plan including 
pedestrian-
oriented 
development 
and near 
downtown 
business 
district; 
creates 0.7 
acres of 
impervious 
surface; 
underground 
parking 
garage (no 
surface 
parking);  
>85% 
coverage; and 
>50 DU/ac 

DU/ac, which 
is >50 DU/ac 
and <75 
DU/ac., so the 
project is 
eligible for 
50% total 
credit 

proposed to 
drain to LID 
(biotreatement) 
controls. 
 

proposed to 
drain to non-
LID (media 
filtration 
systems) 
controls. 

Sobrato 
Development – 
599 Castro St. 

Mountain 
View 

599 Castro St. 2/24/2016 Planning  
approval on 
5/24/2016 
 
 
Currently in 
the building 
plan review 
process. 

Mixed use 
development on a 
podium with 
underground 
parking. 

1.2 NA 2.2 Project under 
review.  
Preliminary 
determination: 
 
Category C: 
Location: 
w/in ½ mile 
Density: >30 
du/acre 
Parking: no 
surface 
parking 
 

Project under 
review.  
Preliminary 
determination: 
 
 
Category C: 
Location: 25% 
Density: 10% 
Parking: 20% 
 

45% total 

Biotreatment 
will be 
incorporated.  
Project is 
under review 
and percentage 
is 
undetermined.  
Evaluating 
opportunities 
for additional 
LID controls. 

Non-LID 
controls will 
be 
incorporated.  
Project is 
under review 
and 
percentage is 
undetermined.  
Evaluating 
opportunities 
for additional 
LID controls. 

Castro Mixed 
used – 881 
Castro St. 

Mountain 
View 

881 Castro St. 4/13/2016 Planning 
approval on 
6/14/2016. 

Mixed use 
development on a 
podium with 
underground 

0.4 Information 
not 
available 
due to 

Information 
not 
available 
due to 

Category C 
 
Information 
not available 

Category C 
 
Information 
not available 

Information 
not available 
due to 
preliminary 

Information 
not available 
due to 
preliminary 
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parking preliminary 
phase of 
design. 

preliminary 
phase of 
design 

due to 
preliminary 
phase of 
design 

due to 
preliminary 
phase of 
design 

phase of 
design. 

phase of 
design 
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C.3.j.ii.(2) ► Table A - Public Projects Reviewed for Green Infrastructure  

Project Name and Location43 Project Description Status44 GI 
Included?45 

Description of GI Measures  
Considered and/or Proposed  

or Why GI is Impracticable to Implement46 

Fayette Park, Construction Construct new passive park. 
 

Under design. Yes Self-retaining.  Impervious surfaces will drain to 
landscape areas. 

El Monte/Marich Pedestrian 
Improvements 

Pedestrian safety 
improvements  

Options under review TBD Bioretention cells (i.e., linear bulb-outs) will be 
considered when street modification designs are 
incorporated.  Project may incorporate lights and 
striping without landscape bulb-out, which would 
make GI controls impractical for the project. 

Rengstorff Park Community 
Center, Construction 

Site improvements at the City 
Community Center, including 
façade, interior, and parking 
lot. 

Regulated C3. Will 
evaluate for additional 
GI measures. 

Yes Regulated C3 project.  Biotreatment is proposed for 
parking lot improvements.  Additional GI 
measures will be considered, such as directing 
existing building downspouts to landscape. 

South Whisman Area Park, 
Design and Construction 

Construct new park Under design TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

Wyandotte Park, Design and 
Construction 

Construct new park Under design TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

Stierlin Road Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvements, 
Design and Construction 

Bike and pedestrian safety 
improvements 

Under design TBD Bioretention cells (i.e., linear bulb-outs) will be 
considered when street modification designs are 
incorporated.  Project may incorporate lights and 
striping without landscape bulb-out, which would 
make GI controls impractical for the project. 

Evandale Mini Park 
 

Construct new park Under design TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

Mora/Ortega Park, Design 
and Construction 

Construct new park Under design TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

Police/Fire Administration 
Building Expansion, Design 

Project to expand the existing 
Police/Fire Administration 
building 

Under design TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Major Placeholder for projects that may A study for potential TBD Bioretention cells (i.e., linear bulb-outs) will be 

                                                           
43 List each public project that is going through your agency’s process for identifying projects with green infrastructure potential. 
44 Indicate status of project, such as: beginning design, under design (or X% design), projected completion date, completed final design date, etc. 
45 Enter “Yes” if project will include GI measures, “No” if GI measures are impracticable to implement, or “TBD” if this has not yet been determined.  
46 Provide a summary of how each public infrastructure project with green infrastructure potential will include green infrastructure measures to the maximum extent practicable 
during the permit term. If review of the project indicates that implementation of green infrastructure measures is not practicable, provide the reasons why green infrastructure 
measures are impracticable to implement. 
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Project Placeholder result from the 

California/Escuela/Shoreline 

Complete Street 

Study or the Bicycle 

Transportation Plan or could 

be used for the Shoreline Pathway 

Construction. 

bicycle/pedestrian 
projects is in progress. 

considered when street modification designs are 
incorporated.   

Shoreline Boulevard Interim 
Bus Lane and Utility 
Improvements 

Construct the interim reversible 
bus lane along 
Shoreline Boulevard from 
Middlefield Road to 
Space Park Way 

Under design TBD Bioretention cells (i.e., linear bulb-outs) will be 
considered when street modification designs are 
incorporated.   

Ellis Street to Light Rail Trail Trail extension from Ellis St. to 
the light rail station. 

Under design TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

Annual Traffic Studies/NTMP 
Improvements 

Funding for traffic calming devices 

on 

Neighborhood,, local, and 

residential streets.. 

Study for potential 
projects in progress. 

TBD GI controls will be considered when street 
modification designs are incorporated.   

TDA Projects Various bike and pedestrian 
related projects. 

Potential projects 
under review. 

TBD GI controls will be evaluated, including use of self-
retaining areas, and biotreatment if necessary. 

 
 
 
 
C.3.j.ii.(2) ► Table B - Planned Green Infrastructure Projects  

Project Name and Location47 Project Description Planning or Implementation 
Status 

Green Infrastructure Measures Included 

771 N. Rengstorff Park, 
Construction 

Construct new passive park. Under construction. 
Estimated completion 
December 2016. 

Self-retaining.  Impervious surfaces will drain to 
landscape areas. 

 
 

                                                           
47 List each planned (and expected to be funded) public and private green infrastructure project that is not also a Regulated Project as defined in Provision C.3.b.ii. Note that funding 
for green infrastructure components may be anticipated but is not guaranteed to be available or sufficient. 
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Section 4 – Provision C.4 Industrial and Commercial Site Controls 
 

 

Program Highlights and Evaluation 
Highlight/summarize activities for reporting year: 

 

Summary: 

During FY 15-16, the City completed the following: 1) reviewed MRP requirements and updated business plans, facilities lists, and inspection frequencies and 
priorities; 2) conducted inspections; 3) participated in training; 4) participated in SCVURPPP’s IND/IDDE Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) and reviewed AHTG 
work products. Refer to the C.4. Industrial and Commercial Site Controls section of the SCVURPPP’s FY 15-16 Annual Report for a description of activities of 
the IND/IDDE AHTG. 

 

During FY 15-16, the City implemented its Industrial/Commercial inspection program.  The data listed in the tables below summarize the violations that were 
observed and the types of enforcement actions completed.  All but one of the violations noted during industrial/commercial inspections were potential 
discharge violations.  Corrective actions were issued to address potential discharge violations and prevent releases.  The one facility that had an actual 
discharge has been referred to the District Attorney’s Office for escalated enforcement in coordination with the City Attorney’s Office and Hazardous 
Materials Division. Except for the facility that had the actual discharge, all enforcement actions were Level 1 enforcement actions, which are actions that were 
documented on an inspection notice, including a corrective action.   

 

Common violations that were observed during FY 15-16 were similar to the types of violations observed in FY 14-15. These violations include minor leaks or 
spills, housekeeping (trash), open dumpster lids, lack of secondary containment, and administrative requirements (provide hauling records or training 
documents).  Violations that took more than 10 days to correct were administrative in nature or were often violations that necessitated new or exchanged 
equipment (i.e. new secondary containment or an exchanged dumpster/compactor). 

 

The business categories that account for most of the City’s inspection program are “Automotive” and “Food Service.”  During FY 15-16, City inspectors 
conducted 313 routine inspections, 148 re-inspections, and 9 referral inspections at commercial and industrial facilities. The City continues to inspect the food 
service facilities in commercial office campuses to determine appropriate inspection frequency and dumpster area conditions for such facilities.  Other types of 
facilities inspected include: electronics manufacturing, laboratories, dental facilities, machine shops, paint retailers, contractors, dry cleaners, corporation 
yards,  and hospital/ healthcare facilities.  

 

During FY 15-16, the City continued to assess incoming businesses to determine if they are included in MRP categories and required to be included in the 
inspection list.  During FY 15-16, the City continued to inspect businesses required to be regulated by the MRP, but were determined to have no outdoor 
exposures.  These will be removed from the inspection schedule. The City will continue to evaluate new and existing businesses to refine the business 
inspection list.  The potential facilities list and the list of facilities scheduled for inspection are included with this report as Appendix 4-1. 

 

City staff participated in the SCVURPPP IND AHTG.  Refer to Section the C.4. Industrial and Commercial Site Controls of SCVURPPP’s FY 14-15 Annual 
Report for a description of activities of the countywide program. 
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C.4.b.iii ► Potential Facilities List  

List below or attach your list of industrial and commercial facilities in your Inspection Plan to inspect that could reasonably be considered to cause or contribute 
to pollution of stormwater runoff. 

Appendix 4-1 includes lists of facilities that could reasonably be considered to cause or contribute stormwater runoff pollution.  The facility list is generated 
from a query of the Fire and Environmental Protection Division database, and is categorized by type of industrial/commercial facility. 

 

 

C.4.d.iii.(1)(a) ►Facility Inspections  

Fill out the following table or attach a summary of the following information. Indicate your violation reporting methodology below. 

  Permittee reports multiple discrete violations on a site as one violation. 

 X Permittee reports the total number of discrete violations on each site. 

 Number Percent 

Number of businesses inspected 289  

Total number of inspections conducted  469  

Number of violations (excluding verbal warnings) 151  

Sites inspected in violation 74  

Violations resolved within 10 working days or otherwise deemed resolved in a longer but still timely manner 150  

Comments: 

1) Inspectors report the total number of discrete violations on each site.  

2) The violation that was not resolved in 10 days, or otherwise deemed resolved in a longer but still timely manner, is for a facility with a history of poor 
housekeeping. The particular business is inspected on an annual basis. The violations included failure to keep their outdoor area in good order, chemicals and 
hazardous materials improperly stored outdoors, and persistent oil spills. The facility management continually missed deadlines for compliance. After multiple 
re-inspections and attempts to work with the business and provide reasonable timelines for compliance, the facility has stopped responding to correspondence 
and at multiple site visits appears to be closed. This facility has been referred to the Santa Clara District Attorney’s office for escalated enforcement.  Some 
BMPs, such as spill cleanup and covering a large stockpile, were implemented to reduce the potential for stormwater runoff pollution.  Recent access to the site 
has been limited since the business is not actively operating.  At this time, the status of the business operations at the facility is uncertain. 

 

C.4.d.iii.(1)(b) ►Frequency and Types/Categories of Violations 
Observed 

 

Fill out the following table or attach a summary of the following information. 

Type/Category of Violations Observed Number of Violations 

Actual discharge (e.g. active non-stormwater discharge or clear evidence of a recent discharge) 1 
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Potential discharge and other  148 

Comments:  Discharge streams are counted as one discharge per source of discharge per inspection site. One facility had 
an observed discharge to the stormdrain system during a IND/Comm inspection in FY 15-16. A sample of the runoff was 
collected and analyzed and the facility has been referred to the Santa Clara District Attorney’s office for escalated 
enforcement. 

 

 

C.4.d.iii.(1)(b) ►Frequency and Type of Enforcement Conducted  

Fill out the following table or attach a summary of the following information.  

 Enforcement Action 

(as listed in ERP)1 

Number of Enforcement 
Actions Taken 

% of Enforcement 
Actions Taken2 

Level 1 Level 1 enforcement actions: actions that were documented on an inspection notice, 
including a corrective action 

147 98% 

Level 2 Level 2 enforcement actions: Notice of Violations (NOV) with a compliance directive 1 <1% 

Level 3 Level 3 enforcement actions : administrative penalties or fines 0  

Level 4 Level 4 enforcement actions, which are Citations or referrals to the Santa Clara County 
District Attorney or the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

1 <1% 

Total  149 100% 

 
  

                                                           
1Agencies to list specific enforcement actions as defined in their ERPs. 
2Percentage calculated as number of each type of enforcement action divided by the total number of enforcement actions. 
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C.4.d.iii.(1)(c) ►Types of Violations Noted by Business Category  

Fill out the following table or attach a summary of the following information. 

Business Category3 
Number of Actual Discharge 

Violations 
Number of Potential/Other 

Discharge Violations 

Automotive 1 57 

Bio R&D 0 4 

Computer R&D / software 0 11 

Concert Venue 0 1 

Food Service Facility 0 51 

Hospital / Healthcare 0 6 

Hotel 0 2 

Laboratory 0 7 

Machine Shop 0 0 

Metal Finisher 0 1 

Office   

Warehouse Grocery/Retail 0 3 

Gym 0 1 

Painting contractor/retail 0 3 

School 0 1 

 

C.4.d.iii.(1)(d) ►Non-Filers  

List below or attach a list of the facilities required to have coverage under the Industrial General Permit but have not filed for coverage: 

There were no industries identified as non-filers during scheduled inspections during this fiscal year. 

 
 
 

                                                           
3List your Program’s standard business categories. 
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C.4.e.iii ►Staff Training Summary    

Training Name 
Training 

Dates Topics Covered 

No. of 
Industrial/ 

Commercial 
Site 

Inspectors in 
Attendance 

Percent of 
Industrial/ 

Commercial 
Site 

Inspectors in 
Attendance 

No. of IDDE 
Inspectors in 
Attendance 

Percent of 
IDDE 

Inspectors in 
Attendance 

SCVURPPP On-
Land Visual Trash 
Assessment 
Training 

7/26/16 Trash Assessment Training for industrial and 
commercial facility stormwater inspectors. 

1 33% 1 33% 

IND/IDDE 
Training 
Roundtable 

5/26/16 Stormwater compliance training for industrial and 
commercial facility stormwater inspectors. 

2 75% 2 75% 

IND/Comm Ad 
Hoc Task Group 

Various Industrial and Commercial Inspection working group   1-2 33% - 75% 

 

1-2 33% - 75% 
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Section 5 – Provision C.5 Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 
 

Program Highlights and Evaluation 
Highlight/summarize activities for reporting year: 

 

Provide background information, highlights, trends, etc.  

Summary: 

 

During FY 15-16, the City completed the following 1) continued implementation of its Illicit Discharge and Elimination program; 2) continued its collection 

system screening program; 3) participated in SCVURPPP’s IND/IDDE Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG).  Refer to the C.5 Illicit Discharge Detection and 

Elimination section of Program’s FY 15-16 Annual Report for description of activities of the IND/IDDE AHTG and the BASMAA Municipal Operations 

Committee. 

