Ventura Countywide SQUIMP Review — October 13, 2004

Program Review Report

Ventura Countywide Storm Water Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan
(SQUIMP) Evaluation
(Board Order No. 00-108; NPDES Permit No. CAS004002)

Executive Summary

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, with assistance from Tetra Tech, Inc.,
through a U.S. EPA contract, conducted a program evaluation of the Ventura Countywide Storm
Water Quality Storm Water Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP) requirements in
August 2004. The primary purpose of the program evaluation was to determine each permittee’s
implementation of the Planning and Land Development and SQUIMP requirements described in
the Ventura County Municipal Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit. Secondary goals included collection of information for permit reissuance and
to assist all permittees in implementation of the SQUIMP requirements. The first program
evaluation conducted the week of August 9™ focused on nine of the 12 co-permittees — the cities
of Fillmore, Moorpark, Port Hueneme, Ojai, Oxnard, Santa Paula, Simi Valley, the County of
Ventura, and the Ventura County Watershed Protection District.

This program evaluation report identifies potential permit violations, program deficiencies, and
positive attributes. Program deficiencies represent areas of significant concern for successful
program implementation. Positive attributes are indications of the co-permittee’s overall
progress in implementing a development planning program to address storm water discharges.
Several program deficiencies applied to some degree to all of the permittees evaluated:

e The permittees need to develop systems for tracking SQUIMP projects and BMPs.

e The permittees should begin to collect data to determine the effectiveness of BMPs approved
under the SQUIMP requirements.

e The permittees should focus more matching BMPs with pollutants of concern (POCs).

e The permittees should add projects subject to the State’s Construction General Permit to the list
of projects subject to SQUIMP requirements.

The following potential permit violation was identified:

e In Ventura County, at least one project was conditioned with SQUIMP requirements but failed to

submit a SQUIMP plan.



Ventura Countywide SQUIMP Review — October 13, 2004

CONTENTS
Executive Summary i
1.0 INErOdUCHION.ccicriircseesrinsncsressisnessisisnessesssnsssssssassssnssesstasssassnssnssasasssnssssntessssssnsssssasassnsses 1
11 Program Evaluation Purpose.........ccccee.... .
| Permit HiStOTV ...coccvereeiiiiircicciiiciiniicisse st - |
1.3 Logistics and Program Evaluation Preparation.......ccceevsssessrcersissnersnsssmesseisssssasssanssinsonsas 1
1.4 Planning and Land Development and SQUIMP ReqUIremMents.........cccocvveureureeseseesnenns 2
15 Proeram Areas NOt EVAIEAEA ... ..cisestesssssissiiomissmiir s iiis i stissntysswerys sastissasing 3
1.6 Proeram Areas for Additional REVIEW ....iiwsssinvsssimnsussnssassmssssasssssnarsssmsmbsmsnsmssnssss 3
2.0  Program Evaluation Results w4
R o i 01 e L S e 4
2.2 £ 12 BENIBOIEIE iiivivivinsoininii st inmsvsss s aoms s i s r s aef s s sinnindhese 7
2.3 CHE T POt HUBHEITE 1. vorveiensossassoesinasinsmsnnssnssnsins aibs S s SR s oy S o 10
2 L 61, 2 0, T P R T 12
2.5 . Cibvol DAt ... wumnasmmmpmmsnmnsms s i mpsrsssssassossesas oo has B ARG 14
2.6 Citv.of Santa Pl vnmnanmmis e s smmsismsismnis L L
27 GOl S WABY ivucvvimsmsionmimummmmasimssessmme s s s s s sas s sy s s pas s 19
2.8  County of Ventura and Ventura County Watershed Protection District...........cocovuenee. 2l

il



Ventura Countywide SQUIMP Review — October 13, 2004

1.0 Introduction

1.1  Program Evaluation Purpose

The primary goal of the program evaluation was to determine each permittee’s implementation
of the Planning and Land Development and SQUIMP requirements in the NPDES permit (Board
Order 00-108 and EPA NPDES Permit No. CAS004002) and the Ventura Countywide Storm
Water Management Plan (Ventura County SMP). Secondary goals included the following:

e Acquire data to assist in reissuing the permit;

e Identify and document positive elements of the program that could benefit other Phase I
and Phase II municipalities; and '

e Review the overall effectiveness of the program.