 

During FY 15-16, the City responded to 84 IDDE incidents, which is an decrease from the 86 incidents last year and is comparable with the incident data from 

past years’ (92 incidents in FY 02-03, 89 incidents in FY 03-04, 74 incidents in FY 04-05, 80 incidents in FY 05-06, 68 in FY 06-07, 70 in FY 07-08, 69 in FY 08-09, 73 

in FY 09-10, 76 in FY 10-11, 36 in FY 11-12, 49 in FY 12-13, 55 incidents in FY 13-14, and 86 in FY 14-15).  Five complaints were “not found.”  One of the incidents 

was a complaint of chemical dumping from a commercial van, but the liquid was water from condensate drain.  Two complaints about spills behind restaurants 

in the tallow storage areas, and spills observed during referral inspections.  Another “complaint not found” was a complaint that a tenant at an apartment 

building was performing auto repairs in the parking lot.  The inspection of this complaint did not identify any spills or leaks. Another “complaint not found” 

was a report of improper handling of asbestos materials and illegal washing of waste materials to the storm drain at a building demolition site, but there was no 

evidence of illegal disposal.   

The breakdown of the types of incidents, potential source, sources of reports, and follow-up and enforcement actions are summarized in Appendix 5-1 of the 

annual report. Evaluation of the “Incident Type” data showed that the City responded to 3 fewer  “abandoned drum” incidents,  4 fewer  “dumping” incidents, 

4 more “Food Facility” incidents, 6 more “RV waste” incidents, 8 fewer  “leaking vehicle and equipment” incidents, and 3 more “dumpster discharge” incidents 

compared to FY 14-15.  These categories resulted in the most variability compared to the last reporting year.  The “accidental spills” and “sewer overflow” 

incidents were consistent with last year.  The “accidental spill” incidents are typically vehicle accidents that result in spilled vehicle fluids requiring clean-up.  

The City has a new emergency dispatch database, which includes a filter that provides a summary of the incidents to the City’s Environmental Safety 

Coordinator for possible follow-up action, if needed.  During FY 15-16, the City issued 14 warning notices, 1 Administrative Action, and 4 Administrative 

Actions with fines in the amount of $2,000.  

During FY 15-16, the City responded to 3 sewer overflows that reached a storm drain, but were contained in the storm sewer system and did not reach a creek.  

The Fire and Environmental Protection Division works closely with the Utilities Section to identify problem areas and facilities that may require repairs or 

improvements to reduce the Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO) potential.  The City did not have any “reportable” Category 1 or 2 SSOs during FY 15-16.  The 16 

sanitary spills listed in the incident summary in Appendix 5-1 were all small releases that were contained on the surface or in the storm drain system, and all of 

the sewage from these releases was collected with a vacuum truck and put back into the sanitary sewer system.  In addition to the 16 small sewer spill incidents, 

the City’s Wastewater section also responded to approximately 80 minor incidents, which may not have resulted in release of sewage or may have been less 

than 20 gallons released at the surface and did not flow to a gutter.  All of the sewage from these minor incidents was also collected with a vacuum truck and 
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the sewage was returned to the sanitary sewer. 

During FY 15-16, the City continued its restaurant inspection program, which includes fire/life safety inspection and stormwater pollution prevention 

inspection items.  This was discussed in Section 4 of the annual report. 

Review of the data does not provide useful information regarding the distribution of IDDE incidents.  The incidents appear to be randomly occurring 

throughout the City.   RV incidents are an increasingly challenging issue.   Locations throughout the City have been identified where RVs park for extended 

periods of time and vehicle re-locate in response to parking enforcement efforts.  Fire and Environmental Protection Division staff continue to work with the 

Police Department, the Streets and Wastewater Sections of the Public Services Division, the City Attorney’s Office, and the City Manager’s Office to identify 

enforcement options and to evaluate options to discourage RV waste dumping. 

 

 

C.5.c.iii ►Complaint and Spill Response Phone Number   

List below or attach your complaint and spill response phone number  

During normal business hours, residents are directed to report illegal dumping or spill incidents to the Fire Department’s main phone number, which is 650-
903-6378.  During non-business hours, illegal dumping or spill incidents can be reported to the City’s Communications Center at 650-903-6395.  Residents are 
encouraged to call 911 to report emergency situations. 

 

Residents are directed to report sewer backups and overflows to the Public Services main phone number, which is 650-903-6329, during all hours.  This phone 
number automatically transfers to the Communications Center during non-business hours.  City “duty’ personnel from the Utilities Department respond to 
overflow incidents all hours. 

Provide your complaint and spill response web address, if used 

Residents are directed to use the “Ask MV” selection located on the City’s main web page to find out information about various topics.  Reporting illegal 
dumping or spill is located under the Fire Department selection. 

 

https://clients.comcate.com/newrequest.php?id=128 

 

Reporting sewer overflows or spills is located under the “How do I” selection on the City’s main web page. 

 

http://www.mountainview.gov/howdoi/report/default.asp 

 

 

 Is a screen shot of your website showing the central contact point attached? X Yes  No 

If No, explain: 

 

https://clients.comcate.com/newrequest.php?id=128
http://www.mountainview.gov/howdoi/report/default.asp


FY 2015-2016 Annual Report  C.5 – Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 
Permittee Name: City of Mountain View 
 

FY 15-16 AR Form 5-3 9/30/16 

Provide a discussion of how the central contact point (complaint and spill response phone number and, if used, web address) is being publicized to your staff 
and the public.  

 

Point of contact information is provided to Public Services field staff during annual pollution prevention training.  The City also participates in numerous 
public outreach events throughout the year, where pollution prevention information is provided and the residents are encouraged to access the City’s website 
to obtain additional information.  The “Ask MV” selection on the City’s website allows users to submit questions about specific information, including illegal 
dumping or spills.  Users can also file complaints using the on-line system.  Complaints are routed to the appropriate staff for the area of responsibility.  Illegal 
dumping complaints are routed to Fire and Environmental Protection Division staff.  In the past, the illegal dumping phone number information has been 
listed in the City’s ReSource newsletter. 

 

 
 
 

C.5.d.iii.(1), (2), (3) ►Spill and Discharge Complaint Tracking  

Spill and Discharge Complaint Tracking (fill out the following table or include an attachment of the following information) 

 Number Percentage 

Discharges reported (C.5.d.iii.(1)) 84  

Discharges reaching storm drains and/or receiving waters (C.5.d.iii.(2)) 4 5% 

Discharges resolved in a timely manner (C.5.d.iii.(3)) 84 100% 

Comments: 

The majority of City IDDE incident responses are “threatened” discharge situations, such as minor spills that can be easily cleaned up and waste does not 

actually reach the storm drain system.  Of the 84 incidents that the City responded to during FY 15-16, 5 incidents were not found.  The responses to the 

complaints “not found” are tracked and reported to provide a record of the response and may be useful if complaints are received in the future.   

 

Four incidents resulted in discharges to the storm drain.  None of the incidents resulted in discharge to the creek.  One of those incidents was a sewer overflow, 
which occurred on private property.  The sewage from this incident was contained in the city storm sewer pipe and the sewage was flushed and vacuumed 
from the storm drain pipe and did not reach a receiving water.  Another discharge incident was from a potable water tank which leaked and small amount of 
water drained into the storm drain, and did not result in enforcement action.  Another release was a vehicle that leaked excessive motor oil and vehicle fluids in 
the curb and storm drain.  The vehicle was towed due to expired registration and the street and storm drain inlet were flushed and cleaned with a vacuum 
truck.  The last incident was evidence that washing may have occurred in a shared garbage enclosure and a small amount of wash water may have reached the 
storm drain.  All tenants that use the enclosure were warned about the violation.   

 

C.5.f.iii ►MS4 Map Availability   

Discuss how you make your MS4 map available to the public and how you publicize the availability of the MS4 map.  

MS4 mapping information is available to the public upon request. The City of Mountain View’s website includes a link to the “Watershed Watch” website that 
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includes information on the Oakland Museum Watershed Maps and the “Watching our Watersheds” interactive watershed and storm drain maps. 
(http://www.mywatershedwatch.org/about-watersheds/ ).  Hard copies or the Oakland Museum maps are available with SCVURPPP staff and are provided 
to residents upon request.  These maps include municipal storm drain pipes greater than 24 inches in diameter. 

 

 
 
 

 

http://www.mywatershedwatch.org/about-watersheds/
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Section 6 – Provision C.6 Construction Site Controls 

 

C.6.e.iii.(1) ►Hillside Development Criteria 

What criteria is your agency using to determine hillside development 
areas?   

Local criteria such as maps of 
hillside development areas or 
other written criteria  

X 
The permit definition of projects on 
sites with ≥ 15% slope 

Attach a copy of hillside development area maps or provide your written criteria below, if applicable. 

Description:  The City of Mountain View is flat and does not process or review applications for hillside development areas. 

 

 
 
 

C.6.e.iii.2.a, b, c ►Site/Inspection Totals  

Number of High Priority Sites (sites disturbing < 1 acre of 
soil requiring storm water runoff quality inspection) 

(C.6.e.iii.2.a) 

Number of sites disturbing ≥ 1 acre 
of soil 

(C.6.e.iii.2.b) 

Total number of storm water runoff quality 
inspections conducted (include only High Priority 

Site and sites disturbing 1 acre or more) 

(C.6.e.iii.2.c) 

# 

0 

# 

23 

# 

164 

Comments: 

During FY 15-16, the City inspected 23 NOI sites (> 1 acre) on a monthly frequency.  The City did not inspect additional “high priority” sites that disturb <1 acre 
and no “high priority” < 1 acre sites were identified. 
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C.6.e.iii.2.d ►Construction Activities Storm Water Violations 

 

BMP Category Number of Violations1 excluding 

Verbal Warnings 

% of Total Violations2 

Erosion Control 0 0 

Run-on and Run-off Control 0 0 

Sediment Control 41 57 

Active Treatment Systems 0 0 

Good Site Management 28 39 

Non Stormwater Management 3 4 

Total3 72 100% 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1Count one violation in a category for each site and inspection regardless of how many violations/problems occurred in the BMP category.  For example, if during one inspection at a 

site, there are 2 erosion control violations, only 1 violation would be counted for this table. 
2Percentage calculated as number of violations in each category divided by total number of violations in all six categories. 
3The total number of violations may count more than one violation per inspection, since some inspections may result in violations in more than one category.  For example, during one 

inspection of a site, there may have been both an erosion control violation and a sediment control violation.  For this reason, the total number of violations in this table may not 
match the total number of enforcement actions reported in Table C6.e.iii.2.e. 
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C.6.e.iii.2.e ►Construction Related Storm Water Enforcement Actions  

 

 Enforcement Action 

(as listed in ERP)4 

Number Enforcement 
Actions Issued 

% Enforcement Actions 

Issued5 

Level 16 Verbal warning and written warning provided on an inspection notice. 

 

Education materials provided are also listed though not calculated for inspection 
percentage. 

Verbal – 22 

Written – 29 

Total – 51 

Ed Materials - 7 

Verbal – 43% 

Written – 57% 

Total – 100% 

Level 2 NOV or Compliance Order 0 0 

Level 3 Administrative penalties or fines 0 0 

Level 4 Citations, referrals or civil/criminal complaints, or referral to the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

0 0 

Total   100% 

 

C.6.e.iii.2.f, g ►Illicit Discharges  

 

 Number 

Number of illicit discharges, actual and those inferred through evidence at high priority sites and sites that disturb 1 acre or more of 
land (C.6.e.iii.2.f) 

0 

Number of sites with discharges, actual and those inferred through evidence at high priority sites and sites that disturb 1 acre or more 
of land (C.6.e.iii.2.g) 

0 

 

                                                           
4Agencies should list the specific enforcement actions as defined in their ERPs. 
5Percentage calculated as number of each type of enforcement action divided by the total number of enforcement actions. 
6For example, Enforcement Level 1 may be Verbal Warning.   
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C.6.e.iii.2.h, i ►Violation Correction Times  

 Number Percent 

Violations (excluding verbal warnings) fully corrected within 10 business days after violations are discovered or 
otherwise considered corrected in a timely period (C.6.e.iii.2.h) 

28 97%7 

Violations (excluding verbal warnings) not fully corrected within 30 days after violations are discovered (C.6.e.iii.2.i) 1 3%8 

Total number of violations (excluding verbal warnings) for the reporting year9 29 100% 

Comments: 

The “Total number of violations for the reporting year” represents the number of inspections that identified violations and written notices were issued.  
Twenty-one of the inspections that identified violations noted violations in 2 or more separate categories, and 8 of the inspections identified violations in only 1 
category.  One project had a violation that was not fully corrected within 10 days.  The site was undergoing mass grading in the spring of 2016, and had large 
stockpiles of soil and crushed concrete from the building demolition operations that were not covered.  The stockpiles were located toward the middle of the 
site and were not near impervious areas or drains, so runoff from the stockpiles were not at risk to drain to a storm drain.  The practice to manage the stockpile 
was extended beyond 30 days because the stored materials were planned to be used to fill in a large excavation from the demolition of the basement from the 
office building that had been demolished.  The stored materials have all been used on the site to complete the site grading and the violation is resolved. 

 

 

C.6.e.iii.(4) ►Evaluation of Inspection Data  

Describe your evaluation of the tracking data and data summaries and provide information on the evaluation results (e.g., data trends, typical BMP 
performance issues, comparisons to previous years, etc.).  

Description: 

During FY 15-16, the city conducted 164 construction site inspections at 23 high priority sites.  All of the high priority sites disturb greater than 1 acre and are 
NOI sites regulated under the State Construction General Permit.  There were no sites less than 1 acre that were considered high priority sites.  The total 
number of construction site inspections is less than the 177 inspections conducted in FY 14-15.  Fewer written notices were issued for violations, so fewer 
follow-up inspections were conducted. 

 

Fifty-one total violations were identified during FY 15-16, which is an increase from 48 violations reported during FY 14-15, but fewer “written warnings” (29) 
were issued compared to FY 14-15 (34).  Twenty-two “verbal warnings” were issued in FY 15-16, which is increased from 14 “verbal warnings” issued in FY 14-
15.  Most of the violations are for sweeping and litter.   One factor for the sweeping violations relates to the type of construction, where a number of the projects 
involve excavation of the majority of the property.  This type of construction requires intensive sediment control and sweeping during excavation.  After the 
excavation is completed, the tracking potential is reduced and fewer violations observed.  Most of the violations that were identified and corrected were for 

                                                           
7Calculated as number of violations fully corrected in a timely period after the violations are discovered divided by the total number of violations for the reporting year. 
8Calculated as number of violations not fully corrected within 30 days after the violations are discovered divided by the total number of violations for the reporting year. 
9The total number of violations reported in the table of Violation Correction Times equals the number of initial enforcement actions, i.e., this assumes one violation is issued for several 

problems during an inspection at a site. The total number of violations in the table of Violation Correction Times may not equal the total number of enforcement actions because one 
violation issued at a site may have a second enforcement action for the same violation at the next inspection if it is not corrected. 
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sediment controls, such as sweeping and perimeter controls, and good site management practices, such as trash management and covering stockpiles. 

 

The City used an excel spreadsheet developed by SCVURPPP to track inspection data as required by the MRP.  During FY 16-17, the City will transition to 
using ipads for issuing inspection notices and tracking inspection results. 

 

C.6.e.iii.(4) ►Evaluation of Inspection Program Effectiveness  

Describe what appear to be your program’s strengths and weaknesses, and identify needed improvements, including education and outreach.  