40 CFR 122.41(i) and Part 6.H of the NPDES permit provide the authority to conduct the
program evaluation.

The Program includes 12 co-permittees with the Ventura County Watershed Protection District
serving as the Principal Co-permittee. The first program evaluation conducted the week of
August 9" included the Planning and Land Development programs of nine of the 12 co-
permittees — cities of Fillmore, Moorpark, Port Hueneme, Ojai, Oxnard, Santa Paula, Simi
Valley, the County of Ventura, and the Ventura County Watershed Protection District.

1.2 Permit History .

The NPDES permit was issued on July 27, 2000, and is scheduled to expire on July 27, 2005.
This is the second NPDES permit issued to the co-permittees under the storm water Phase I
regulations.

1.3 Logistics and Program Evaluation Preparation

Before initiating the on-site program evaluation, Tetra Tech, Inc., conducted a review of
available program materials. The goals for the file review were (1) to gain greater knowledge of
the existing program, permit requirements, performance criteria, and past activities and (2) to
prepare for on-site activities. The following materials were reviewed:

Board Order 00-108, NPDES Permit No. CAS-004002;

Ventura Countywide Storm Water Quality Management Program (November 2001);
Storm Water Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP);

Technical Guidance Manual for Storm Water Quality Control Measures (July 2002);
Annual Report for Year ending July 2003 (dated October 2003);

County and co-permittee web sites; and

File correspondence with the co-permittees and the permitting authority.
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On August 9-August 12, 2004, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board), with assistance from Tetra Tech, Inc., conducted the program review. The
program review schedule was as follows:

Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday,
August 9 August 10 August 11 August 12
e City of Oxnard e City of Oxnard e Ventura County and e Ventura County and
e City of Ojai e City of Santa Ventura County Ventura County
e City of Port Paula Watershed Protection Watershed
Hueneme e City of Moorpark District Protection District
e City of Fillmore e Qutbrief (all
e City of Simi Valley permittees)

Upon completion of the evaluation, an exit interview was held with the co-permittees to discuss
the preliminary findings. During the exit interview, the co-permittees were informed that the
findings were to be considered preliminary pending further review by EPA and the Regional
Board.

1.4  Planning and Land Development and SQUIMP Requirements

Part 4.C of the NPDES permit contains the requirements for Planning and Land Development
Programs. There are six major requirements in this section of the permit, which are summarized
below:

Part 4.C.1 - Requires the permittees to implement the approved Storm Water Quality Urban
Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP) by January 27, 2001. The SQUIMP was included as
Attachment A of the permit, and applies to the following development categories:
e Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with 10 or more housing units
Location within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally
sensitive area
e Parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more of impervious parking or access surfaces or
with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff

Each of these development categories is required to meet nine different requirements, which
include: :
e Control of peak storm water runoff discharge rates
Conserve natural areas
Minimize storm water pollutants of concern
Protect slopes and channels
Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage
Properly design outdoor material storage areas
Properly design trash storage areas
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* Provide proof of ongoing BMP maintenance
e Design standards for structural or treatment control BMPs

In addition, individual project categories including 100,000 square foot commercial
developments, restaurants, retail gasoline outlets, automotive repair shops, and parking lots are
required to follow additional provisions described in the SQUIMP.

Part 4.C.2 - Required the permittees to develop a technical manual by July 2002. The permittees
met this requirement with the publication of the Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater
Quality Control Measures (Technical Guidance Manual).

Part 4.C.3 — Required the permittees to identify by January 2001 specific environmentally
sensitive areas in Ventura County. A map of environmentally sensitive areas was produced by
the permittees and submitted to the Regional Board.