Description: 

A high level of construction activity continues to occur in Mountain View.  Monthly inspections were conducted at priority sites during FY 15-16.  Violations 
that were identified were corrected.  No major discharge violations from construction sites were observed during FY 15-16.  Inspectors from the Fire and 
Environmental Protection Division participated in the SCVURPPP-sponsored Construction Inspector Training Workshop.  

 

During FY 15-16, the City continued its practice of conducting thorough pre-winter inspections and providing pre-winter guidance to construction site 
superintendents.  The pre-winter inspection clearly outlines the inspector’s expectations for the pending rainy season, and ensures that the sites have been 
prepared for winter storms.   

 

The City utilized the Excel spreadsheet developed by SCVURPPP to ensure required data is tracked, but will transition to using ipads to issue inspection notices 
and track inspection results.  City staff participated in SCVURPPP Construction Inspection AHTG to ensure that consistent inspection and reporting practices 
are implemented.   Refer to section C.6 - Construction Site Control of SCVURPPP’s FY 15-16 Annual Report for a description of countywide or regional level 
activities. 

 

C.6.f ►Staff Training Summary  

Training Name Training Dates Topics Covered 
No. of Inspectors 

in Attendance  

SCVURPPP Construction Site Stormwater 
Compliance Workshop 

January 22, 2016 Regulations, BMPs, and construction site 
inspections. 

2  
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Section 7 – Provision C.7. Public Information and Outreach 
 

C.7.b.i.1 ►Outreach Campaign  

Summarize outreach campaign. Include details such as messages, creative developed, and outreach media used. The detailed outreach campaign report may be 
included as an attachment. If outreach campaign is being done by participation in a countywide or regional program, refer to the separate countywide or 
regional Annual Report.  

Summary: 

See Section 7 and Section 9 of the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report for a description of activities conducted at Countywide level. In addition, the following 
separate reports developed by SCVURPPP summarize Countywide efforts conducted during FY 15-16: 

• FY 15-16 Watershed Watch Campaign Annual Campaign Report 

• FY 15-16 Watershed Watch Partner Report 

• FY 15-16 Watershed Watch Web Statistics Report 

These reports are included within the C.7 Public Information and Outreach section of the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report.   

 

 
 

C.7.c. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Education  

The City of Mountain View maintains a website.  Stormwater pollution information and point of contact information is included on the Fire Department – 
Environmental Protection page.  The City’s website and other stormwater pollution websites are provided at community outreach events. 

Local stormwater phone number(s)  The contact phone number for the City’s stormwater program is (650) 903-6378.  City staff 
phone numbers are also listed on the website. 

Local/Regional stormwater website(s)  The City of Mountain View’s local website with information about stormwater pollution is 
located in the Fire Department, Environmental Protection section of the City’s website, which 
can be found at the link listed below: 

 

http://www.mountainview.gov/depts/fire/environment/protection.asp 

 

 The City of Mountain View also provides information on stormwater issues through 
SCVURPPP’s Watershed Watch Campaign website www.MyWatershedWatch.org 

Outreach: 

The City’s stormwater pollution point of contact information is publicized on the City’s website, at public events, and through a variety of inspection programs 
conducted by inspectors from different departments. 

 

The C.7 Public Information and Outreach section of SCVURPPP 15-16 Annual Report describes efforts conducted by SCVURPPP to publicize stormwater points 
of contact. The Watershed Watch website is listed on all SCVURPPP outreach materials, including brochures, giveaways, and advertisements. In addition, the 
local stormwater phone numbers are listed on all outreach brochures, depending on space available. 

http://www.mountainview.gov/depts/fire/environment/protection.asp
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C.7.d ►Public Outreach and Citizen Involvement Events  

Describe general approach to event selection. Provide a list of outreach materials and giveaways distributed. 

Use the following table for reporting and evaluating public outreach events  

 

The display that is typically used at public outreach events includes information about the difference between sanitary sewer and storm drain systems and 
describes stormwater pollution issues. For some public outreach events, a poster with information about trash pollution is also displayed.  In addition to the 
poster display, additional public safety and pollution prevention information is provided at these events.  The brochures listed below are typically provided at 
public outreach events: 

 

 You are the Solution to Water Pollution (English and Spanish) 

 Less Toxic Pest Management Fact Sheets 

 Grow It Guides 

 Paint Care – Paint Recycling Program (English, Spanish, and Chinese) 

 Household Hazardous Wastes Disposal (English and Spanish) 

 Small Business Hazardous Waste Disposal (English and Spanish) 

 Unwanted medicine disposal 

 Sharps disposal 

  

Event Details Description (messages, audience) Evaluation of Effectiveness 

Thursday Night Live; July 9, 2015; Castro St – 
Downtown Mtn View 

Street Fair.  Audience: residents 

Pollution Prevention, trash, and storm drain 
awareness 

This is a casual downtown event.  The event was 
well attended for a weeknight event.  Table next to a 
Fire Engine attracts a lot of people, especially 
families.  Approximately 1000 people attend the 
event and approximately 100 people visit the booth. 

Thursday Night Live; July 23, 2015; Castro St – 
Downtown Mtn View 

Street Fair.  Audience: residents 

Pollution Prevention, trash, and storm drain 
awareness 

This is a casual downtown event.  The event was 
well attended for a weeknight event.  Table next to a 
Fire Engine attracts a lot of people, especially 
families.  Approximately 1000 people attend the 
event and approximately 100 people visit the booth. 

Thursday Night Live; August 6, 2015; Castro St – 
Downtown Mtn View 

Street Fair.  Audience: residents 

Pollution Prevention, trash, and storm drain 
awareness 

This is a casual downtown event.  The event was 
well attended for a weeknight event.  Table next to a 
Fire Engine attracts a lot of people, especially 
families.  Approximately 1000 people attend the 
event and approximately 100 people visit the booth. 

Thursday Night Live; June 16, 2016; Castro St – Street Fair.  Audience: residents This is a casual downtown event.  The event was 
well attended for a weeknight event.  Table next to a 
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Downtown Mtn View Pollution Prevention, trash, microbeads, and 
storm drain awareness 

Fire Engine attracts a lot of people, especially 
families.  Approximately 1000 people attend the 
event and approximately 100 people visit the booth. 

Thursday Night Live; June 30, 2016; Castro St – 
Downtown Mtn View 

Street Fair.  Audience: residents 

Pollution Prevention, trash, microbeads, and 
storm drain awareness 

This is a casual downtown event.  The event was 
well attended for a weeknight event.  Table next to a 
Fire Engine attracts a lot of people, especially 
families.  Approximately 1000 people attend the 
event and approximately 100 people visit the booth. 

Mountain View Art and Wine Festival; September 12 
and 13, 2015 - Downtown Mountain View 

Pesticide – IPM, storm drain awareness, and 
pollution prevention 

Large 2-day festival that is well attended.  
Approximately 10,000 people attend the festival and 
approximately 500 people visited the booth 

LinkedIn Campus  Health Fair Event; February, 10, 
2016 

Health fair event at the LinkedIn campus – 
medication disposal, pesticides, and storm 
drain awareness 

Fire Department personnel staffed tables at the 
LinkedIn health fair to promote fire safety, wellness 
and pollution prevention information 

Mountain View Arbor Day Fair; March 12, 2016 – 
Pioneer Park 

Pesticide – IPM, pollution prevention, and 
storm drain awareness. 

This is a smaller event that is well attended.  
Approximately 1,000 people attend, and 
approximately 200 people visited the boot. 

Dayworker Center Training Paint waste management, HHW, trash and 
storm drain awareness 

FEPD staff participated in training event with 
approximately 50 people at the Dayworker Center 
to discuss storm drain pollution issues and waste 
handling.  The Dayworker Center is a hall where 
day workers can find employment and obtain 
training, and other resources. 

Community Resource Fair; May 7, 2016 – Pioneer 
Park/Library 

Pesticide – IPM, pollution prevention, and 
storm drain awareness. 

The Community Resource Fair was initiated to 
provide information from multiple City 
Departments and Community Service 
Organizations.  Fire Department staff participated, 
and provided safety and pollution prevention 
information.  Approximately 200 people visited the 
Fire Dept booth. 

Senior Resource Fair; May 7, 2016 – Senior Center Storm drain awareness and general pollution 
prevention information 

Fire Dept staff participated in the Resource fair at 
the Senior Center and displayed a poster describing 
the storm drain system and provided sewer and 
storm drain pollution prevention information.  
Approximately 100 people visited the Fire Dept 
display. 

Coastal Cleanup Day – September 19, 2015 – The City Creek Cleanup – Stevens Creek  30 volunteers covered approximately 3 miles and 
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coordinated a creek cleanup event in conjunction 
with a Statewide/National effort. 

removed approximately 1,200 pounds of trash and 
150 pounds of recyclables.   

National River Cleanup Day – May 21, 2016 – The 
City coordinated a creek cleanup event in 
conjunction with a Statewide/National effort. 

Creek Cleanup – Stevens Creek 27 volunteers covered approximately 1 mile and 
removed approximately 900 pounds of trash and 
100 pounds of recyclables.   

 

SCVURPPP Sponsored Events 

Program staff, the Watershed Watch consultant, and Co-permittees staffed 10 public outreach events in FY 15-16. Events were selected based upon target 
audience and attendance.  Materials distributed at the events included the following: Less Toxic Pest Management fact sheets, “10 Most Wanted Backyard 
Bugs” brochure, “Draining Pools & Spas” brochure,  “You are the Solution to Water Pollution“ brochure, “Clean Cars & Clean Creeks” brochure, “Mercury 
in Fish” brochure, and giveaways (e.g. flyswatters, drawstring backpacks, and temporary tattoos).  The flyswatters have the Watershed Watch website and 
hotline number and the words “The Original Earth-Friendly Pest Control” printed on them.  The Campaign also continued using QR codes (“Quick 
Response” codes) in printed materials. These codes have URLs embedded in them and when scanned with smart phones direct users to specific webpages. 
This was targeted at people that are reluctant to collect paper materials and only want to look up information online.  The bean bag toss game for children 
was used at most of the events. Event staff distributed approximately 4,800 outreach materials and giveaways.  

 

In addition, the Program provided funding for the following citizen involvement events: 

 

1) National River Cleanup Day – The Program supports the involvement of Santa Clara County citizens by providing advertising support for the 
National River Clean-up Day. 

2) Citizen involvement events at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) – A number of citizen involvement and stewardship 
programs are conducted as part of the Program funded Watershed Watchers Program at the Refuge. Participants usually work in the Refuge gardens 
planting native plants, pulling non-native plants, and mulching. More details are included in the Watershed Watchers Report in the Program Annual 
Report Appendix 7-7. 

 

Event Details Focus & Short Description Evaluation of Effectiveness 
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Name: 2015 Kids N Fun Festival 

Date: August 15, 2015 

Location: Memorial Park, Cupertino 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event:  Public outreach 

Audience: Families with children 

Message: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
less-toxic pest control, and water quality 

General Feedback:  This is a great event for 
educating families with children.  The bean bag 
game was very popular with kids. 

Estimated Overall Event Attendance:  10,000 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed:  213 

Number of Giveaways Distributed:  703 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 
Distributed: 173 

Bean bag game – no. of kids: 523 

Name: Pumpkins in the Park 

Date:  October 10, 2015 

Location: Guadalupe River Park/Discovery Meadow, 

San Jose 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach  

Audience: Families with children 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
less-toxic pest control, and proper disposal of 
HHW.  

General Feedback: This is a great event for 

educating families with small children. As always, 

the bean bag game was very popular with the kids.  

Estimated Overall Event Attendance: 13,000-15,000 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed: 168 

Number of Giveaways Distributed: 486 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 

Distributed: 174 

Number of kids that played the bean bag game: 402 

Name: Watershed Watch “half-off” two hour Car 

Wash Event 

Date:  October 21, 2015 

Location: Westgate Classic Car Wash, 18560 Prospect 

Rd., Saratoga 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Car wash customers 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention and 
proper car washing. 

General Feedback: This is an annual Watershed 

Watch event and offers a good opportunity to reach 

car wash customers. However, a lot of customers 

used the drive-through car wash lane. Event staff 

could not interact with these customers. 

Estimated Overall Event Attendance: 100 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed:  4 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 
Distributed: 28 

Name: Haunted History San Jose 

Date:  October 31, 2015 

Location: History Park, 635 Phelan Ave., San Jose 

Region: : Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Families with children 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
less-toxic pest control, and proper disposal of 
HHW 

General Feedback: This event is a good place to 

reach families with young kids.  The bean bag game 

was very popular with the kids. 

Estimated Overall Event Attendance: 500 
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Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed: 104 

Number of Giveaways Distributed: 760 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 

Distributed: 173 

Number of kids that played the bean bag game: 337 

Name: Mission College Eco Fair 

Date:  April 21, 2016 

Location: Mission College Campus, Santa Clara 

Region: : Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Young adults, students 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention and 
proper disposal of HHW 

General Feedback: The event is a good place to 

reach young adults.  Event organizers provided the 

students a questionnaire that they could complete 

by visiting booths, and earn extra credit. This led to 

increased participation and engagement.  

Estimated Overall Event Attendance: 700 - 800 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed: 78 

Number of Giveaways Distributed: 124 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 
Distributed: 22 

Name: Watershed Watch “half-off” two hour Car 

Wash  Event 

Date:   April 27, 2016 

Location: Robertsville Classic Car Wash, 5005 

Almaden Exp., San Jose  

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Car wash customers 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention and 
proper car washing. 

General Feedback:  Attendance at the event was 

lower than usual because of inadequate promotion 

by the radio station and a forecast of rain. 

Estimated Overall Event Attendance: 18 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 
Distributed: 10 

Name: Fit & Fun Earth Day Fair 

Date:  April 30, 2016 

Location: Columbia Neighborhood Center, 785 Morse 

Ave., Sunnyvale 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Families with children. 

Message: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
less-toxic pest control, and proper disposal of 
HHW. 

General Feedback:  This is a very popular and well-

attended event and offers a good opportunity to 

reach families. 

Estimated Overall Event Attendance:  2,000 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed: 170 

Number of Giveaways Distributed: 491 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 

Distributed: 97 

Number of kids that played the bean bag game: 204 
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Name: Festival in the Park 

Date:  June 4, 2016 

Location: Hellyer County Park, 985 Hellyer Ave., San 

Jose 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Families with children. 

Message: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
less-toxic pest control, and proper disposal of 
HHW. 

General Feedback:  Lower attendance than usual, 

likely due to very high temperatures that day.  This 

event is great for reaching Spanish speaking 

segments of the population.   

Estimated Overall Event Attendance:  2,000 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed: 139 

Number of Giveaways Distributed: 392 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 

Distributed: 236 

Number of kids that played the bean bag game: 74 

Name: Watershed Watch “half-off” two hour Car 

Wash  Event 

Date:  June 8, 2016 

Location: Capitol Premier Car Wash, 735 Capitol 

Expressway Auto Mall, San Jose 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Car wash customers 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
proper car washing. 

General Feedback:   The event was well attended.  It 

is an annual Watershed Watch event and offers a 

good opportunity to reach car wash customers. 

Estimated Overall Event Attendance:  100  

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed: 120 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 
Distributed: 100 

Name: Watershed Watch “half-off” two hour Car 

Wash  Event 

Date:  June 22, 2016 

Location: Delta Queen Classic Car Wash, 981 E 

Hamilton Avenue, Campbell 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Public Outreach 

Audience: Car wash customers 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
proper car washing. 

General Feedback:   The event was well attended.  It 

is an annual Watershed Watch event and offers a 

good opportunity to reach car wash customers.  