Part 4.C.4 — Requires the permittees to make appropriate modifications to their internal planning
procedures for preparing/reviewing CEQA documents.

Part 4.C.5 — Requires the permittees to annually train employees in targeted positions regarding
the requirements of the SQUIMP.

Part 4.C.6 — Requires the permittees to include watershed and storm water management
considerations in the appropriate elements of the permittee’s General Plan whenever the
elements are significantly rewritten.

1.5  Program Areas Not Evaluated
The following storm water quality management plan program areas were not evaluated during
this review:
e Programs for Residents
Programs for Industrial/Commercial Businesses
Programs for Construction Sites
Public Agency Activities
Programs for Illicit Discharges/Illegal Connections
Ordinances and Legal Authority

The following co-permittees were not evaluated during this review, and were evaluated
separately by the Regional Board:

e City of Camarillo

¢ City of San Buenaventura

e City of Thousand Oaks

1.6  Program Areas for Additional Review
The evaluation team recommends the following program areas for additional review:

e An evaluation of each permittee’s legal authority for implementing the Planning and
Land Development (SQUIMP) requirements.
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e A follow-up review of the County’s and other city’s SQUIMP review procedures that
have not received many SQUIMP projects to date.

e An evaluation of each permittee’s application of SQUIMP requirements in
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).

2.0 Program Evaluation Results

Evaluation results for each co-permittee are presented below and are organized by program area.
The population, relative size, growth rates, business composition, and municipal resources vary
considerably among the co-permittees.

As indicated in Section 1.0, the evaluation team did not review all components of each co-
permittee’s program. Therefore, the co-permittees should not consider the enclosed list of
program deficiencies, or the evaluation report itself, as a shield against undetected violations nor
as a comprehensive endorsement of individual program elements. This report does not preclude
or in any way limit EPA’s or the Regional Board’s authority to identify additional program
deficiencies and potential permit violations.

The most significant potential permit violations, program deficiencies, and positive attributes
identified during the evaluation are listed in the Executive Summary and are identified below

with ffext boxes,

2.1 City of Fillmore

2.1.1 Evaluation of SQUIMP Program Management
Deficiencies Noted:

o The City should expand their system for tracking SOUIMP projects and BMPs.

The City currently uses a system called “Development Activity List” to track
development projects. The City should expand this system to track, for each SQUIMP
project, the SQUIMP project category(ies) (i.e., restaurant, retail gasoline outlet,
parking lot, etc.), the BMPs approved for that project, and information on
maintenance of the BMPs such as required maintenance frequency, responsible
parties, and when the last maintenance/inspection was performed.

e The City should begin to collect data to determine the effectiveness of BMPs
approved under the SQUIMP requirements.

In order for the City to adequately review SQUIMP plans and BMPs, information on
the effectiveness of those BMPs must be available. The City should work with other
permittees and manufacturers of the proprietary treatment controls typically approved
for use in the City to collect data on their effectiveness in the Ventura County area.
Additional information on performance of treatment control BMPs can be found in
Section 5.4 of the California Stormwater BMP Handbook for New Development and
Redevelopment. Some examples of other programs and guidance that could be useful
in this effort are listed below:
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- Washington Chapter of APWA, “Protocol for the Acceptance of Unapproved
Stormwater Treatment Technologies for use in the Puget Sound Watershed”
(November 1999)
http://mrsc.org/Subjects/Environment/water/apwa/protocol.aspx

- City of Sacramento’s “Investigation of Structural Control Measures for New
Development” (November 1999)
http://www.sacstormwater.org/const/manuals/dl-scm99.html

- International Stormwater BMP Database http://www.bmpdatabase.org/ A
document on “Urban Stormwater BMP Performance Monitoring: A Guidance
Manual for Meeting the National Stormwater BMP Database Requirements” is
available on this site.