Estimated Overall Event Attendance: 120 

Number of Brochures/Flyers Distributed:  79 

Number of Watershed Watch Discount Cards 
Distributed: 73 

Name: Summer of Service Program  

Dates:   7/8/15, 7/29/15, 6/22/16, 6/28/16 

Location: Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge, Alviso 

Region: Countywide 

Type of Event: Citizen Involvement 

Description/Audience: Partnership program 

between the Children’s Discovery Museum 

(CDM) and the Watershed Watchers program. 

Youth spend a day at the Refuge and they work 

in the gardens in the morning and explore the 

Refuge in the afternoon.  

General Feedback – The continued participation of 

CDM indicates the success of this program.  

Overall Attendance - The Summer of Service 

program reached a total of 54 attendees, including 

50 middle school students and 4 adults.  
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Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
sustainable gardening 

Name: Stewardship Programs - Gardening Without 

Chemicals 

Dates:  7/8/15, 7/29/15, 12/8/15, 12/11/15, 

12/19/15,1/23/16, 1/30/16, 2/20/16, 2/27/16, 

3/9/16, 4/10/16 

Location: Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge, Alviso 

Focus: Countywide 

Type of Event: Citizen Involvement 

Description/Audience: Stewardship programs 

are conducted on open days for schools groups 

and the general public to work in the gardens 

planting native plants, pulling non-native 

plants, and mulching. 

Messages: Stormwater pollution prevention, 
sustainable gardening 

General Feedback – A large number of youth and 

adults continued to participate in stewardship 

programs this year. 

Overall Attendance – Stewardship programs 

reached a total of 115 attendees, including 27 

elementary school students, 23 middle school 

students, 33 high school students, and 32 adults. 

 

Name: California Coastal Cleanup Day 

Date:  9/19/15 

Location: Various locations throughout the County 

Focus: Countywide 

Type of Event: Citizen Involvement 

Description: The Creek Connections Action 
Group coordinated the California Coastal 
Cleanup Day on September 19, 2015. The 
Program promoted the event on its website and 
social media sites.  

On California Coastal Cleanup Day, a total of 1,829 
volunteers participated in cleaning 50 sites and 
removed approximately 50,000 pounds of trash and 
2,868 pounds of recyclables from creeks. 

Name: National River Cleanup Day 

Date:  5/21/16 

Location: Various locations throughout the County 

Focus: Countywide 

Type of Event: Citizen Involvement 

Description: The Creek Connections Action 
Group coordinated the National Rivers Cleanup 
Day on May 21, 2016.   The Program provided 
funding for National Rivers Clean-up Day 
advertising.  

On National River Cleanup Day, a total of 1,124 
volunteers participated in cleaning 43 sites and 
removed approximately 30,292 pounds of trash and 
3,135 pounds of recyclables from creeks. 
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C.7.e. ►Watershed Stewardship Collaborative Efforts    

Summarize watershed stewardship collaborative efforts and/or refer to a regional report that provides details. Describe the level of effort and support given 
(e.g., funding only, active participation etc.). State efforts undertaken and the results of these efforts. If this activity is done regionally refer to a regional report.  

 

Evaluate effectiveness by describing the following:  

 Efforts undertaken  

 Major accomplishments  

Summary:  

During FY 15-16, the Program actively supported the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Initiative, including the Land Use Subgroup, and the Santa Clara Valley 
Zero Litter Initiative. Information on these efforts is included within the C.7 Public Information and Outreach section of the Program’s FY 15-16 Annual Report. 
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C.7.f. ►School-Age Children Outreach  

Summarize school-age children outreach programs implemented. A detailed report may be included as an attachment.  

Use the following table for reporting school-age children outreach efforts. 

 

Outreach to school-age children is implemented through ZunZun assemblies at local elementary schools and the “Watershed Watchers” program at the 
Environmental Education Center at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) in Alviso. The Program sponsors up to 50 ZunZun 
assemblies at elementary schools in Santa Clara Valley and funds an Interpretive Specialist position at the Refuge for conducting activities and programs about 
watershed and urban runoff pollution prevention.  The Fourth Quarter “Watershed Watchers” Report including the End-of-Year summary is included in the 
Program Annual Report Appendix 7-7. The Final ZunZun Report and Teacher Evaluation Report are included in the Program Annual Report Appendix 7-8. 
See section C.7 of the Program’s Annual Report for ZunZun and other County-wide school outreach events.  

 

In addition to the Program’s school outreach, the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (RWQCP) provides classroom programs to elementary and 
middle school classes. The goal for classroom program delivery for the 2015-2016 school year was 115 presentations for 3,000 students in the service area of 
East Palo Alto, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Mountain View, Palo Alto and Stanford. The RWQCP exceeded this goal and provided 145 programs to 3,820 
students in the RWQCP service area.  In Mountain View, presentations were made to 963 students in 33 classes.  Summaries of the programs presented in 
Mountain View are included in the table below. 

 

This successful program transitioned in January 2016 to a team of educators from the local non-profit   Grassroots Ecology.  The average teacher rating for the 
school year was 4.9 out of 5 both for quality of program and clarity of presenter. In addition, teachers stated that students in 96% of classes showed an 
increased understanding of the difference between the storm drain and the sewer systems and of what they can do to prevent water pollution.  

 

In 2016, additional budget has been added to provide 20 additional classes and related outreach in underserved schools. In addition, the curriculum will be 
revised this summer with the goal to: 

 

• Make the introduction more interactive and tailored to each lesson; 

• Improve the flow and speed of the “Bugs” program through numbering puzzle pieces and ensuring the content is more cohesive throughout the 
activity; 

• Change the “Bags” activity to a role-playing game and update the text to include recent developments in plastics regulation and research; 

• Produce “visuals” including images to go with the “Who Dirtied the Bay” activity so students more easily see what their classmates are adding to the 
“bay;” 

• Create hand-outs for students such as information for parents on proper local disposal of household hazardous wastes in their community. 

 

 

Program Details Focus & Short Description 

Number of 
Students/Teachers 

reached Evaluation of Effectiveness 
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Provide the following information:  

Name  

Grade or level (elementary/ 
middle/ high)  

 

Brief description, messages, methods of 
outreach used  

Provide number or 
participants  

Provide agency staff feedback. Report any other 
evaluation methods used (quiz, teacher feedback 
etc.). Attach evaluation summary if applicable.  

Name : ZunZun Musical Assembly 

Grade or level: elementary 

Interactive, musical school assemblies 

educating K-6 children about watersheds 

and pollution prevention.  

 

14,614  students ZunZun assemblies were evaluated using 

postage-paid evaluation cards that were 

distributed to all teachers present at the 

performances. The Program received 90 

completed evaluation cards from teachers.  A few 

highlights of the evaluations are: 

 After the performance, 16 teachers reported 
that 100% of their students knew what a 
watershed was; 35 teachers indicated that 
75% of their students knew what a watershed 
was; 21 teachers indicated that 50% of their 
students knew what a watershed was; and 21 
teachers indicated that 25% of their students 
knew what a watershed was. 

 After the performance, 57 teachers indicated 
that 100% of their students could name a way 
to prevent pollution in the watershed; 23 
teachers indicated that 75% of their students 
could name a way to prevent pollution in the 
watershed; 4 teachers indicated that 50% of 
their students could name a way to prevent 
pollution in the watershed; and 3 teachers 
indicated that 25% of their students could 
name a way to prevent pollution in the 
watershed. 

In addition, 18 classrooms completed the “I 
Pledge to Keep My School Clean” activity. The 
pledge requires students to dispose of trash or 
recyclables properly or pick up litter for a week. 
Students sign the pledge each day to indicate 
completion. Teachers are asked to fax or email the 
completed pledge form to Program staff to be 
entered into a monthly drawing. Watershed 
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Watch sports backpacks were distributed to 
students in 10 classrooms.   

Name: Watershed Watchers 

Program at Don Edwards Wildlife 

Refuge in Alviso 

Grade or level: pre-school, 
elementary, middle, high school.  

The Refuge offers a number of 

interpretive programs to educate children 

and youth about preventing urban runoff 

pollution. 

 

67 pre-

kindergarteners, 

747 
elementary school 

students, 

548 middle school 

students, and 

167 high school 
students. 

Visitor surveys and pledges are used to determine 
visitor demographics, effectiveness of publicity, 
and the effectiveness or the Watershed Watchers 
Program. Details are included within the 
Watershed Watchers included in Appendix 7-7 of 
the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report. 

Mountain View School Events provided by City of Palo Alto RWQCP: 

What's Bugging You? 

(2nd Grade) 

In this interactive program, students 
work together to create a visual habitat 
for insects. By learning about insects and 
the food chain students are introduced to 
the concept of pesticides, as well as the 
impacts of pesticides on water pollution. 
Students also learn: the difference 
between waste water and storm water 
(where it comes from, where it goes); the 
water cycle; the definition and function of 
a watershed; and 
"reduce/reuse/recycle/rot/respect." 

Mountain View: 2 
classes, 94 students  

  

See above. 

What's Up with the Bags? 

(2nd grade) 

In this program students practice their 
reading and comprehension skills by 
reading a story out loud as they learn 
about the impact of plastic bags when 
they enter the watershed through human 
use and misuse. Plastic bag alternatives 
are discussed.  Students are given a re-
usable bag, encouraged to decorate it 
with a message about water pollution or 
something else they learned from the 
lesson, and then take the bag home to be 
reused. Students also learn: the difference 
between waste water and storm water 

Mountain View: 4 
classes, 94 students  

See summary above. 
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(where it comes from, where it goes); the 
water cycle; the definition and function of 
a watershed; and "reduce/reuse/recycle 
/rot/respect." 

Who Dirtied the Bay? 

(3rd Grade) 

Moving through time from past to 
present the focus of this program is on 
storm water and how pollutants impact 
the Baylands and H2O environment. 
Pollution prevention solutions are 
discussed with an emphasis on what the 
students can do right now, at their age, to 
impact water pollution Students also 
learn: the difference between waste water 
and storm water (where it comes from, 
where it goes); the water cycle; the 
definition and function of a watershed; 
and "reduce/reuse/recycle/rot/respect." 

Mountain View:  2 
classes, 45 students 

 

See summary above. 

Microbes in Sewage 

(7th grade) 

In a laboratory setting, students practice 
their microscope skills as they observe, 
document and identify microbes from 
water samples drawn from the aeration 
basin as part of the wastewater treatment 
process. This program directly relates 
since students study protist in the 7th 
grade as part of the science biology 
curriculum, Students also learn to 
understand the sense of place and the role 
of a wastewater treatment plant in their 
community. Impact of pollution on the 
Baylands and water environment, as well 
as prevention solutions that the students 
can currently engage in are discussed  

Mountain View: 25 
classes, 730 students 

 

 

See summary above. 
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Section 9 – Provision C.9 Pesticides Toxicity Controls 
 

C.9.a. ►Implement IPM Policy or Ordinance  
Is your municipality implementing its IPM Policy/Ordinance and Standard Operating Procedures? 

X 
Yes 

 
No 

 

If no, explain: 

 

Report implementation of IPM BMPs by showing trends in quantities and types of pesticides used, and suggest reasons for increases in use of pesticides that 
threaten water quality, specifically organophosphates, pyrethroids, carbaryl, and fipronil. A separate report can be attached as evidence of your 
implementation.  

Trends in Quantities and Types of Pesticides Used1 

 

Pesticide Use Analysis 

 

During FY 15-16, the City implemented its IPM Program.  Pesticide use data for FY 15-16 is included in Appendices 9-1, 9-2, 9-3, and 9-4.  Appendix 9-1 
summarizes the number of different pesticides separated by their category that were used at City facilities during the reporting year.  Appendix 9-2 
summarizes the total quantities of pesticides, separated by their categories that were used, and comparing FY 15-16 usage to the previous year and the previous 
13 years average.  Appendix 9-3 summarizes the total quantities of active ingredients, separated by categories, and comparing FY 15-16 usage to the previous 
year and the previous 13 years average.  Comprehensive pesticide use data, including application date, product used, amount applied, and amount of active 
ingredient applied is available upon request. 

 

The City’s IPM Policy and Plan establishes goals to reduce pesticide use through implementation of IPM practices, and establishes a reduced risk pesticide 
selection procedure when pesticide use is required.  The IPM Policy and Plan directs the use of lower toxicity, Category III products or exempted products, and 
limits the use of higher toxicity, Category I and II products, to cases where those products are needed to prevent unacceptable health risks or economic loss.  
Implementation of the reduced risk pesticide selection practice resulted in City staff and contractors using a larger variety of products to achieve desired pest 
control results.  As shown in Appendix 9-1, since FY 03-04, a general trend reflects an increase of the total number of different pesticide products used, an 
increase in the number of lower toxicity Category III products, and a decrease in the number of higher toxicity Category I and II products.  During FY 15-16, the 
total number of pesticide products used, including Category III products were consistent with recent years.  One Category I product was used during FY 11-12, 
FY 12-13, FY 13-14, FY 14-15, and used again in FY 15-16.  Category I products had not been used for 5 years prior to FY 11-12.  The Category I product has been 
used at the golf course to prevent the spread of a potentially damaging weed on the greens.  Use of the product was recommended by a qualified pest control 
advisor and was approved in accordance with the City’s IPM policy.  One applications of the Category I product occurred during FY 14-15 (April 2016).  These 
applications are a part of a recommended cycle of applications as a course of treatment, so use of this product was anticipated for FY 15-16, and its use will 
most likely continue in upcoming years.  Further discussion of this product’s use is discussed below.   One Category II products was used during FY 15-16.  The 
Category II product was used at the golf course to control fungus on the putting greens.  

 

                                                           
1Includes all municipal structural and landscape pesticide usage by employees and contractors. 
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Appendix 9-2 provides an evaluation of historic pesticide use data since FY 02-03.  Past evaluations concluded an overall trend of increased total pesticide use, 
an increased use of Lower toxicity, Category III and exempt products.  The historical trend has also shown a reduction in the use of higher toxicity, Category I 
and Category II products at City facilities, with the exception of the use of the category I pesticide described above.  The increase in total pesticide use was 
thought to be due to the necessity to use larger amounts of lower toxicity product to control pest issues that were previously controlled using higher toxicity 
products.  Additionally, the City has also increased park, trail, and median areas that require maintenance, which also contributes to the increase in total 
pesticide usage.  Recent trends have shown reduced pesticide use during FY 10-11, FY 11-12,  FY 12-13, FY 13-14, FY 14-15, and FY 15-16.  Factors related to the 
reduction in the amount of pesticides that were used during the past 6 years include; winter rain patterns that did not include intermittent periods of warm 
weather to promote winter weed growth; mild spring and summer weather; and reliance on new backpack application equipment which was used to apply 
most of the products instead of the truck sprayer. The truck equipment had been used more in past years and delivers more product, whereas the backpack can 
deliver product more directly and at a reduced rate, which reduces the total amount used.  Another reason for a reduction in pesticide use may be enhanced 
fertility and cultivation programs in golf course turf that reduced disease and weeds that would otherwise require treatment.   

 

Appendix 9-3 provides an evaluation of historic active ingredient application since FY 02-03, and shows a trend that City staff and contractors have decreased 
the application of active ingredients from Category I, Category II and Category III products at City facilities, and an increase in active ingredient application 
from exempt products.  Appendix 9-3 also shows an overall decrease in the total application of active ingredients during FY 15-16 , compared to the past 13 
year average.  The overall decrease in active ingredient application is most likely due to increased use of lower toxicity, Category III and exempted products.  
FY 15-16 active ingredients application amounts increased compared to FY 14-15.  The evaluation and analysis of active ingredient application is challenging 
due to varying dilution rates. 

 

While recent data shows a trend of decreased total pesticide use and active ingredient use for the reporting year, the data does not necessarily mean that a 
trend toward decreased amount will continue.  Future weather patterns, increased landscape areas that will need to be maintained, and possible pest 
infestations may require increased use of pesticides.   

 

Use of Pesticides that Threaten Water Quality 

 

The Municipal Regional Permit lists organophosphorous pesticides, pyrethroids, carbamates, and fipronil as pesticides of concern.  Products containing 
pesticides of concern are applied in a manner that minimizes the risk or threat to water quality.   

 

• No carbamate pesticides were applied at City facilities during FY 15-16.   

• One organophosphorous product, called Proxy, was used at the golf course during FY 15-16 to prevent the spread of a potentially damaging weed on 
the greens.  The active ingredient in Proxy is ethephon.  The product is not a phosphate chemical.  The product breaks down quickly and was applied in April, 
which was a dry month and there was no irrigation for at least 24 hours after application.  The Proxy use is summarized in Appendix 9-4. 

• Five different products containing pyrehtrins were used during FY 15-16.  Information regarding the pyrethroid products, target pests, total amount 
applied, active ingredient applied, and comments about water quality threat is provided in Appendix 9-4.   

 Two products containing fipronil were used during FY 15-16.  Information regarding the use of these products is provided in the Appendix 9-4.   

 

Additional information regarding the organophosphorous, pyrethroid and fipronil products, target pest, their active ingredient, quantities that were applied, 
and comments about the water quality threat or precautions that were taken are listed Appendix 9-4.  The products that are applied indoors are not included in 
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Appendix 9-4 since they do not pose a threat to pollute runoff.  The pyrethroid and fipronil products are primarily applied by the City’s contractor, Bay Valley 
Pest Control.  These applications are typically in very small amounts, and those that may be applied in larger quantities are diluted and the amount of active 
ingredient is very small.  These products are typically applied in areas where there is a low risk of the product being washed off during a rain event, including 
interior applications and application at the base or eaves of buildings, or products that are in bait form. 

 

Pesticide Category and Specific Pesticide Used 
Amount2 

FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 

Organophosphates       

Proxy (active ingredient is ethephon) 10.3 lbs 
active 
ingredient 

     

Pyrethroids       

Drione dust 0.04 lbs 
active 
ingredient 

     

Excite 0.08 lbs 
active 
ingredient 

     

Multicide Wasp and Hornet Killer 0.004 lbs 
active 
ingredient 

     

Tempo 3.7 lbs active 
ingredient 

     

Wasp and Hornet Killer 0.007 lbs 
active 
ingredient 

     

Carbamates NA      

Fipronil        

Maxforce 0.00001 lbs 
active 
ingredient 

     

                                                           
2Weight or volume of the product or preferably its active ingredient, using same units for the product each year. Please specify units used. The active ingredients in any pesticide are 

listed on the label. The list of active ingredients that need to be reported in the pyrethroids class includes: metofluthrin, bifenthrin, cyfluthrin, beta-cyfluthrin, cypermethrin, 
deltamethrin, esfenvalerate, lambdacyhalothrin, and permethrin.  
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Termidor 0.4 lbs active 
ingredient 

     

Indoxacarb Reporting 
not required 
in FY 15-16 

     

Diuron Reporting 
not required 
in FY 15-16 

     

Diamides Reporting 
not required 
in FY 15-16 

     

IPM Tactics and Strategies used: 
 
Typical IPM tactics and strategies that are implemented include, monitoring pest populations and tolerating pest populations or other conditions, use of native 
plants, use of traps, and exclusion practices.  When determined that pesticides will be used to control a pest population, lower risk products are preferred 
options, as well as bait products. 

 
 
 

C.9.b ►Train Municipal Employees  
Enter the number of employees that applied or used pesticides (including herbicides) within the scope of their duties this reporting year. 2 

Enter the number of these employees who received training on your IPM policy and IPM standard operating procedures within this reporting 
year. 

2 

Enter the percentage of municipal employees who apply pesticides who have received training in the IPM policy and IPM standard operating 
procedures within this reporting year. 

%100 

Type of Training: 

Twelve employees have Qualified Applicator Certficates, though only 2 employees routinely perform pesticide application duties.  Most training related to 
pesticide use is conducted during safety tailgate meetings and in-house safety training.  IPM topics are discussed during these training meetings.  City staff 
participates in specialized IPM training when local training opportunities are available.  During FY 16-17, a training meeting to review the City’s IPM policy 
with appropriate Community Development Department staff will be completed. 
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C.9.c ►Require Contractors to Implement IPM  
Did your municipality contract with any pesticide service provider in the reporting year? X Yes  No 

If yes, briefly describe how contractor compliance with IPM Policy/Ordinance and SOPs was monitored 

 

The City adopted its IPM policy in September 2002.  The City notified its contract structural pest control operator about the policy and IPM plan in writing at 
the time of the policy adoption and again in FY 11-12.  The City has not changed pest control operators since adoption of the policy and development of the IPM 
plan.  Bay Valley Pest Control has implemented IPM practices at City facilities including using less toxic products.  The City’s contract specifications for Pest 
Control Services includes a section requiring selection of “environmentally friendly” pesticides and chemicals, but does not specifically require the contractor to 
follow the City’s IPM Policy.  The Environmental Safety Coordinator has requested that the City Finance Department, which administer contracts, revise the 
Pest Control Services contract to include a section requiring adherence to the City’s IPM Policy.  Contract specifications will be revised to include the IPM policy 
requirement when the contract is up for renewal.    During FY 15-16, the City contracted with a private company to operate the golf course.  The contract with 
the golf course operator included language about implementing the IPM policy, and City staff communicate with representatives from the golf course operator 
to verify implementation of the policy and discuss data reporting.  A copy of the IPM related language in the contract with the golf course operator is included 
in Appendix 9-5.  City staff reviews contractors pesticide use reports and reviews labels and Safety Data Sheets for new and proposed products.  Contractors 
are required to obtain City approval prior to using Category I pesticide products. 

 

 
 

C.9.d ►Interface with County Agricultural Commissioners  

Did your municipality communicate with the County Agricultural Commissioner to: (a) get input and assistance on urban pest 
management practices and use of pesticides or (b) inform them of water quality issues related to pesticides,  

 Yes N No 

If yes, summarize the communication. If no, explain.  

 

See Section 9 of the SCVURPPP FY 15-16 Annual Report for summary of communication with the Santa Clara County Agricultural Commissioner. 

 

Did your municipality report any observed or citizen-reported violations of pesticide regulations (e.g., illegal handling and 
applications of pesticides) associated with stormwater management, particularly the California Department of Pesticide 
Regulation (DPR) surface water protection regulations for outdoor, nonagricultural use of pyrethroid pesticides by any person 
performing pest control for hire.   

 

Yes 

X 

No 

If yes, provide a summary of improper pesticide usage reported to the County Agricultural Commissioner and follow-up actions taken to correct any violations. 
A separate report can be attached as your summary. 

 

 

 



FY 2015-2016 Annual Report  C.9 – Pesticides Toxicity Controls 
Permittee Name: City of Mountain View 
 

FY 15-16 AR Form 9-6 9/30/16 

C.9.e.ii (1) ►Public Outreach: Point of Purchase  

Provide a summary of public outreach at point of purchase, and any measurable awareness and behavior changes resulting from outreach (here or in a separate 
report); OR reference a report of a regional effort for public outreach in which your agency participates.  

Summary:  

 

The following separate reports developed by SCVURPPP and BASMAA summarize point of purchase outreach efforts conducted during FY 15-16: 

• FY 15-16 Store Employee Training Report (SCVURPPP)  

• FY 15-16 Store Employee Training Evaluation Summary (SCVURPPP)   

• FY 15-16 Store Employee Training Status Table (SCVURPPP)   

• FY 15-16 List of Stores in the IPM Store Partnership Program (SCVURPPP) 

• FY 15-16 BASMAA “Our Water, Our World” (OWOW) Report (BASMAA) 

 

 

 

C.9.e.ii (2) ►Public Outreach: Pest Control Contracting Outreach   
Provide a summary of outreach to residents who use or contract for structural pest control and landscape professionals); AND/OR reference a report of a 
regional effort for outreach to residents who hire pest control and landscape professionals in which your agency participates.  
Summary:  

 

See Section 7 and Section 9 of the Program’s FY 15-16 Annual Report for a summary of outreach to residents and businesses that use or hire structural pest 
control and landscape professional. In addition, see the following separate reports, included within Section 7 of the Program’s FY 15-16 Annual Report.  

• FY 15-16 Watershed Watch Campaign Final Report 

 

 

C.9.e.ii.(3) ►Public Outreach: Pest Control Operators  

Provide a summary of public outreach to pest control operators and landscapers and reduced pesticide use (here or in a separate report); AND/OR reference a 
report of a regional effort for outreach to pest control operators and landscapers in which your agency participates. 

Summary:  

 

See the C.9 Pesticides Toxicity Control section of Program’s FY 15-16 Annual Report for a summary of outreach to pest control operators and landscapers to 
reduce pesticide use. In addition, see the following separate reports, included within Section 7 and Section 9 of the Program’s FY 15-16 Annual Report, for 
additional details on outreach to pest control operators: 

• FY 15-16 Watershed Watch Campaign Final Report 

• FY 15-16 Green Gardener Training Report  
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C.9.f ►Track and Participate in Relevant Regulatory Processes   

Summarize participation efforts, information submitted, and how regulatory actions were affected; AND/OR reference a regional report that summarizes 
regional participation efforts, information submitted, and how regulatory actions were affected. 

Summary: 

 

During FY 15-16, the City participated in regulatory processes related to pesticides through contributions to SCVURPPP, BASMAA and CASQA. For additional 
information, see the Regional Report submitted by BASMAA on behalf of all MRP Permittees. 
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Section 10 - Provision C.10 Trash Load Reduction  

 

                                                           
1 See Appendix 10-1 for changes between 2009 and FY 15-16 in trash generation by TMA as a result of Full Capture Systems and Other Measures. 

C.10.a.i ► Trash Load Reduction Summary 

For population-based Permittees, provide the overall trash reduction percentage achieved to-date within the jurisdictional area of your municipality that generates problematic trash 
levels (i.e., Very High, High or Moderate trash generation). Base the reduction percentage on the information presented in C.10.b i-iv and C.10.e.i-ii.  Provide a discussion of the 
calculation used to produce the reduction percentage, including whether the 60% trash reduction performance guideline was attained. If not attained, include a discussion of next 
steps (e.g., development of a detailed plan or report of non-compliance). 

Trash Load Reductions 

Percent Trash Reduction in All Trash Management Areas (TMAs) due to Trash Full Capture Systems (as reported C.10.b.i) 8.8% 

Percent Trash Reduction in all TMAs due to Control Measures Other than Trash Full Capture Systems (as reported in C.10.b.ii)1  29.6% 

Percent Trash Reduction due to Jurisdictional-wide Source Control Actions (as reported in C.10.b.iv)1  10.0% 

SubTotal for Above Actions 48.4% 

Trash Offsets (Optional) 

Offset Associated with Additional Creek and Shoreline Cleanups (as reported in C.10.e.i) NA 

Offset Associated with Direct Trash Discharges (as reported in C.10.e.ii)  NA 

Total (Jurisdictional-wide) % Trash Load Reduction in FY 15-16 48.4% 

Discussion of Trash Load Reduction Calculation: 

The City attained and reported a 42% trash load reduction in its FY 14-15 Annual Report, exceeding the trash load reduction target of 40% for 2014.  The reissued 
MRP contains a revised calculation methodology that eliminates or caps past trash load reduction offsets or credits.  Based on the new calculation methodology, 
as of July 1, 2016, the City has attained a 48% trash load reduction (including trash offsets). The reissued MRP also added a non-mandatory performance guideline 

of attaining 60% trash reduction by July 1, 2016. Refer to the attached plan and schedule of implementation of additional trash load reduction control actions that 

will attain 2017 mandatory reduction of 70%, consistent with MRP 2.0 requirements. 
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C.10.a.iii ► Mandatory Trash Full Capture Systems  

Provide the following:  

1) Total number and types of full capture systems (publicly and privately-owned) installed prior to FY 15-16, during FY 15-16, and to-date, including inlet-based and large 
flow-through or end-of-pipe systems, and qualifying low impact development (LID) required by permit provision C.3.  

2) Total land area (acres) treated by full capture systems for population-based Permittees and total number of systems for non-population based Permittees compared to the 
total required by the permit. 

Type of System # of Systems 
Areas Treated 

(Acres)* 

Installed Prior to FY 15-16 

Public Hydrodynamic Separators 5 143.2 

Private Hydrodynamic Separators 21 95.9 

Installed in FY 15-16 

Connector Pipe Screens 4 6.0 

Total for all Systems Installed To-date 30 245.2 

Treatment Acreage Required by Permit (Population-based Permittees) 112 

Total # of Systems Required by Permit (Non-population-based Permittees) NA 

*Areas treated also include jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional lands (e.g., public K-12 schools and colleges, and freeways) within the boundaries of the City. 
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C.10.b.i ► Trash Reduction - Full Capture Systems   

Provide the following:  

1)     Jurisdictional-wide trash reduction in FY 15-16 attributable to trash full capture systems implemented in each TMA;  
2)     The total number of full capture systems installed to-date in your jurisdiction;  

3)     Since the effective date of MRP 2.0 (January 1, 2016), the percentage of systems that exhibited significant plugged/blinded screens or were >50% full when inspected or 
maintained;  

4)     A narrative summary of any maintenance issues and the corrective actions taken to avoid future full capture system performance issues; and 

5)     A certification that each full capture system is operated and maintained to meet the full capture system requirements in the permit. 
 

TMA 
Jurisdiction-wide 

Reduction (%) 
Total # of Full 

Capture Systems  
% of Systems Exhibiting 

Plugged/Blinded Screens or >50% full  
Summary of Maintenance Issues and Corrective Actions 

1 1.8 

30 0% 
No Maintenance issues were identified during the routine 

pumping of the full trash capture systems in the City of 
Mountain View.  

2 0.2 

3 0 

4 0 

5 0.2 

6 1.2 

7 3.0 

8 0.1 

9 0.2 

10 1.0 

11 0.2 

12 0 

Parks 0.3 

Schools 0.2 

Total* 8.8 

Certification Statement: The City of Mountain View certifies that a full capture system maintenance and operation program is currently being implemented to 
maintain all applicable systems in a manner that meets the full capture system requirements included in the Permit. 

 
*The Total jurisdiction-wide reduction reported for full capture systems includes 0.4% reduction for treatment of 17.1 acres of non-jurisdictional public K-12, 
college and university school land areas. 
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C.10.b.ii ► Trash Reduction – Other Trash Management Actions (PART A)  

Provide a summary of trash control actions other than full capture systems or jurisdictional source controls that were implemented within each TMA, including 
the types of actions, levels and areal extent of implementation, and whether actions are new, including initiation date. 

TMA Summary of Trash Control Actions Other than Full Capture Systems  

1 

Increased inspections and improved trash bin/container management have occurred in much of TMA#1 post-2009 due to the MRP requirement 
that stormwater violations be addressed within 10-working days. TMA#1 has many industrial and commercial facilities. These facilities have 
been inspected on an annual basis for many years, but inspections since 2009 have focused more specifically on trash and have necessitated 
additional inspections to verify compliance with stormwater requirements. 

2 

City crews maintain one City-owned lot adjacent to Shoreline Park. On-land trash cleanup activities include picking up litter at the park and 
ensuring that garbage cans are emptied to prevent litter or trash spills. City Crews also maintain two parks within TMA#2. While not 
coordinated with the City, many of the large companies that work in Trash Management Area #2 pick up trash on their campuses and will 
organize volunteers to clean stretches of trails that run through the management area. One company installed small inlet-based trash capture 
devices in the private, on-site storm drain inlets downstream of the loading dock areas of the facility. A number of properties in TMA#2 have 
been re-developed and include treatment controls that meet LID requirements.  The types of controls installed at these properties include bio-
treatment basins, as well as improved trash enclosures and containers.  These properties account for approximately 8 acres, and the treatment 
controls are inspected by the City.  Another property slated for completion this year will treat approximately 10.2 acres using LID controls. The 
City inspects and tracks maintenance of these devices. 

3 

The City has increased the number of facilities inspected in TMA#3 including specific information/outreach to the businesses in the TMA 
regarding trash management during the inspections. A small inlet full trash capture device was installed downstream of a waste transfer facility 
as part of a small pilot program undertaken to assess the functionality of small inlet devices in areas where large trash capture devices are 
unfeasible. 

4 

The City has increased the number of facilities inspected in TMA#4 including specific information/outreach to the businesses in the TMA 
regarding trash management during the inspections. TMA #4 has multiple properties that are currently being redeveloped- including a multi-
acre development that will have partial and full-trash capture facilities installed on-site that is slated to be completed in late 2016/early 2017.  

5 

Biotreatment facilities that treat runoff from 39.3 acres of land have been installed in TMA#5 associated with redevelopment. The treatment 
controls are inspected by City Staff. Multiple, large, residential redevelopments are anticipated to occur and/or are being constructed in TMA#5 
which will include C.3-compliant and LID stormwater treatment facilities in the next few years. Based on inspections in TMA#5 since the Long-
Term Trash plan was drafted, TMA#5 is a priority area for assessments in FY 16-17, as the medium-trash generation rate for much of the area 
may be too conservative and not accurately reflect the actual conditions in the area.   

6 

Two properties in TMA#6 were redeveloped in FY 13-14 and included stormwater treatment controls. The second phase of the project is 
currently underway and will include additional full trash capture devices. Biotreatment facilities that treat runoff from approximately 5 acres of 
land were installed, and the second phase of the project is currently being constructed which will include additional C.3 compliant stormwater 
treatment facilities. The treatment controls are inspected by City Staff. Increased inspections and improved trash bin/container management 
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have occurred in much of TMA#6 due to the MRP requirement that stormwater violations be addressed within 10-working days. TMA#6 has 
many commercial and food service facilities. These facilities have been inspected on an annual basis for many years, but inspections since 2009 
have focused more specifically on trash and have necessitated additional inspections to verify compliance with stormwater requirements. 

7 

TTMA#7 includes many commercial and food service facilities and the increased inspection frequency contributes to improved bin management 
as well as more frequent opportunities for education and outreach regarding trash reduction. A large full trash capture device is proposed for 
installation in TMA #7 in FY 17-18.  

8 

TMA#8 includes many commercial and food service facilities and the increased inspection frequency contributes to improved bin management 
as well as more frequent opportunities for education and outreach regarding trash reduction. Small inlet-based full capture devices have been 
installed in two (2) City parking lots as part of a pilot program to assess the feasibility of installing small devices along Castro St. City Workers 
also clean the Downtown Area (8 blocks) on an every-other-day basis. On-land trash cleanup activities include picking up litter by hand, using a 
sidewalk- sized street sweeper, and ensuring that garbage cans are emptied to prevent litter. 

9 

City crews maintain one park located in TMA #9.  On-land trash cleanup activities include picking up litter at the park and ensuring that 
garbage cans are emptied to prevent litter or trash spills. Based on inspections in TMA#9 since the Long-Term Trash plan was drafted, TMA#9 
is a priority area for assessments in FY 16-17 as the medium-trash generation rate for much of the area may be too conservative and not 
accurately reflect the actual conditions in the area.   

10 

City crews maintain one park located in TMA #10.  On-land trash cleanup activities include picking up litter at the park and ensuring that 
garbage cans are emptied to prevent litter or trash spills. Two properties totaling approx. 1 acre of land have been developed with LID 
stormwater treatment controls incorporated into the project. The City inspects and tracks maintenance of these facilities. Two additional large-
scale redevelopment projects are proposed and/or under construction in TMA#10 that will include C.3-compliant stormwater treatment 
facilities as well as LID treatment facilities. 

11 

City crews maintain one park located in TMA #11.  On-land trash cleanup activities include picking up litter at the park and ensuring that 
garbage cans are emptied to prevent litter or trash spills. Approximately 1 acre of area drains to a grass swale. The City inspects and tracks 
maintenance of the swale. No issues with regard to performance or maintenance of the swale have been identified. Another property was 
redeveloped to include a biotreatment basin.  Approximately 0.8 acres of land drains to the treatment facility, which is inspected by the City. No 
issues with regard to performance or maintenance of the biotreatment basin have been identified. 

12 

Nine properties have been re-developed and include treatment controls.  The types of controls installed at these properties include biotreatment 
basins and “tree-well” filter systems.  These properties account for approximately 27.9 acres, and the treatment controls are inspected by the 
City.   

PARKS 
City crews maintain the City’s Parks including on-land trash cleanup activities, picking up litter at the park and ensuring that garbage cans are 
emptied to prevent litter or trash spills.  

SCHOOLS 
Seven schools include athletic fields and City park lands that are maintained by the City’s Community Services Department, including litter 
collection and trash management. The athletic field and City parks associated with these schools consists of 49.7 acres.  
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C.10.b.ii ► Trash Reduction – Other Trash Management Actions (PART B)   

Provide the following:  

1)     A summary of the on-land visual assessments in each TMA (or control measure area), including the street miles or acres available for assessment 
(i.e., those associated with VH, H, or M trash generation areas not treated by full capture systems), the street miles assessed, the % of available street miles or 
acres assessed, and the average number of assessments conducted per site within the TMA; and 

2)     Percent jurisdictional-wide trash reduction in FY 15-16 attributable to trash management actions other than full capture systems implemented in 
each TMA.  

  

TMA ID Total Street Miles 
Available for 
Assessment  

Summary of On-land Visual Assessments 
Jurisdictional-wide 

Reduction (%) or (as applicable) Control 
Measure Area 

Street Miles 
Assessed  

% of Applicable Street 
Miles Assessed   

Average # of Assessments 
Conducted at Each Site* 

1 7.57 0 0% 0 0% 

2 6.51 0 0% 0 0% 

3 1.84 0.84 45.8% 4 2.1% 

4 3.48 1.65 47.5% 2.5 2.5% 

5 4.87 1.28 26.3% 4 8.3% 

6 3.84 1.22 31.8% 3 9.0% 

7 2.91 0.95 32.6% 4 0.9% 

8 2.65 0 0% 0 0% 

9 3.29 2.30 69.8% 4 3.7% 

10 3.74 0 0% 0 0% 

11 1.86 0.62 33.3% 3.7 3.1% 

12 1.29 0 0% 0 0% 

Parks 0.31 0 0% 0 0% 

Schools 1.06 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 8.87 - - 29.6% 

*Each on-land visual assessment site is approximately 1,000 feet (on average) in length. Average number of assessments represent those conducted in FYs 14-15 
and 15-16. 
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C.10.b.iv ► Trash Reduction – Source Controls 

Provide a description of each jurisdictional-wide trash source control action implemented to-date. For each control action, identify the trash reduction evaluation 
method(s) used to demonstrate on-going reductions, summarize the results of the evaluation(s), and provide the associated reduction of trash within your 
jurisdictional area. Also include the total % reduction credit for all source controls up to the maximum 10% allowed by MRP 2.0. 

Source 
Control 
Action 

Summary Description &  
Dominant Trash Sources and Types Targeted 

Evaluation/Enforcement 
Method(s) 

Summary of 
Evaluation/Enforcement  

Results To-date  

% 
Redu
ction 

Total 
Reduction 
Credit (%) 

Single Use 
Bag 
Ordinance 

The Reusable Bag Ordinance prohibits single-use carryout bags at retail 
stores in Mountain View and within cities that have adopted the 
Ordinance. As of April 22, 2013, reusable bags or bags made of recycled 
content paper are provided by the store at a minimum price of 10 cents per 
paper or reusable bag. The 10 cent bag charge is non-taxable. Customers 
may bring their own bags to shop at no charge. 

http://www.ci.mtnview.ca.us/depts/pw/recycling/zero/bags.asp 

The City participated in a 
countywide study in FY 15-
16 to characterize trash in 
full capture systems. The 
study conducted by 
SCVURPPP was intended 
to assist Santa Clara Valley 
Permittees in determining 
the current levels of litter-
prone items (i.e., single-use 
bags and EPS food service 
ware) in stormwater and 
evaluate whether these 
levels have changed since 
ordinances prohibiting the 
distribution of these items 
were put into effect. For 
additional details on the 
study design and methods, 
see the SCVURPPP FY 15-
16 Annual Report – Section 
10 Trash Controls. 

According to the BASMAA “San 
Francisco Bay Area Stormwater 
Trash Generation Rates” report 
finalized on June 20, 2014, single 
use carry out bags contribute 
about 8% of the total litter 
loading to local receiving waters 
by municipal stormwater.  

Results from the SCVURPPP 
Study, which characterized  
trash in full trash capture 
systems pre- and post-ordinance 
in the Santa Clara Valley, 
indicate that 72% fewer single-
use bags are observed in 
stormwater since ordinances 
have gone into effect. For 
additional details on results of 
the study, see the SCVURPPP FY 
15-16 Annual Report – Section 10 
Trash Controls. 

Based on the results of the 
SCVURPPP study, the City 
estimates an approximate 72% 
reduction in the number of 
single-use bags in stormwater, 
which equates to a 5.8% (i.e., 
72% x 8%) reduction of trash 
discharged from the City’s 
stormwater conveyance system. 

 

 

5.8% 

10.0% 

(Maximum) 
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C.10.b.iv ► Trash Reduction – Source Controls 

Provide a description of each jurisdictional-wide trash source control action implemented to-date. For each control action, identify the trash reduction evaluation 
method(s) used to demonstrate on-going reductions, summarize the results of the evaluation(s), and provide the associated reduction of trash within your 
jurisdictional area. Also include the total % reduction credit for all source controls up to the maximum 10% allowed by MRP 2.0. 

Expanded 
Polystyrene 
Food Service 
Ware 
Ordinance 

The City adopted an Ordinance that prohibits food providers from 
dispensing food & beverages prepared on the premises for “dine-in” or 
“take-out” to customers using polystyrene “foam” food service ware. The 
Ordinance also prohibits the sale of polystyrene foam food service ware & 
foam ice chests/coolers at stores in Mountain View. It does not affect 
prepackaged foods in foam cups or trays like ramen noodles, raw eggs, 
meat, fish or poultry. “Food provider” means a vendor, business, 
organization, entity, group or individual that offers food or beverages to 
the public for consumption on or off premises, regardless of whether there 
is a charge for food, such as a: restaurant, bar, pub, caterer, cafeteria, coffee 
shop, deli, liquor or convenience store, grocery, mobile food truck, push-
cart, sidewalk or other outdoor vendor, road-side stand, festival or any 
retail food establishment. The Mountain View City Council adopted the 
Ordinance on March 25, 2014.  It became effective on July 1, 2014. 
http://www.ci.mtnview.ca.us/depts/pw/recycling/zero/foam.asp  

The City participated in a 
countywide study in FY 15-
16 to characterize trash in 
full capture systems. The 
study conducted by 
SCVURPPP was intended 
to assist Santa Clara Valley 
Permittees in determining 
the current levels of litter-
prone items (i.e., single-use 
bags and EPS food service 
ware) in stormwater and 
evaluate whether these 
levels have changed since 
ordinances prohibiting the 
distribution of these items 
were put into effect. For 
additional details on the 
study design and methods, 
see the SCVURPPP FY 15-
16 Annual Report – Section 
10 Trash Controls. 

According to the BASMAA “San 
Francisco Bay Area Stormwater 
Trash Generation Rates” report 
finalized on June 20, 2014, single 
use carry out bags contribute 
about 6% of the total litter 
loading to local receiving waters 
by municipal stormwater. 
Results from the SCVURPPP 
Study, which characterized trash 
in full trash capture systems pre- 
and post-ordinance in the Santa 
Clara Valley, indicate that 74% 
less expanded polystyrene food 
service ware is observed in 
stormwater since ordinances 
have gone into effect. For 
additional details on results of 
the study, see the SCVURPPP FY 
15-16 Annual Report – Section 10 
Trash Controls. 

Based on the results of the 
SCVURPPP study, the City 
estimates an approximate 74% 
reduction in the volume of 
expanded polystyrene food 
service ware in stormwater, 
which equates to a 4.4% (i.e., 
74% x 6%) reduction of trash 
discharged from the City’s 
stormwater conveyance system. 

 

 

4.4% 
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Additional cleanup events to those reported above were conducted at: 

MOV01 on 5/21/16 – 1.4 cubic yards  

MOV02 on 5/21/16 – 2.4 cubic yards  

MOV03 on 5/21/16 – 1.3 cubic yards  

TOTAL= 5.1 cubic yards 

 

 

 

  

C.10.c ► Trash Hot Spot Cleanups    

Provide the FY 15-16 cleanup date and volume of trash removed during each MRP-required Trash Hot Spot cleanup during each fiscal year listed. Indicate 
whether the site was a new site in FY 15-16.  

Trash Hot Spot 
New Site in 

FY 15-16 
(Y/N) 

FY 15-16 Cleanup Date(s)  
Volume of Trash Removed (cubic yards) 

FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 

MOVO1 N 9/19/2015 6.2 6.4 5.1 1.2 3.5 

MOVO2 N 9/19/2015 4.4 2.7 3.5 0.3 2.4 

MOVO3 N 9/19/2015 7.0 5.8 3.5 1.2 2.2 
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C.10.d ►Long-Term Trash Load Reduction Plan  

Provide descriptions of significant revisions made to your Long-term Trash Load Reduction Plan submitted to the Water Board in February 2014. Describe 
significant changes made to primary or secondary trash management areas (TMA), trash generation maps, control measures, or time schedules identified in your 
plan. Indicate whether your trash generation map was revised and is attached to your Annual Report. 

Description of Significant Revision 
Associated  

TMA 

In FY 15-16, consistent with all MRP Permittees, all public K-12 schools, college and university parcels were made non-jurisdictional on the 
City’s baseline trash generation maps. Under California Government Code Sections 4450 through 4461, the construction, modification, or 
alternation of facilities and/or structures on these parcels are under the jurisdiction of the California Division of State Architect and not the 
City. The public right-of-way (e.g., streets and sidewalks) surrounding these parcels remain as jurisdictional on the City’s baseline trash 
generation maps. The City’s revised baseline trash generation map is included as Appendix 10-2. 

All applicable 

  

C.10.e. ► Trash Reduction Offsets (Optional) 

Provide a summary description of each offset program implemented, the volume of trash removed, and the offset claimed in FY 15-16. Also, for additional creek and shoreline cleanups, 
describe the number and frequency of cleanups conducted, and the locations and cleanup dates. For direct discharge control programs approved by the Water Board Executive Officer, 
also describe the results of the assessments conducted in receiving waters to demonstrate the effectiveness of the control program. Include an Appendix that provides the calculations 
and data used to determine the trash reduction offset. 

Offset Program Summary Description of Actions and Assessment Results 

Volume of Trash (CY) 
Removed/Controlled  

in FY 15-16 

Offset  

(Jurisdiction-wide 
Reduction %) 

 
Additional Creek 
and Shoreline 
Cleanups  
(Max 10% Offset) 

On April 16, 2016, the ‘Friends of Stevens Creek’ conducted their annual clean-up along Stevens 
Creek Trail. Approximately fifteen (15) 30-gallon bags of trash from along the Stevens Creek 
Trail and the banks of Stevens Creek were collected at this event.  Approximately 3.5 miles were 
cleaned up between Shoreline and El Camino Real. C.10.e.i states “A Permitee may offset part of 
its provision C.10.a trash load percent reduction requirement by conducting additional cleanup 
of creek and shoreline areas beyond trash hot spot cleanups required by C.10.c if the additional 
cleanup efforts are conducted at a frequency of at least twice per year and sufficient to 
demonstrate sustained improvement of the creek or shoreline area”. While this creek and 
shoreline cleanup only occurs once a year, the efforts of this group and the trash removed are 
significant.  
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C.10.e. ► Trash Reduction Offsets (Optional) 

Provide a summary description of each offset program implemented, the volume of trash removed, and the offset claimed in FY 15-16. Also, for additional creek and shoreline cleanups, 
describe the number and frequency of cleanups conducted, and the locations and cleanup dates. For direct discharge control programs approved by the Water Board Executive Officer, 
also describe the results of the assessments conducted in receiving waters to demonstrate the effectiveness of the control program. Include an Appendix that provides the calculations 
and data used to determine the trash reduction offset. 

 
Direct Trash 
Discharge 
Controls 
(Max 15% Offset) 

Not Applicable   
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Appendix 10-1. Baseline trash generation and areas addressed by full capture systems and other control measures in Fiscal Year 15-16. 
 

TMA 

2009 Baseline Trash Generation  
(Acres) 

Trash Generation (Acres) in FY 15-16 After 
Accounting for Full Capture Systems 

Jurisdiction-
wide Reduction 
via Full Capture 

Systems (%) 

Trash Generation (Acres) in FY 15-16 
After Accounting for Full Capture Systems and 

Other Control Measures 

Jurisdiction-
wide Reduction 

via Other 
Control 

Measures (%) 

Jurisdiction-wide 
Reduction via Full 

Capture AND 
Other Control 
Measures (%) L M H VH Total L M H VH Total L M H VH Total 

1 302 362 98 0 762 321 362 79 0 762 1.8% 321 362 79 0 762 0% 1.8% 

2 71 551 31 0 652 73 550 29 0 652 0.2% 73 550 29 0 652 0% 0.2% 

3 7 108 6 0 121 8 107 6 0 121 0% 77 44 0 0 121 2.1% 2.1% 

4 57 131 16 0 204 59 129 16 0 204 0% 132 65 6 0 204 2.5% 2.5% 

5 114 388 13 0 515 122 380 13 0 515 0.2% 459 49 7 0 515 8.3% 8.5% 

6 44 134 105 0 282 58 132 92 0 282 1.2% 163 120 0 0 282 9.0% 10.2% 

7 54 170 36 0 260 134 105 21 0 260 3.0% 179 58 23 0 260 0.9% 3.9% 

8 48 52 17 0 117 50 51 16 0 117 0.1% 50 51 16 0 117 0% 0.1% 

9 86 173 2 0 262 95 164 2 0 262 0.2% 249 13 0 0 262 3.7% 4.0% 

10 12 105 123 0 241 34 91 116 0 241 1.0% 34 91 116 0 241 0% 1.0% 

11 16 157 0 0 173 23 149 0 0 173 0.2% 155 17 0 0 173 3.1% 3.3% 

12 3070 60 3 0 3133 3071 59 3 0 3133 0% 3071 59 3 0 3133 0% 0% 

Parks 0 25 0 0 25 11 14 0 0 25 0.3% 11 14 0 0 25 0% 0.3% 

Schools 0 42 0 0 42 8 34 0 0 42 0.2% 8 34 0 0 42 0% 0.2% 

Totals 3882 2458 450 0 6790 4069 2,328 394 0 6790 8.8% * 4,984 1,527 279 0 6,790 29.6% 38.4%* 

 
*The Total jurisdiction-wide reduction reported for full capture systems includes 0.4% reduction for treatment of 17.1 acres of non-jurisdictional public K-12, college and university school land areas. 
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Appendix 10-2 
Revised Baseline Trash Generation Map and Areas Currently 

Addressed by Full Capture Systems 
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Plan and schedule of implementation of additional trash load reduction control actions that will 

attain 2017 mandatory reduction of 70%, consistent with MRP 2.0 requirements:  

Control Action Description Planned 

Implementation 

Date 

Full-Capture 

Devices- CDS 

units 

The “Citywide Trash Capture Feasibility Study”, completed in 

2015 presented ten possible locations where large trash capture 

devices would be most effective in helping the City of Mountain 

View to achieve its trash reduction goals. Staff from multiple 

City departments, including the Public Works Department, 

evaluated the study, and recommended four locations to 

proceed with installation of trash capture devices: Latham Street 

(TMAs 7, 10, and 12), Villa Street (treating TMAs 7, 8, and 12), El 

Camino Real (TMAs 10, 11, and 12), and Coast Casey (TMAs 1 

and 2). These specific locations are considered to be high trash 

generating areas due to the high density of commercial land 

uses.  

The Citywide Trash Capture Phase I project will include the 

installation of new manholes, hydrodynamic separators, and 

small full trash capture devices to treat portions of Latham 

Street, Villa Street, and El Camino Real.  The project also 

includes the design of a smaller parallel pipe system and a 

feasibility study of installing a trash boom device in the Coast 

Casey/North of Bayshore areas of the City.  

In March 2016, the City hired a consultant to prepare design 

documents for the installation of the three (3) large 

hydrodynamic separators.  Design efforts are currently 

underway and the City is currently working with private 

property owners to obtain easements for the projects.  

A large hydrodynamic trash capture device is proposed on 

McKelvey Park Drive as part of a sports field renovation project.  

Design plans for this trash capture device have been completed 

and will go out for bid in early fall 2016, with construction 

anticipated to begin in early 2017. 

6/1/2017 

Full-Capture 

Devices- Inlet-

based 

Connector Pipe 

In addition to the projects listed above, the City started a pilot 

program in February 2016 and installed four Revel 

Environmental Manufacturing, Inc. (REM) Triton Bioflex Drop 

Inlet Trash Guards (full capture) units in several high trash 

3/1/2017 and 

throughout 

fiscal year 



Screens generating locations that included public parking lots 

Downtown Mountain View and near a waste collection location.  

The results of this pilot program will provide the City with data 

on the operations and maintenance of these units and where the 

City will install additional units. 

Full Trash 

Capture on 

private 

developments 

As of February 2016, the City of Mountain View has been 

requiring all new and redevelopment projects that occur in 

medium or high trash generating areas to install full trash 

capture devices on the property. The City is tracking and 

inspecting the installation of full-trash capture device 

installations on private property and will map the areas treated 

and inspect and/or track the maintenance of the devices. 

Began in 

February of 

2016 and will 

continue to be 

required of all 

projects in 

medium and 

high trash 

generating 

areas.  

Enhanced on-

land Trash 

Assessments 

The City of Mountain View is planning on undertaking on-land 

Trash Assessments of areas of the City that may have been 

categorized too conservatively with regard to trash generation 

rates. Targeted areas of the City will be assessed three (3) times 

per year over the year to determine if the trash generation rates 

need to be modified. Depending on the results of these 

assessments, the City may redirect resources from those areas to 

higher trash generating areas of the City. 

Throughout 

Fiscal Year 16-

17 

 

The City of Mountain View believes that the actions summarized above in tandem with targeted on-

land Trash Assessments will help the City to attain 2017 mandatory reduction of 70%, consistent with 

MRP 2.0 requirements. 
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Section 11 - Provision C.11 Mercury Controls 
 

C.11.a ► Implement Control Measures to Achieve Mercury Load Reductions 
C.11.b ► Assess Mercury Load Reductions from Stormwater 
C.11.c ► Plan and Implement Green Infrastructure to Reduce Mercury Loads 
C.11.d ► Prepare Implementation Plan and Schedule to Achieve TMDL Allocations 
C.11.e ► Implement a Risk Reduction Program 

Summary: 

A summary of SCVURPPP and regional accomplishments for these sub-provisions are included within the C.11 Mercury Controls section of SCVURPPP’s FY 
15-16 Annual Report and/or BASMAA regional reports. During FY 15-16, the City participated in the SCVURPPP Pollutant of Concern AHTG.  
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Section 12 - Provision C.12 PCBs Controls 
 

C.12.a ►Implement Control Measures to Achieve PCBs Load 
Reductions 
C.12.b ►Assess PCBs Load Reductions from Stormwater 
C.12.c ►Plan and Implement Green Infrastructure to Reduce PCBs 
Loads 
C.12.d ►Prepare Implementation Plan and Schedule to Achieve 
TMDL Allocations 
C.12.e ►Evaluate PCBs Presence in Caulks/Sealants Used in Storm 
Drain or Roadway Infrastructure in Public Rights-of-Way 
C.12.f ►Manage PCB-Containing Materials and Wastes During 
Building Demolition Activities So That PCBs Do Not Enter 
Municipal Storm Drains 
C.12.g.►Fate and Transport Study of PCBs: Urban Runoff Impact on 
San Francisco Bay Margins 
C.12.h ►Implement a Risk Reduction Program 

 

Summary: 

A summary of Permittee, SCVURPPP and regional accomplishments for these sub-provisions are included within the C.12 PCB Controls section of Program’s 
FY 15-16 Annual Report and/or BASMAA regional reports.  During FY 15-16, the City participated in the SCVURPPP Pollutant of Concern AHTG. 

 
 



FY 2015-2016 Annual Report  C.13 – Copper Controls 
Permittee Name: City of Mountain View 

 

FY 15-16 AR Form 13-1 9/30/16 

Section 13 - Provision C.13 Copper Controls 
 

C.13.a.iii  ►Manage Waste Generated from Cleaning and Treating of 
Copper Architectural Features 

 

(For FY 15-16 Annual Report only) Do you have adequate legal authority to prohibit the discharge of wastewater to storm 
drains generated from the installation, cleaning, treating, and washing of copper architectural features, including copper 
roofs? 

X Yes  No 

(For FY 15-16 Annual Report only) Provide a summary of how copper architectural features are addressed through the issuance of building permits. 

Summary: 

 

The City of Mountain View has an ordinance that prohibits the discharge of washwater from cleaning and treating of copper architectural features from 
entering the storm drain system.  Contractors are informed about this during the building permit application process, and the SCVURPPP “Requirements for 
Copper Roofs and Other Architectural Copper” Fact Sheet is provided to applicants. 

 

(FY 15-16 Annual Report and each Annual Report thereafter) Provide summaries of permitting and enforcement activities to manage waste generated from cleaning 
and treating of copper architectural features, including copper roofs, during construction and post-construction. 

Summary: 

 

During construction, municipal construction stormwater inspectors are responsible for identifying copper architectural features and if appropriate BMPs are 
implemented. Any issues noted are documented and enforcement actions recorded in the Provision C.6 inspection records. Post- 

construction municipal illicit discharge inspectors are responsible for responding to, investigating and identifying illegal discharge of wash water from washing 
copper architectural features. Any enforcement actions or reported discharges are recorded in the Provision C.5 inspection records. The SCVURPPP 
“Requirements for Copper Roofs and Other Architectural Copper” Fact Sheet is made available to the public, construction inspectors and illicit discharge 
inspectors on the SCVURPPP website: http://www.scvurppp-w2k.com/pdfs/1112/Architectural_Copper_factsheet_2012.pdf 

Inspectors are made aware of the concerns with copper architectural features at SCVURPPP Training Workshops and internal municipal trainings.  During FY 
15-16, City inspectors did not respond to any incidents of related to the discharge of waste generated from cleaning and treating of copper architectural 
features. 

 

 

C.13.b.iii  ►Manage Discharges from Pools, Spas, and Fountains that 
Contain Copper-Based Chemicals 

(For FY 15-16 Annual Report only) Do you have adequate legal authority to prohibit the discharge to storm drains of water 
containing copper-based chemicals from pools, spas, and fountains? 

X Yes  No 
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(For FY  15-16 Annual Report only) Provide a summary of how copper-containing discharges from pools, spas, and fountains are addressed to accomplish the 
prohibition of the discharge. 

Summary: 

 

 The City of Mountain View uses the SCVURPPP “Draining Pools & Spas” brochure to educate the public about discharges from pools, spas, and 
fountains. The brochure is available on the Watershed Watch Campaign website at http://www.mywatershedwatch.org/wp-
content/uploads/poolsbro.pdf and also distributed at outreach events by SCVURPPP. 

 City staff responds to discharges from pools through our illicit discharge detection and elimination program. 

 The City of Mountain View requires all regulated projects to discharge pools, spas, and fountain water to the sanitary sewer. 

 

(FY 15-16 Annual Report and each Annual Report thereafter) Provide summaries of any enforcement activities related to copper-containing discharges from pools, 
spas, and fountains. 

Summary: 

 

During FY 15-16, the City did not respond to any incidents related to copper-containing discharges from pools, spas, and fountains. 

 

 
 

C.13.c.iii ►Industrial Sources Copper Reduction Results  

Based upon inspection activities conducted under Provision C.4, highlight copper reduction results achieved among the facilities identified as potential users or 
sources of copper, facilities inspected, and BMPs addressed.  

Summary: 

The City’s Industrial and Commercial inspection program is described in Section 4 of this report.  Inspections of the automotive facilities and industrial facilities 
are the types of facilities that may be a potential source of copper.  There are two facilities categorized as Metal Finishers under the Code of Federal Regulations.  
Both facilities have lab scale plating processes that are performed inside a laboratory with no outdoor exposure.  Only one of the metal finishing facilities works 
with copper in the plating process.  The other metal finishing facility does not store or use copper-bearing materials.  During FY 15-16, there were no violations 
identified during facility inspection or actions specifically taken to reduce copper potential discharge from industrial or commercial facilities. 

 
 
 



FY 15-16 Annual Report C.15 – Exempted and Conditionally Exempted Discharges 
Permittee Name: City of Mountain View 
 

FY 15-16 AR Form 15-1 9/30/16 

Section 15 -Provision C.15 Exempted and Conditionally Exempted Discharges 
 

C.15.b.vi.(2) ► Irrigation Water, Landscape Irrigation, and Lawn or 
Garden Watering 

 

Provide implementation summaries of the required BMPs to promote measures that minimize runoff and pollutant loading from excess irrigation. Generally 
the categories are: 

 Promote conservation programs 

 Promote outreach for less toxic pest control and landscape management 

 Promote use of drought tolerant and native vegetation 

 Promote outreach messages to encourage appropriate watering/irrigation practices 

 Implement Illicit Discharge Enforcement Response Plan for ongoing, large volume landscape irrigation runoff. 

Summary: 

 

The Public Services Division of the City’s Public Works Department implements a water conservation program that includes business and residential audit 
programs, rebate programs, and comprehensive outreach and information about water-wise gardening and water conservation practices.  The City promotes a 
Santa Clara Valley Water District program that offers rebates for residents and businesses that convert turf landscape to water-efficient landscape.  The City also 
includes conditions on new development projects that require landscape design to minimize runoff, and to incorporate efficient irrigation in the landscape plan.  
During FY 2015-2016, the City continued implementation of its Water Conservation and Landscaping Ordinance that is enforced to reduce water usage by 
regulating new construction.  City staff provides water conservation and less toxic pest control information at public events, and information is available on the 
City of Mountain View’s website.  The City’s Utilities Division also responds to over-watering complaints.  City inspectors also continue to look for large 
volume irrigation discharges during commercial/industrial inspections.  No incidents were observed during FY 15-16. 

 

The City promotes less toxic pest control and appropriate irrigation practices through its participation in SCVURPPP, including the Watershed Watch 
Campaign described in the C.7. Public Information and Outreach section, and the IPM Store Partnership and Green Gardener Training Programs described in 
the C.9. Pesticide Toxicity Control section of SCVURPPP’s FY 14-15 Annual Report. 

 

Additional information related to efforts to control irrigation runoff is included in the C.3 New Development and Redevelopment, C.7. Public Information and 
Outreach and C.9. Pesticide Toxicity Control sections of the City and SCVURPPP’s FY 15-16 Annual Reports as needed. 
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Pillar Group Apartments at 250-608 San Antonio Rd. 
 
1. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite Infiltration, Evapotranspiration, and Harvesting/Use 

 
The project will include a large underground parking garage underneath the structure that almost encompasses 
the entire site, and the project is located in an area with clay soils, so infiltration is infeasible.  Harvesting/reuse is 
infeasible due to insufficient demand.  
 

2. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite LID Treatment 
 

Review of the project for feasibility and infeasibility of LID onsite treatment was completed.  The results of this 
review showed that it was infeasible to treat the entire C.3.d amount of runoff with LID treatment. The findings of 
this review are presented below.  

a. On-site Drainage Conditions.  The site is proposed to be located in a high density development area 
and will include underground parking for the entire site.  The impervious surfaces aboveground are 
divided into drainage areas, and a portion of the site can be drained to biotreatment facilities.   

b. Self-treating and Self-Retaining Areas and LID Treatment Measures.  Aside from minor landscaping 
on the site, there are no self-treating or self-retaining areas proposed for the project.  

c. Maximizing Flow to LID Features and Facilities.  The limited area of landscaping available for design 
and construction of biotreatment facilities is the primary constraint to maximizing flow to the LID treatment 
control. 

d. Constraints to Providing On-site LID.   Most of the site will be underground parking that would have a 
podium with apartment buildings constructed on the podium.  During development of detailed plans the 
City will work with the developer to maximize the use of LID controls, including the proposed biotreatment 
facility and flow-through planters.  The drainage management areas that are proposed to drain to vault-
based high flow rate media filters include some areas that are from roof and plaza areas above the 
podium that are too large to drain to LID controls. In these areas, conditions and technical constraints are 
present that preclude the use of LID features and facilities, as described below. 

i. Impervious paved areas: Roof and plaza drainage above a parking garage and podium deck. 

ii. Landscaped areas:   

 Inadequate size to accommodate biotreatment facilities that meet sizing requirements for the 
tributary area. Only a small portion of the site will be outside the parking garage and available 
for biotreatment facilities.  

 Possible conflict with subsurface utilities may provide a constraint for the biotreatment facility. 

3. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Off-Site LID Treatment.  The possibility of providing off-site LID treatment was 
found to be infeasible for the following reasons. 

i. There are no privately owned areas within the watershed that can be used for off-site biotreatment 
facilities. 

ii. There are no regional LID stormwater mitigation programs available to the project for in-lieu C.3 
compliance. 

 

 

 

3.  Narrative Discussion of LID Feasibility or Infeasibility 
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EFL Apartment Building at 500 Ferguson. 
 
1. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite Infiltration, Evapotranspiration, and Harvesting/Use 

 
The project will include a large underground parking garage underneath the structure that almost encompasses 
the entire site, and the project is located in an area with clay soils and known soil contamination, so infiltration is 
infeasible.  Harvesting/reuse is infeasible due to insufficient demand.  
 

2. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite LID Treatment 
 

Review of the project for feasibility and infeasibility of LID onsite treatment was completed.  The results of this 
review showed that it was infeasible to treat the entire C.3.d amount of runoff with LID treatment. The findings of 
this review are presented below.  

a. On-site Drainage Conditions.  The site is proposed to be located in a high density development area 
and will include underground parking for a large portion of the site.  The impervious surfaces 
aboveground are divided into drainage areas, and some of the drainage areas can be directed to 
biotreatment facilities.   

b. Self-treating and Self-Retaining Areas and LID Treatment Measures.  Aside from minor landscaping 
on the site, there are no self-treating or self-retaining areas proposed for the project.  

c. Maximizing Flow to LID Features and Facilities.  The limited area of landscaping available for design 
and construction of biotreatment facilities is the primary constraint to maximizing flow to the LID treatment 
control. 

d. Constraints to Providing On-site LID.   Most of the site will be underground parking that would have a 
podium with apartments constructed on the podium.  During development of detailed plans the City will 
work with the developer to maximize the use of LID controls, including the proposed biotreatment facility 
and flow-through planters.  The drainage management areas that are proposed to drain to vault-based 
high flow rate media filters include some areas that are from roof and plaza areas above the podium that 
are too large to drain to LID controls. In these areas, conditions and technical constraints are present that 
preclude the use of LID features and facilities, as described below. 

i. Impervious paved areas: Roof and plaza drainage above a parking garage and podium deck. 

ii. Landscaped areas:   

 Inadequate size to accommodate biotreatment facilities that meet sizing requirements for the 
tributary area. Only a small portion of the site will be outside the parking garage and available 
for biotreatment facilities.  

 Possible conflict with subsurface utilities may provide a constraint for the biotreatment facility. 

 Contaminated soils at the location will impact the design of the biotreatment systems. 

3. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Off-Site LID Treatment.  The possibility of providing off-site LID treatment was 
found to be infeasible for the following reasons. 

i. There are no privately owned areas within the watershed that can be used for off-site biotreatment 
facilities. 

ii. There are no regional LID stormwater mitigation programs available to the project for in-lieu C.3 
compliance.  Off-site treatment of a public street may be considered if adequate on-site treatment 
cannot be provided. 

 

 

 

3.  Narrative Discussion of LID Feasibility or Infeasibility 
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Mixed Use Project at 599 Castro St. 
 
1. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite Infiltration, Evapotranspiration, and Harvesting/Use 

 
The Category C project will include an underground parking garage underneath a commercial office building and 
residential buidling that almost encompasses the entire site, and the project is located in an area with clay soils, 
so infiltration is infeasible.  Harvesting/reuse is infeasible due to insufficient demand.  The project is located within 
a half mile of the CalTrain/Light Rail/Bus Hub on Evelyn Avenue. 
 

2. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite LID Treatment 
 

The project was reviewed for feasibility and infeasibility of LID onsite treatment.  The results of this review showed 
that it was infeasible to treat the entire C.3.d amount of runoff with LID treatment. The findings of this review are 
presented below.  

a. On-site Drainage Conditions.  The site is proposed to be located in a high density development area 
and will include underground parking for most of the site.  The impervious surfaces aboveground are 
divided into drainage areas, and roof drainage areas can be directed to biotreatment facilities (flow-
through planters).   

b. Self-treating and Self-Retaining Areas and LID Treatment Measures.  Aside from minor landscaping 
on the site, there are no self-treating or self-retaining areas proposed for the project.  

c. Maximizing Flow to LID Features and Facilities.  The limited area of landscaping available for design 
and construction of biotreatment facilities is the primary constraint to maximizing flow to the LID treatment 
control. 

d. Constraints to Providing On-site LID.   Most of the site will be underground parking that would have a 
podium with condominiums constructed on the podium.  The drainage management areas that are 
proposed to drain to vault-based high flow rate media filters include some areas that are from roof and 
plaza areas above the podium that are too large to drain to LID controls. In these areas, conditions and 
technical constraints are present that preclude the use of LID features and facilities, as described below. 

i. Impervious paved areas: Roof and plaza drainage above a parking garage and podium deck. 

ii. Landscaped areas:   

 Inadequate size to accommodate biotreatment facilities that meet sizing requirements for the 
tributary area. Only a small portion of the site will be outside the parking garage and available 
for biotreatment facilities.  

 Possible conflict with subsurface utilities may provide a constraint for the biotreatment facility. 

3. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Off-Site LID Treatment.  The possibility of providing off-site LID treatment was 
found to be infeasible for the following reasons. 

i. There are no privately owned areas within the watershed that can be used for off-site biotreatment 
facilities. 

ii. There are no regional LID stormwater mitigation programs available to the project for in-lieu C.3 
compliance.  Off-site treatment of a public street may be considered if adequate on-site treatment 
cannot be provided. 

 

 

 

3.  Narrative Discussion of LID Feasibility or Infeasibility 
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Mixed Use Project at 881 Castro St. 
 
1. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite Infiltration, Evapotranspiration, and Harvesting/Use 

 
This potential Category A project will include an underground parking garage underneath a retail or office on 
lower floor mixed with residential units that almost encompasses the entire site, and the project is located in an 
area with clay soils, so infiltration is infeasible.  Harvesting/reuse is infeasible due to insufficient demand.   
 

2. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite LID Treatment 
 

The project was reviewed for feasibility and infeasibility of LID onsite treatment.  The results of this review showed 
that it was infeasible to treat the entire C.3.d amount of runoff with LID treatment. The findings of this review are 
presented below.  

a. On-site Drainage Conditions.  The site is proposed to be located in a high density development area 
and will include underground parking for most of the site.  The impervious surfaces aboveground are 
divided into drainage areas, and roof drainage areas can be directed to biotreatment facilities (flow-
through planters).   

b. Self-treating and Self-Retaining Areas and LID Treatment Measures.  Aside from minor landscaping 
on the site, there are no self-treating or self-retaining areas proposed for the project.  

c. Maximizing Flow to LID Features and Facilities.  The limited area of landscaping available for design 
and construction of biotreatment facilities is the primary constraint to maximizing flow to the LID treatment 
control. 

d. Constraints to Providing On-site LID.   Most of the site will be underground parking that would have a 
podium with condominiums constructed on the podium.  The drainage management areas that are 
proposed to drain to vault-based high flow rate media filters include some areas that are from roof and 
plaza areas above the podium that are too large to drain to LID controls. In these areas, conditions and 
technical constraints are present that preclude the use of LID features and facilities, as described below. 

i. Impervious paved areas: Roof and plaza drainage above a parking garage and podium deck. 

ii. Landscaped areas:   

 Inadequate size to accommodate biotreatment facilities that meet sizing requirements for the 
tributary area. Only a small portion of the site will be outside the parking garage and available 
for biotreatment facilities.  

 Possible conflict with subsurface utilities may provide a constraint for the biotreatment facility. 

3. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Off-Site LID Treatment.  The possibility of providing off-site LID treatment was 
found to be infeasible for the following reasons. 

i. There are no privately owned areas within the watershed that can be used for off-site biotreatment 
facilities. 

ii. There are no regional LID stormwater mitigation programs available to the project for in-lieu C.3 
compliance.  Off-site treatment of a public street may be considered if adequate on-site treatment 
cannot be provided. 

 

 

 

3.  Narrative Discussion of LID Feasibility or Infeasibility 
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Condominium Project at 1101 W. El Camino Real 
 
1. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite Infiltration, Evapotranspiration, and Harvesting/Use 

 
The Category B project will include an underground parking garage underneath a structure that almost 
encompasses the entire site, and the project is located in an area with clay soils, so infiltration is infeasible.  
Harvesting/reuse is infeasible due to insufficient demand.  
 

2. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Onsite LID Treatment 
 

The originally proposed plan attempted to provide LID treatment for the entire site.  During the building plan 
review phase, the project engineer encountered space and utility conflicts that prevented treatment of the plaza 
area in LID treatment areas.  Review of the project for feasibility and infeasibility of LID onsite treatment was 
completed.  The results of this review showed that it was infeasible to treat the entire C.3.d amount of runoff with 
LID treatment. The findings of this review are presented below.  

a. On-site Drainage Conditions.  The site is proposed to be located in a high density development area 
and will include underground parking for most of the site.  The impervious surfaces aboveground are 
divided into drainage areas, and roof drainage areas can be directed to biotreatment facilities (flow-
through planters).   

b. Self-treating and Self-Retaining Areas and LID Treatment Measures.  Aside from minor landscaping 
on the site, there are no self-treating or self-retaining areas proposed for the project.  

c. Maximizing Flow to LID Features and Facilities.  The limited area of landscaping available for design 
and construction of biotreatment facilities is the primary constraint to maximizing flow to the LID treatment 
control. 

d. Constraints to Providing On-site LID.   Most of the site will be underground parking that would have a 
podium with condominiums constructed on the podium.  The drainage management areas that are 
proposed to drain to vault-based high flow rate media filters include some areas that are from roof and 
plaza areas above the podium that are too large to drain to LID controls. In these areas, conditions and 
technical constraints are present that preclude the use of LID features and facilities, as described below. 

i. Impervious paved areas: Roof and plaza drainage above a parking garage and podium deck. 

ii. Landscaped areas:   

 Inadequate size to accommodate biotreatment facilities that meet sizing requirements for the 
tributary area. Only a small portion of the site will be outside the parking garage and available 
for biotreatment facilities.  

 Possible conflict with subsurface utilities may provide a constraint for the biotreatment facility. 

3. Feasibility/Infeasibility of Off-Site LID Treatment.  The possibility of providing off-site LID treatment was 
found to be infeasible for the following reasons. 

i. There are no privately owned areas within the watershed that can be used for off-site biotreatment 
facilities. 

ii. There are no regional LID stormwater mitigation programs available to the project for in-lieu C.3 
compliance.  Off-site treatment of a public street may be considered if adequate on-site treatment 
cannot be provided. 

 

 

 

3.  Narrative Discussion of LID Feasibility or Infeasibility 























































Appendix 9-4 

C.9.b – Pesticides of Concern, FY 15-16 Usage 

 

Product Name Target Pest Active Ingredient Total Applied (lb.) Active Ingredient 

Amount (lb) 

Water Quality 

Threat/Precautions 

Drion Bees/wasps Pyrethrin 0.4 0.04 Applied to hives 

Excite Yellow jackets Pyrethrin 0.125 0.08 Applied into a 

ground nest near a 

building entrance. 

Maxforce Ants Fipronil 0.16 0.00001 Bait stations and 

mostly interior. 

Multicide Wasp and 

Hornet Killer 

Wasps Tetramethrin 2 0.004 Applied to hives 

Proxy Poa seedhead Ethephon 46.9 10.3 Applied to golf 

course greens 

during dry months 

and no irrigation. 

Tempo Spiders Beta-cyfluthrin 37 3.7 Indoor and outdoor 

usage.  Dilute 

solution.  Not 

applied on paved 

surface only soil 

surface. 

Termidor Termites Fipronil 4.2 0.4 Applied around the 

base of buildings 

not onto paved 

surface only soil 

surface.  

Wasp and hornet 

killer 

Yellow Jackets Tetramethrin 

permethrin 

2 0.007 Applied into hives 
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