- EPA’s Environmental Technology Verification (ETV) Program.
http://www.epa.gov/etv/index.html

2.1.2 Evaluation of SQUIMP Plan Review
Deficiencies Noted:

e The City should focus more matching BMPs with pollutants of concern (POCs).

The SQUIMP requires all projects to “minimize storm water pollutants of concern.”
The SQUIMP describes this as requiring the incorporation of a BMP or combination
of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that runoff to
the maximum extent practicable. The City is not explicitly reviewing projects to
ensure pollutants of concern and associated BMPs are identified in the SQUIMP
projects. For each SQUIMP project reviewed, the City should ensure that pollutants
of concern are clearly identified and specific BMPs to address those pollutants have
been selected.

o The City should add projects subject to the State’s Construction General Permit to
the list of projects subject to SQUIMP requirements.

Regional Board resolution R-00-02 adopts the numerical mitigation standards (i.e.,
SQUIMP requirements) as the minimum design criteria for review of post-
construction BMPs in the Los’ Angeles Region for construction projects subject to
coverage under the Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit. This essentially
requires all construction projects disturbing at least one acre to also comply with the
SQUIMP requirements. The City currently does not include these projects in its
screening for projects subject to SQUIMP requirements. The City should add these
projects to the categories of projects subject to SQUIMP requirements.

e The City lacked a formal process to verify design calculation for control measures
required by the SQUIMP guidelines.
Although the SQUIMP allows permittees to accept a signed certification from a
registered Civil Engineer in lieu of conducting a detailed review of BMP design, the
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City is encouraged to begin conducting this review themselves. This will help ensure
that BMP designs meet the standards set in the Technical Guidance Manual. At a
minimum, the City should verify that certifying engineers have been trained on BMP
design for storm water quality before accepting their design without review and
strongly encourage projects to submit BMP designs using the forms provided in the
Technical Guidance Manual.

e The City lacked a formalized plan review process to assess SQUIMP requirements.
During in-office interviews, the evaluation team discovered that the City lacked a
formalized set of procedures to conduct consistent SQUIMP reviews. Although the
City staff responsible for SQUIMP review was a small group, the City should develop
a formal set of procedures for SQUIMP review. The City uses the “SQUIMP
Summary” sheet during reviews, but should expand this to include a checklist or
similar form to help document the SQUIMP review process. The checklist should
also document how projects meet SQUIMP provisions applicable to all project
categories and requirements for a specific project category (if applicable).

This formal review process should also apply to larger projects that are reviewed by
the City’s consultant. This will provide the City with documentation and assurance
that the consultant’s review is consistent with how the City reviews SQUIMP
projects.

2.1.3 Evaluation of SQUIMP Maintenance Program
Deficiency Noted:

e The City lacked a formal process for tracking maintenance activities for all SQUIMP
project BMPs. '
The City lacked a formal process for verifying maintenance of all post-construction
BMPs. During the evaluation, City staff explained that all post-constructions BMPs,
such as bio-swales and detention basins, are maintained and inspected by the City on
an annual basis. The City was unable to produce a list or map of the approved BMPs
that were annexed over to the City for maintenance and it was unclear whether the
City had a formal maintenance schedule for all the SQUIMP approved BMPs. The
City should develop a system to track BMPs, inspections, and maintenance, including
schedules for required maintenance, to ensure that post-construction BMPs are
adequately operating as designed. In order to correct this deficiency, all co-permittees
are to put in place by November 15, 2004 a tracking system that will consist of the
following at a minimum: BMP location, type of device, maintenance frequency, last
maintenance date, responsible party for BMP, and type of SQUIMP project.

Positive Aftribute:

e The City requires maintenance easements for all projects that include SQUIMP
designed BMPs.
Section E28 of the City’s Standard Conditions states that “Prior to occupancy, the
applicant shall annex the project into the City’s Storm Drain Maintenance
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Assessment District and shall reimburse the City all costs associated with the
annexation.” Maintenance is conducted through the City maintenance district with the
developer responsible for costs that are incurred. According to City staff, the
Maintenance Assessment District has been in effect prior to SQUIMP requirements
and has had no problems with ensuring the maintenance of BMPs.

2.1.4 Evaluation of SQUIMP Education and Training
Deficiencies Noted:

2.2

2.2.1

The City lacks a formal process for training staff that review SQUIMP requirements.
Provision 4.C.5 requires the permittees to annually train employees in targeted
positions regarding the requirements of the SQUIMP. The City conducts training
during staff meetings but lacks a formal process to train applicable City staff
appropriately about the review of SQUIMP plans. The City should develop a more
formal training program for staff about requirements of the SQUIMP to ensure
compliance with this permit provision.

City of Moorpark

Evaluation of SQUIMP Program Management
Deficiencies Noted:

The City should begin to collect data to determine the effectiveness of BMPs
approved under the SQUIMP requirements.

In order for the City to adequately review SQUIMP plans and BMPs, information on
the effectiveness of those BMPs must be available. The City should proactively
assess the effectiveness of the SQUIMP BMPs it approves. This could be
accomplished by requiring the private landowners to track and submit data on the
adequacy of the operation of their BMPs, including controls used on sites discharging
storm water to impaired waters. Additional information on performance of treatment
control BMPs can be found in Section 5.4 of the California Stormwater BMP
Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment. See section 2.1.1 for several
examples of other programs and guidance that could be useful in this effort.

The City should develop a system for tracking SOUIMP projects and BMPs.

The City should develop a system to track, for each SQUIMP project, the SQUIMP
project category(ies) (i.e., restaurant, retail gasoline outlet, parking lot, etc.), the
BMPs approved for that project, and information on maintenance of the BMPs such
as required maintenance frequency, responsible parties, and when the last
maintenance/inspection was performed.

Positive Attributes:
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e The City effectively employs a consulting engineering firm to conduct plan review and
to verify engineering (Hydraulics & Hydrology) calculations for SQUIMP flow-based
requirements.

The City has contracted with the same consulting engineering firm for the past 14
years, which has provided long-term continuity and consistency for building, safety,
and public works review and inspection services. The consultant staff verify all
engineering calculations of submitted SQUIMP plans to ensure that post-construction
flow rates do not exceed pre-development runoff conditions.

e The City is proactive in encouraging the use of nonstructural BMPs and site design
practices.
The City requires SQUIMP projects to achieve a ‘no net increase in flow” standard
with regards to pre-construction and post-construction flow rates and encourages
passive, open-channel BMPs, and the preservation of open space to meet SQUIMP
requirements. The City also focuses on detention and metered discharge and requires
a 7-minute contact time standard for grassed swales.

2.2.2 Evaluation of SQUIMP Plan Review
Deficiencies Noted:

o The City should focus more on matching BMPs with pollutants of concern (POCs).

The SQUIMP requires all projects to “minimize storm water pollutants of concern.”
The SQUIMP describes this as requiring the incorporation of a BMP or combination
of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that runoff to
the maximum extent practicable. The City is not explicitly reviewing projects to
ensure pollutants of concern and associated BMPs are identified in the SQUIMP
projects. For each SQUIMP project reviewed, the City should ensure that pollutants
of concern are clearly identified and specific BMPs to address those pollutants have
been selected.

e The City should add projects subject to the State’s Construction General Permit to
the list of projects subject to SOUIMP requirements.

Regional Board resolution R-00-02 adopts the numerical mitigation standards (i.e.,
SQUIMP requirements) as the minimum design criteria for review of post-
construction BMPs in the Los Angeles Region for construction projects subject to
coverage under the Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit. This essentially
requires all construction projects disturbing at least one acre to also comply with the
SQUIMP requirements. The City currently does not include these projects in its
screening for projects subject to SQUIMP requirements. The City should add these
projects to the categories of projects subject to SQUIMP requirements.

2.2.3 Evaluation of SQUIMP Maintenance Program
Deficiency Noted:




