
From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:10 PM 

To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: updatd email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 

Hi Adrianna, 

At your earliest convenience, can you please provide me the most recently updated list of the email addresses for all the 
Permittees under the 2012 LA County MS4 Permit? Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: West, Laura <lwest@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:30 PM 

To: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Smith, 
Deborah@Waterboards; Bashaw, Jeannette@Waterboards 

Subject: Exhibits A-D re Petition for Review of Conditional Approvals of WMPs 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB Exhibits A-D re Conditional Approval of WMPs 05-28-15 FINAL.pdf 

Dear Mr. Stringer and Mmes. Fordyce, Purdy, Smith, and Bashaw: 

Please find attached Exhibits A -D in support of the Memorandum of Points and Authorities for the Petition of NRDC, 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, for Review by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los 

Angeles Region, of the Regional Board Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine Watershed 
Management Programs Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

LAURA WEST 
Program Assistant,Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2305 

LWESTONRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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Water Board, 

Los Angeles Regional 1A1 ater Quality Control Board 

October 27, 2014 

East San Gabriel Valley Watershed 
Management Group 
(See Distribution List) 

eAtot,,. I . 

A Ft:IL-:1th 

REVIEW OF THE EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP'S 
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT 
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 ; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group- 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP that the East San Gabriel Valley 
Watershed Management Group (ESGV WMG) submitted on June 27, 2014 for the East San 
Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Area. The participants of the ESGV WMG are the 
Cities of Claremont, La Verne, Pomona and San Dimas (the ESGV Cities). This program was 
submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (Order No. R4 -2012- 
0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) 
operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA County MS4 
Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed 
Management Program (WMP) or Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to 
implement permit requirements on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control 
measures, and best management practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is 
voluntary and may be developed individually or collaboratively 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA). of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County Permit and must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board. 

As stated above, on June 27, 2014, the ESGV WMG submitted a draft Watershed Management 
Program (WMP) for the East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Area (WMA) to the 
Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI C 4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of LA County MS4 
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East San Gabriel Valley River Watershed Management Group October 27, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3 

Permit. However, some revisions to the ESGV Cities' draft WMP are necessary. The Regional 
Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, respectively. 
The specific Permit provisions cited in the enclosures refer to provisions in the LA County MS4 
Permit. The LA County MS4 Permit includes a process through which revisions to the draft 
WMP can be addressed (Part VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a 
final WMP, revised to address Regional Water Board comments, must be submitted to the 
Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received by the 
Permittees on the draft program. 

Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP as identified in the enclosures to this 
letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible and no later than January 27, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losanqeleswaterboards ca.cov with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft East SGV WMP" with a copy to 
IvarRidoewaywaterboards.ca.qov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the ESGV Cities will be subject to the baseline 
requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water 
limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and Attachment Q pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and 
VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively 

Until the draft East SGV WMP is approved, the Cities are required to 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters; and 

(d) Implement watershed control measures, where possible from existing TMDL 
implementation plans, to ensure that MS4 discharges achieve compliance with interim 
and final trash water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) and all other WQBELs 
and receiving water limitations by the applicable compliance deadlines occurring prior 
to approval of a WMP. 

In addition on June 27, 2014, the East San Gabriel Valley River Watershed Management Group 
submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) for the East San Gabriel 
WMA to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 
Permit. The Regional Water Board review and comments on the draft CIMP will be provided 
under separate cover. 



East San Gabriel Valley River Watershed Management Group October 27, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 3 of 3 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water 
Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at Ivar.Riciciewa \awaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 
620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

C .1- cf O.- -17 F 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures: 
Attachment 1 Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 
Attachment 2 Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis for the East San Gabriel 
Valley Watershed Management Group 

cc: Bronwyn Kelley, PG, Project Manager MWH 



Water .Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Attachment to October 27, 2014 Letter Regarding the East San Gabriel Valley 
Watershed Management Group's Draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) Submittal Pursuant 

to Part VI.0 of the IA County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) 

Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Greater detail on the water quality characterization, including (1) a map of the 
locations of the monitoring sites for each of the four sources of data identified 
on page 7 relative to the watershed management area, and (2) a tabular 
summary of the data should be provided. 

In Section 5,1.4, the data used to establish existing concentrations should be 
described in more detail and presented in tabular form. Additionally, Table 5-2 
appears to omit from the analysis San Jose Creek. Discharges to San Jose Creek 
are subject to a dry-weather water quality-based effluent limitation (WQBEL) 
for selenium; therefore, data on existing concentration should be included for 
San Jose Creek. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii. The MS4 permit requires WMPs to include the applicable WQBELs for every 
Waterbody-Pollutant approved TMDL within the WMA. The draft WMP does not include the 
Classification (page 

59) 
WQBELs for Puddingstone Reservoir for total phosphorus and total nitrogen, 
total mercury, and PCBs, chlordane, dieldrin, total DDT and 4,4-DDT. 

The WMP needs to address all applicable WQBELs to comply with provisions of 
Part VIE and Attachment P related to the Los Angeles Lakes TMDLs 
(specifically, Puddingstone Reservoir for nitrogen, phosphorus, mercury, PCBs, 

chlordane, dieldrin and DDT compounds). Attachment P identifies wasteload 
allocations for each of the four municipalities in the ESGV WMG and states 
these are to be measured at the point of discharge into the receiving waters, 
Also, if implementation will take more than one year, then interim milestones 
and dates for their achievement must also be included. 

The WMP needs to specify the applicable receiving water limitations for 
Category 3 waterbody-pollutant combinations (WBPCs). 

The WMP needs to provide a clear schedule that demonstrates 
implementation of the BMPs will achieve the required interim metal 

Part VI.C.S.a.iy. reductinns by the compliance deadlines. Whereas Tables 5-6 through 5-9 
Prioritization (page present the type of structural BMPs to be implemented by each City, there are 

60) no specific dates for installation; the WMP schedule should describe timelines 
through 2022. 

LI I- . 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 2 - 

LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's draft WMP Submittal 
October 27, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.CS.b. 
Selection of 

Watershed Control 
Measures (pages 61- 

64) 

The WMP proposes to increase frequency of construction site inspections 
although this appears to apply only for City of San Dimas. The WMP should 
either increase such frequency for other Cities or provide rationale for no 
changes for the other cities of the ESGV WMG. The WMP also proposes to 
require inventory of existing developments for future BMP retrofits; however 
no timeframe is included. 

The draft RAA addresses WBPCs for the San Gabriel Metals TMDLs; however 
the RAA does not address activities and control measures to address selenium 
in San Jose Creek Reach 2, nor pollutants in the Puddingstone Reservoir 
TMDLs. Greater clarity should be provided on the volume based approach 
taken by the ESGV WMG. 

Activities and control measures for Category 3 WBPCs for Walnut Creek Wash 
and San Gabriel River Reach 2 and Reach 3 are not included. To the extent 
that the group intends to address these through the volume based approach, 
this should be more clearly stated in the WMP. 

The RAA identifies potential areas for green street conversion and assumes a 

30% conversion of the road length in the suitable areas; however, the specific 
locations and projects are not identified. Although it may not be possible to 
provide detailed information on specific projects at this time, the WMP 
should at least specify the number of projects needed to ensure timely 
compliance with permit requirements. 

The draft WMP assumes a 10% pollutant reduction from new non-structural 
controls. Although 10% is a modest fraction of the overall controls necessary, 
additional support for this assumption should be provided, or as part of the 
adaptive management process, the Permittees could commit to evaluate this 
assumption during program implementation and develop alternate controls if 
it becomes apparent that the assumption is not warranted. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 3 - 

LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's draft WMP Submittal 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 

October 27, 2014 

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part Vl.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
Reasonable 

Assurance Analysis 
(pages 63-64) 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, excludes stormwater runoff from 
"non-MS4" facilities within the WMA from the stormwater treatment 
target. In particular, industrial facilities that are permitted by the Water 
Boards under the Industrial General Permit or an individual stormwater 
permit were identified and subtracted from the treatment target. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes that this was done with the 
assumption that these industrial facilities will retain their runoff and/or 
eliminate their cause/contribution to receiving water exceedances, as 
required by their respective NPDES permit. However, it is important 
that the Group's actions under its Industrial/Commercial Facilities 
Program-including tracking critical industrial sources, educating 
industrial facilities regarding BMP requirements, and inspecting 
industrial facilities-ensure that all industrial facilities are 
implementing BMPs as required. 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, takes a similar approach for areas 
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). Caltrans facilities that are permitted under the Caltrans MS4 
permit (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ) were also identified and 
subtracted from the treatment target. 

It should be noted that the Amendment to the Caltrans Permit (Order 
WQ 2014-0077-DWQ) includes provisions to address TMDL 
requirements throughout the state. Revisions to Attachment IV of the 
Caltrans Permit require that Caltrans prioritize all TMDLs for 
implementation of source control measures and BMPs, with 
prioritization being "consistent with the final TMDL deadlines to the 
extent feasible." 

Additionally, the Caltrans Permit also includes provisions for 
collaborative implementation through Cooperative Implementation 
Agreements between Caltrans and other responsible entities to 
conduct work to comply with a TMDL. By contributing funds to 
Cooperative Implementation Agreements and/or the Cooperative 
Implementation Grant Program, Caltrans may receive credit for 
compliance units, which are needed for compliance under the Caltrans 
Permit. 

In a similar manner, the LA County MS4 Permit includes provisions for 
Permittees to control the contribution of pollutants from one portion 
of the shared MS4 to another portion of the MS4 through interagency 
agreements with other MS4 owners-such as Caltrans-to successfully 
implement the provisions of the Order (see Parts VI.A.2.a.viii and 
VI.A.4.a.iii). Therefore, the Group should ensure that it is closely 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 4 - 

LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's draft WMP Submittal 
October 27, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

coordinating with appropriate Caltrans District staff regarding the 
identification and implementation of watershed control measures to 
achieve water quality requirements (i.e. applicable Receiving Water 
Limitations and WQBELs). 
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Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

TO: East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group 
(See Distribution List) 

FROM: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen 
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

DATE: October 24, 2014 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON SECTION 5, REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS AND 
WATERSHED CONTROL MEASURES OF THE DRAFT WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

This memorandum contains comments on Section 5, Reasonable Assurance Analysis of the 
draft Watershed Management Program (WMP), dated June 27 2014, which was submitted by 
the East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) section of the 
Watershed Management Program. 

The required reductions for dry weather were calculated based on the median and the 90th 
percentile existing concentrations in Section 5.1.4 of the WMP. Specific required reductions 
for Thompson Creek, San Dimas, and Puddingstone Reservoir were listed in Table 5-2 on 
page 42 of the draft WMP. However, the required reductions for dry weather for San Jose 
Creek were not included in the table. The WMP should be revised to include the required 
reductions for identified priority pollutants for San Jose Creek. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of runoff volumes based on the 85th percentile, 24- 
hour design storm: 

1. The predicted runoff volumes presented in Figure 5-12 and Table 5-1 should be 
presented and explained in more detail to provide clarity on how those values were 
obtained from the hourly model output results of runoff volume over the 24-hour design 
event for each subwatershed or city-subwatershed. 

2. The report did not describe how the model was calibrated, including calibration results 
compared to calibration criteria in Table 3.0 of the RAA Guidelines, and no historical 
hydrology data were used for comparison with the model results for the baseline 
prediction. According to Part G, pages 12-13 of the RAA Guidelines, model calibration is 
necessary to ensure that the model can properly assess all the variables and conditions 
in a watershed system. The hydrology calibration is particularly important in the case of 
the East San Gabriel Valley RAA, since the group is used a volume-based approach. 

1 



October 24, 2014 

3. The report presents the existing runoff volumes and required volume reductions to 
achieve the 85th percentile, 24-hour volume retention standard for each watershed area. 
The report needs to present the same information, if available, for non-stormwater 
runoff. Alternatively, the report should include a commitment to collect the necessary 
data in each watershed area, through the non-stormwater outfall screening and 
monitoring program, so that the model can be re-calibrated during the adaptive 
management process to better characterize non-stormwater flow volumes and to 
demonstrate that proposed volume retention BMPs will capture 100 percent of non - 
storrnwater that would otherwise be discharged through the MS4 in each watershed 
area. 

4. The index of subwatersheds shown in Figure 5-15 does not match that used in the 
model input file. The ID numbers for 67 subwatersheds from the model input file (and the 
correspondence of these 67 subwatersheds to the 98 city-subwatersheds) must be 
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of these subwatersheds and city-subwatersheds that are simulated in the LSPC model. 

5. In the analysis of the required reduction for lead, zinc, selenium and E. coli under the dry 
weather condition, more detailed information about the baseline condition for 50th and 
90th percentile existing concentration presented in Table 5-2 should be provided. 
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Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

October 27, 2014 

Ms. Gail Farber, Director 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 
Watershed Management Division, 11th Floor 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

MATTHEW FireORORIOUEZ 

ENVIRONMENrAL PROTECTION 

Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
Department of Public Works 
Watershed Management Division, 1 1 th Floor 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

REVIEW OF THE ALAMITOS BAY/LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT AREA DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO 
PART Vl.0 OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER 
SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Ms. Farber: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 30, 2014 by the County of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District for the Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Area. This 
program was submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (Order 
No. R4-2012-0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer 
system (MS4) operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA 
County MS4 Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either 
a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or Enhanced Watershed Management Program 
(EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale through customized 
strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP 
or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed individually or collaboratively. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of storm water and non-storm 
water to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the required 
water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VLE and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County Permit and must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board. 

As stated above, on June 30, 2014, the County of Los Angeles (County) and the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District (LACFCD) submitted a draft Watershed Management Program 
(WMP) for the Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel (AB/LLC) Watershed Management Area 
(WMA) to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit. 

CHARLES STRINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St.. Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 I www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles 

CV RECTCLE11 P^PER 



Ms. Farber, County of Los Angeles October 27, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3 

Subsequent to submittal of the draft WMP, Regional Water Board staff met with the County and 
LACFCD on September 15, 2014, to discuss the AB/LLC WMP. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VIC of the LA County 
MS4 Permit for the 95-acre County Island within the AB/LCC WMA. However, some revisions to 
the County's and LACFCD's draft WMP are necessary, including additional analyses related to 
the remainder of the subwatershed areas addressed by the draft WMP, which includes the Los 
Cerritos Channel Estuary, Colorado Lagoon, Alamitos Bay and San Pedro Bay. The Regional 
Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP and the Reasonable Assurance Analysis, are found in 
Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, respectively. The specific Permit provisions cited in the 
enclosures refer to provisions in the LA County MS4 Permit. The LA County MS4 Permit 
includes a process through which revisions to the draft WMP can be made (Part VI.C.4 in the 
LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a final WMP, revised to address Regional 
Water Board comments, must be submitted to the Regional Water Board not later than three 
months after comments are received by the Permittees on the draft program. Please make the 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP as identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the 
revised WMP as soon as possible and no later than January 27, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losangeleswaterboards.ca.qov with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft AB/LLC WMP" with a copy to 
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qov and Rebecca.Christmannwaterboards.ca.qov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the County and the LACFCD will be subject to the 
baseline requirements in Part VW of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with 
receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) in Part VLE and Attachments N and Q pursuant to 
subparts Vl.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VIE.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft AB/LLC WMP is approved, the County and LACFCD are required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); and 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters. 

(d) Implement watershed control measures, where possible from existing TMDL 
implementation plans, to ensure that MS4 discharges are achieving compliance with 
interim WQBELs for the Colorado Lagoon TMDL and the Harbors Toxics TMDL 
pursuant to Part VLE and set forth in Attachments N and Q consistent with the 
compliance deadline of December 28, 2012. 

In addition on June 30, 2014, the County and the LACFCD submitted a draft Coordinated 
Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) for the AB/LLC WMA to the Regional Water Board 
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pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 Permit. The Regional Water Board 
review and comments on the draft CIMP will be provided under separate cover. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Rebecca Christmann of the Storm Water 
Permitting Unit by electronic mail at Rebecca.Christmannwaterboards.ca.gov or by phone at 
(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm 
Water Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at Ivar.Ricklewaywaterboards.ca.ciov or by phone at 
(213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

cc: Angela George, Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
Jolene Guerrero, County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
Bill Johnson, County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 

Enclosures: Summary of Comments and Required Revisions 
Memorandum on Reasonable Assurance Analysis 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

EDMUND G. ER0ViN Ja. 
GOVERNOR 

MATTHEW r00 RIOUEZ 

ENVIRONMENTAL OROMCTION 

Attachment to October 27, 2014 Letter Regarding the Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel 

Watershed Management Area Draft Watershed Management Program, 

Pursuant to Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) 

Summary of Comments and Required Revisions to the Draft Watershed Management Program 

LA County MS4 Permit Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
Part VI.C.5.a.i The geographical scope of this WMP includes both the 95-acre 
Water Quality Characterization County Island and LACFCD infrastructure in the Los Cerritos Channel 

freshwatersubwatershed as well as the LACFCD infrastructure 
within the Los Cerritos Channel Estuary subwatershed and the 
Alamitos Bay subwatershed. Therefore, the WMP needs to present 
and evaluate water quality data forthe Los Cerritos Channel 
Estuary, Colorado Lagoon, Alamitos Bay and San Pedro Bay, if 
available. Monitoring data that should be evaluated in the revised 
WMP include TMDL monitoring data for the Colorado Lagoon; 
bacteria data for Alamitos Bay; Bight data for San Pedro Bay; 
SWAMP data for Los Cerritos Channel Estuary; and any otherdata 
from CEDEN for Los Cerritos Channel, Los Cerritos Channel Estuary, 
Alamitos Bay and San Pedro Bay. 

It appears that the data for diazinon during wet weather may be 
missing from Table 1 on page B-3. 

Parts VI.C.5.a.ii(1) and iv(1) The WMP needsto address the copperdry weather waste load 
Water Body-Pollutant allocation. Copper is listed in Table 3 as a Category 1 pollutant 
Classification during both wet and dry conditions, but does not appearto be 

furtheraddressed in the WMP, includingthe RAA. The WMP needs 
to identify the interim and final compliance deadlines of September 
30, 2023 for the wet weatherwaste load allocation and dry weather 
waste load allocation, respectively. 

In addition, the WMP needs to include and address in the RAA all 
applicable water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) to 
comply with provisions of Part VI.E and Attachment Q related to the 
Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs and 
Metals TMDL and Attachment N related to the Dominguez Channel 
and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL, which apply to the LACFCD for direct dischargesto 
Colorado Lagoon and San Pedro Bay, respectively. 

In Section 2.2, the draft WMP states, "As recognized by the 
footnote in Attachment K-7 of the Permit, the County and the 
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Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Draft WMP 
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LA County MS4 Permit Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
LACFCD have entered into an Amended Consent Decree with the 
United States and the State of California, including the LARWQCB, 
pursuant to which the LARWQCB has released the County and the 
LACFCDfrom responsibility for Toxic pollutants in the Dominguez 
Channel and the Greater Harbors." 

This statement misinterpretsthe Regional Water Board's findings. 
Footnote 1 to Table K-7 of the LA County MS4 Permit states, "The 
requirements of this Orderto implement the obligations of this 
TMDL do not apply to a Permittee tothe extent that it is 

determined that the Permittee has been released from that 
obligation pursuanttothe Amended Consent Decree entered in 
United States v. Montrose Chemical Corp., Case No. 90-3122 AAH 
(JRx)."As stated in the responses to comments received on the 
Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL, "...primarily one pollutant, DDT, is associated with the 
Superfund site and also addressed by the TMDL. The TMDL 
addresses numerous pollutants and utilizes a different processthan 
Superfund. The other pollutants-heavy metals, PAHs, PCBs and 
other legacy pesticides are not within Superfund's focus at the 
Montrose OU2 Site..." 

Further, the WQBELs applicable to the County and LACFCD pursuant 
to the TMDL, which are in Attachment N, Part E of the LA County 
MS4 Permit, are for ongoing discharges from the MS4, not for the 
historiccontamination of the bed sediments. Therefore, the 
statement in the draft WMP incorrectly concludes that the 
aforementioned Consent Decree re leases the County and LACFCD 
from any obligation to implement the WQBELs in Attachment N, 
Part E. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii(2) and iv(2) 
Water Body-Pollutant 
Classification 

The WMP needs to specify the applicable receiving water 
limitations forthe Category 2 water body pollutant combinations 
(WBPCs) listed in Table 2. In addition, pH needs to be added to the 
list of Category 2 pollutants in Table 2. 

The WMP needsto address the pollutants identified on the State's 
Clean WaterAct Section 303(d) List for Colorado Lagoon (indicator 
bacteria, which was not addressed by the Colorado Lagoon TMDL); 
and the 303(d) listing for indicator bacteria in Alamitos Bay. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii(3) and iv(2) 
Water Body-Pollutant 
Classification 

The WMP needsto specify the applicable receiving water 
limitations forthe Category 3 WBPCs. In addition, the WMP needs 
to include the rationale for not including aluminum as a Category 3 

pollutant. 

The WMP needsto evaluate and address other pollutants that are 
otherwise causing or contributing to an exceedance of Receiving 
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Water Limitations in Los Cerritos Channel Estuary, Colorado Lagoon, 
Alamitos Bay and San Pedro Bay, if any. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii 
Source Assessment 

The WMP needs to include a source assessment regarding known 
and suspected storm waterand non-storm water pollutant sources 
in discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to receiving waters. 
The source assessment should include (1) a discussion of findings 
from implementation of the minimum control measures underthe 
2001 Permit; (2) a discussion of the data and conclusions from the 
TMDL source investigations; and (3) TMDL monitoring data for 
Colorado Lagoon from the LACFCD storm drain. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii.(1)(b) 
Source Assessment 

The WMP needsto identify on a map the County's MS4s within the 
County Island; catch basins and major outfallsforthe County and 
LACFCD in the Los Cerritos Channel subwatershed; and catch basins 
and major outfalls forthe LACFCD in the Los Cerritos Channel 
Estuary subwatershed and the Alamitos Bay subwatershed. 
Regional Water Board staff is aware that the CIMP identifies 4 
outfalls to the Los Cerritos Channel, 2 or 3 of which are potentially 
majoroutfalls (Figure 13, Table 6, pp. 23-24). However, the WMP 
should include this information as well. 

In Figure 2 of the WMP, the Palo Verde Drain appears to be 
depicted in the wrong location. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iv. 
Prioritization 

The WMP needs to prioritize and address the Category 2 and 3 

WBPCs for the Los Ce rritos Channel Watershed. 
Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(1) 
Prioritization 

The WMP needsto provide a clear schedule that demonstrates 
implementation of the BMPs will achieve the required interim metal 
reductions bythe compliance deadlines. In addition, justification 
and supporting data is required to support the expected reductions 
in pollutant loads. 

The WMP needsto specify a strategyto achieve the final water 
quality-based effluent limitations forthe Colorado Lagoon Toxics 
TMDL and demonstrate that the interim WQBELs for chlordane, 
dieldrin, lead, zinc, DDT, PAHs, and PCBs in sediment have been 
achieved. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(2)(a) 
Prioritization 

The County plansto implement connector pipe screen devices on 
the 4 catch basins within the County Island byJuly of 2017; 
justification is needed to demonstrate that this schedule is as short 
as possible. 

Part VI.C.5.b.ii.(1) 
Selection of Watershed Control 
Measures 

The WMP needsto specify a strategythat will be implemented to 
prevent or eliminate non-storm waterdischarges, if necessary 
based on the findings of the non-storm waterscreening program. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(3) 
Selection of Watershed Control 
Measures 

The WMP needs to include the implementation actions to be 
carried out by the LACFCD or jointly by LACFCD and the City of Long 
Beach that have been proposed in the Colorado Lagoon Restoration 
Project and that will be implemented to achieve compliance with 
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LA County MS4 Permit Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
the interim and final WQBELs for the Colorado Lagoon Toxics TMDL. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4) (a) 

Selection of Watershed Control 
Measures 

The AB/LCC group is submitting the WMP to satisfy the 
Implementation Plan requirement of the Los Cerritos Channel (LCC) 

Metal TMDL. The WMP discusses existing and planned non- 
structural BMPs that will be implemented and potential structural 
BMPs that may be implemented if necessary to achieve the WLAs 
for copper, lead, and zincalong with the assumed pollutant 
reductions. However, the WMP needs to provide peer-reviewed 
data and/or modeling output to supportthe expected reduction in 
pollutant load, in orderto demonstrate compliancewith the interim 
WLAs that must be met by 2017 and 2020, as specified in the LCC 

Metals TMDL Implementation Plan. Where the AB/LCCgroup relies 
on the analysis of anothergroup or previous implementation plan, 
such as the Ballona Creek Multi-pollutant Implementation Plan, the 
AB /LCCgroup should reiterate the analysis/findings in the revised 
WMP. 

The WMP needsto include control measuresto achieve the interim 
and final WQBELs for the Colorado Lagoon ToxicsTMDL and the 
interim WQBELsfor the Harbors ToxicsTMDL for direct discharges 
into San Pedro Bay. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(d) 
Selection of Watershed Control 
Measures 

The WMP states, "Overthe next few years, the County will upgrade 
a portion 
efficiency vacuum street sweepers." 

In addition, the WMP states, "The County plans to implement CPS 

devices on the 4 catch basins within its jurisdiction in the AB/LCC 
WMA by July of 2017. Construction of the CPS devices is contingent 
upon appropriate field conditions and a thorough design review. 
CPS devices cannot be installed in areas where they may adversely 
affect flood protection or in catch basins that are too shallow to 
house CPS devices." The WMP needs to clearly identify when the 4 
catch basins will be assessed as to whether a CPS device is feasible. 
The WMP needs to include a contingency if the CPS device cannot 
be installed in one or more of the catch basins. 

The revised WMP needsto provide more specificity with regardsto 
the schedule of implementation forthese watershed control 
measures that demonstrates compliance with the interim 
compliance deadlinesfor metals. 

In addition, the revised WMP needs to address how the LACFCD will 
comply with the trash requirements forcatch basins and outfalls in 
the Los Cerritos Channel Estuary subwatershed and the Alamitos 
Bay subwatershed. 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) The WMP modeled the critical condition, the daily pollutant loads 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis for Cu, Pb, and Zn during wet weather, and the required wet 

weather load reduction. However, the calculated load reductions 
were done incorrectly. Since the 95-acre County Island is about 1% 

of the entire Los Cerritos Channel watershed; then the County's 
portion of the WLAs is 1%. In addition, the RAA did not address the 
non-storm water copper WLAs or other pollutants in Category 1 for 
the Colorado Lagoon ToxicsTMDL and Harbors ToxicsTMDL. The 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) needs to address all 
applicable WQBELs in Attachments N and Q and otherapplicable 
waterbody-pollutant combinations falling within Categories 2 and 3. 

(See also detailed comments on the County's RAA in the attached 
memorandum.) 

Part VI.C.5.c The WMP needsto demonstrate that the interim deadlines are 
Compliance Schedules being orwill be achieved. In addition, the WMP needsto include 

the interim and final compliance deadlines forSeptember 30, 2023, 
for the wet weatherwaste load allocation and dry weatherwaste 
load allocation, respectively. 
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SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON SECTION 5, REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS, OF 
THE DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE ALAMITOS 
BAY/LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

This memorandum contains comments on Section 5, Reasonable Assurance Analysis, of the 
Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Program, dated June 28, 2014, 
which was submitted by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) and the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (County) for the 95-acre County 
unincorporated land area within the Los Cerritos Channel Freshwater Watershed and the 
LACFCD's storm drains and other appurtenant drainage infrastructure within the Los Cerritos 
Channel Freshwater Watershed, Los Cerritos Channel Estuary Watershed, and Alamitos Bay 
Watershed. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) section of the draft 
Watershed Management Program. 

1. The Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Group (AB/LCC Group) are subject to final 
water quality-based effluent limitations pursuant to Attachment N, Part E "Dominguez 
Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL", and Attachment Q. Part A "Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL", Part B 
"Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and Metals TMDL " 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.5.a.iv(1) and VI.C.5.b.iv, pages 60 and 62-63 of the MS4 Permit, 
the AB/LCC Group are required to prepare reasonable assurance analysis to 
demonstrate that the WQBELs that are established in the Colorado Lagoon OC 
Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and Metals TMDL shall be achieved 
through implementation of the watershed control measure proposed in the WMP. 
However, the Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and 
Metals TMDL was completely omitted from the draft WMP. The draft WMP did not 
include and analyze a strategy to implement pollutant controls necessary to achieve all 
applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations with interim or final compliance deadlines within the permit term pursuant to 
the corresponding compliance schedules in the Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, 
Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and Metals TMDLs. 
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2. The AB/LCC Group used historic data from the Stearns Street Mass Emission Station to 
determine Category 3 and low priority pollutants, which is only appropriate to identify 
pollutants of concern for the freshwater portion of the Los Cerritos Channel. There is no 
data analysis or information provided for high priority (Category 2) and medium priority 
(Category 3) pollutants of concern for Los Cerritos Channel Estuary Watershed and 
Alamitos Bay Watershed. 

3. The AB/LCC Group had identified water quality priorities for Los Cerritos Channel but 
not for Colorado Lagoon and East San Pedro Bay, where the following drains discharge 
to: LACFCD Project 452 Drain (Colorado Lagoon), BI 5151 U2 - Line A - Long Beach, BI 
0450 - line G - Alamitos Bay, BI 5101 U2 - Line A - Long Beach, and BI 0450 - Line A - 
Alamitos Bay. Pursuant to Section VI.C.5.a., the WMP should include an evaluation of 
existing water quality conditions, classify them into categories, identify potential sources, 
and identify strategies, control measures, and BMPs as required in the permit. 

4. The TMDL allowable daily loads for metals applicable to the County Island were 
incorrectly calculated. The calculated TMDL allowable load did not take into account 
that the County Island area only covers 95 acres, which is approximately 1% of the LCC 
Freshwater Watershed area covered under the LA County MS4 Permit to which the 
assigned LA County MS4 Permittees' WLA applies. (The areal extent of the watershed 
area covered by the LA County MS4 Permit is 9,470 acres.) Table 5 on page 18 of the 
draft WMP needs to be revised to include the correct TMDL allowable loads for the 
County Island, specifically, and recalculated required pollutant load reductions. (Also, the 
table needs to be corrected to state that the TMDL establishes an allowable daily load; 
the allowable loads for lead and zinc are presented as annual loads not daily loads.) 
Identification of potential BMPs and modeling of these BMP scenarios for the reasonable 
assurance analysis to ensure the required reductions are achieved should also be 
revised accordingly. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of copper, lead and zinc concentrations / loads: 

1. The model domain used for predicting flow volume and pollutant loading is limited in the 
County Island area, which is located within WMMS subbasin 5505. As such, the model 
prediction did not take upstream and neighboring hydrological contribution of flow and 
pollutant loading into account. This is based on the assumption that these surrounding 
flows and pollutant loading will be addressed by the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed 
Management Program submitted by other LA County MS4 Permittees. 

2. The model predicted flow volume appears to be used as an indicator of required 
pollutant load reductions for wet weather condition. Thus, the predicted flow volume 
becomes a very important parameter for evaluating each BMP's performance and 
required load reductions. In addition to Figures 6 and 7, the model results of daily storm 
flow volume originating from County Island and the frequency analysis should be 
presented in tabular form to identify the predicted 90th percentile daily flow volume. 
Additionally, more description should be presented in the report regarding how the daily 
pollutant loads for copper, lead, and zinc from the County Island were derived, as 
identified on page 17. 
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3. The report did not describe how the model was calibrated, including calibration results 
compared to calibration criteria in Table 3.0 of the RAA Guidelines, and no historical 
hydrology and water quality monitoring data were used for comparison with the model 
results for the baseline prediction. According to Part G, pages 12-13 of the RAA 
Guidelines, model calibration is necessary to ensure that the model can properly assess 
all the variables and conditions in a watershed system. if hydrology data are not 
currently available, the necessary data should be collected so that the model can be 
calibrated and/or validated during the adaptive management process. Water quality data 
are available from the Stearns Street mass emission station, which could be used for 
water quality calibration. 

4. For the baseline condition, per RAA Guideline, in Table 5 on pages 20-21, the model 
predicted concentrations for copper, lead, and zinc under the wet weather critical 
condition should be presented in the table in addition the baseline loads for the County 
Island. 

5. The required reduction targets in pollutant load from baseline identified in Table 5 of the 
Report for wet weather should be explained in more detail and also presented in time 
series as the difference of baseline concentrations/loads from allowable 
concentrations/loads of each pollutant under long term continuous simulation. Further, 
as described earlier, the TMDL allowable loads presented in Table 5 appear to be 
incorrect as well as the required load reductions, which are derived from the baseline 
loads and allowable loads. 

6. The report did not provide predicted pollutant concentrations in the receiving water or at 
the downstream outlets of the County Island to demonstrate that receiving water 
limitations will be achieved. 

7. The ID number for subbasin 5505 and each neighboring subwatershed used in the 
model simulation must be provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present 
the geographic relationship of the subwatersheds simulated in the LSPC model. 

8. The flow and water quality time series output at the watershed outlet must be provided 
using the 90th percentile of modeled pollutant concentration and mass per day for wet 
event days consistent with the expression of the WQBELs to estimate the baseline 
concentration and mass. In addition, per RAA Guidelines, the model output should 
include storm water runoff at outlet for baseline and each BMP scenario as well (See 
Table 5. Model Output for Both Process-based BMP Models and Empirically-based BMP 
Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA Guidelines). 

9. While copper is identified in Table 3 as a Category 1 pollutant in both wet and dry 
weather conditions, model simulation for copper in Los Cerritos Channel under the dry 
weather condition was not included in the RAA. 

10. Per the RAA Guidelines, the required load reductions to achieve interim and final 
WQBELs per the required compliance deadlines should be evaluated at the jurisdictional 
boundary of each subwatershed to demonstrate that the proposed control measures will 
ensure that each Group's MS4 discharges achieve effluent limitations and do not cause 
or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations. The BMP performance 
model proposed in the RAA Guidelines should be used to predict the pollutant reduction 
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for BMPs identified in Section 5.2.5 of the Report. Section 5.2.6 of the draft WMP does 
not clearly present, or analyze in the RAA, the BMP scenarios to meet the interim 
compliance deadlines in 2017, 2020 or 2023 during wet weather conditions or the interim 
deadlines in 2017 and 2020 and the final deadline in 2023 during dry weather conditions. 

C. Modeling comments regarding lack of analysis for other Categories 1, 2 and 3 waterbody 
pollutant combinations: 

1. Baseline loading and required reductions to achieve effluent limitations for total lead, 
zinc, DDT, PAHs, PCBs, Chlordane and Dieldrin in sediment discharged from the MS4 
to Colorado Lagoon, and for total copper, lead, zinc, PAHs, DDT, and PCBs for San 
Pedro Bay were not modeled in the Report, nor were proposed watershed control 
measures evaluated in the model to determine if effluent limitations for these pollutants 
would be achieved upon implementation of the proposed measures. 

2. Baseline loading and required reductions for Category 2 and Category 3 pollutants, 
including but not limited to indicator bacteria and ammonia, were not modeled, nor were 
proposed watershed control measures evaluated in the model to determine if receiving 
water limitations for these pollutants would be achieved upon implementation of the 
proposed measures. 
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REVIEW OF THE LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP'S 
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT 
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND PART VII.0 OF THE 
LONG BEACH MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 30, 2014 by the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group. This 
program was submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (Order 
No. R4-2012-0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer 
system (MS4) operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA 
County MS4 Permit) The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either 
a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or Enhanced Watershed Management Program 
(EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale through customized 
strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP 
or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed individually or collaboratively. 

NPDES Permit No. CAS004003 (Order No. R4-2014-0024) authorizes MS4 discharges from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 Permit). The Long Beach MS4 Permit similarly 
allows for the City of Long Beach to develop either a WMP or EWMP to implement permit 
requirements, with the option of collaborating with LA County MS4 Permit Permittees. For 
simplicity, this letter and its enclosures cite provisions in the LA County MS4 Permit, though the 
City of Long Beach is a member of the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group 
and is permitted under its own individual permit. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VLE and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements. including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County MS4 Permit and must be approved by 
the Regional Water Board 
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As stated above, on June 30, 2014, the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group 
(Group) submitted a draft WMP to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the Group's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional 
Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2. The LA 
County MS4 Permit includes a process through which necessary revisions to the draft WMP can 
be made (Part VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a final WMP, 
revised to address Regional Board comments identified in the enclosures, must be submitted to 
the Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received by the 
Permittees on the draft program. Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP as 
identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible and 
no later than January 29, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losanqeleswaterboards.ca.gov with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft LCC WMP" with a copy to 
Ivar.Ridgeway(a),waterboards.ca goy and Chris.Lopezwaterboards ca.qov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the MS4 Permittees within the LCC Watershed 
Management Area will be subject to the baseline requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and 
shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with 
applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and 
Attachment Q pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft Los Cerritos Channel WMP is approved, the Permittees are required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122. 26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); and 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters. 

In addition on June 30, 2014, the Group submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated Monitoring 
Program (CIMP) to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. The Regional Water Board review and comments on the draft CIMP will be 
provided under separate cover. 
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Chris Lopez of the Storm Water Permitting Unit by 
electronic mail at Chrislopezwaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. 
Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water Permitting Unit, 
by electronic mail at IvarRidoewavwaterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Uhs-e\ 
Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures: 
Enclosure 1 - Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
Enclosure 2 - Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis 

cc: Richard Watson, Richard Watson & Associates, Inc. 
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Enclosure 1 to October 29, 2014 Letter Regarding the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management 
Group's Draft Watershed Management Program 

Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions to the Draft Watershed Management Program 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* 

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(2)-(3) 
(Category 2 and 3 

Pollutants - Receiving 
Water Limitations) 

The Group should clearly identify the applicable receiving water limitations 
for the Category 2 and 3 pollutants it has identified in Tables 2-11 and 2-12 
of the draft WMP by referring back to Table 2-3. Table 2-12 includes a 

column for "Standard of Exceedance" and identifies the document where 
the standard is found, but not the standard itself. However, it appears that 
all of the applicable receiving water limitations are included in Table 2-3, 
Including those for the "Low Priority Pollutants" listed in Table 2-13. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(2) 
(Prioritization -Ammonia) 

The draft WMP notes that ammonia has been proposed for delisting and 
therefore will not be addressed. To justify this position, the Group should 
present the data demonstrating that there is no longer an impairment due 
to ammonia to support delisting. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(1)(a)(ii) 
(Minimum Control 

Measures - 
Industrial/Commercial 

Facilities Program) 

The Group proposes to alter the commercial and industrial facility 
inspection frequencies in Parts VI.D.6.d and VI.D.6.e of the LA County MS4 
Permit. 

The proposed modification includes a prioritization process in which the 
member Cities rate applicable facilities as high, medium, or low priority. 
High priority facilities are inspected more frequently and low priority 
facilities are inspected less frequently. The prioritization scheme included 
in Figure ICF-1 prioritizes facilities by their potential water quality impact. 
However, the draft WMP also notes that Cities may follow an alternative 
prioritization method provided it results in a similar three-tiered scheme." 
The revised WMP should ensure, and explicitly state, that any alternative 
prioritization method used by a City must also be based on water quality 
impact. 

Furthermore, the draft WMP also notes that Cities can prioritize and 
reprioritize facilities at any time based on their discretion. The Group 
should revise their draft WMP to clearly state when the initial prioritization 
of facilities will occur. Additionally, the Group should be explicitly clear that 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 2 - 

LCC Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 29, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

during any reprioritization, the ratio of low priority to high priority facilities 
must always remain at 3:1 or lower to maintain inspection frequencies 
identified in the draft WMP. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(2)(a) 
(Prioritization) 

Where data indicate impairment or exceedances of RWLs and the findings 
from the source assessment implicate discharges from the MS4, the Permit 
requires a strategy for controlling pollutants that is sufficient to achieve 
compliance as soon as possible. Although Section 5.0 describes 
compliance with RWLs and Section 6.0 includes an implementation 
schedule, the program needs to more clearly demonstrate that the 
compliance schedule described in Section 5.0 ensures compliance is "as 
soon as possible." 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) 
(Selection of Watershed 

Control Measures) 

The RAA identifies potential areas for green street conversion and assumes 
a 30% conversion of the road length in the suitable areas; however, the 
specific locations and projects are not identified. Although it may not be 
possible to provide detailed information on specific projects at this time, 
the WMP should at least commit to the construction of the necessary 
number of projects within specific subbasins to ensure compliance with 
permit requirements per applicable compliance schedules. 

Watershed Control 
Measures 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 

The draft WMP does not include clear information on the nature, scope, 
and timing of implementation of all its watershed control measures. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes the amount of information that the 
Group has provided on watershed control measures in its draft WMP. 
However, this information at times lacks specificity or is interspersed 
within different sections of the draft WMP (e.g. street sweeping is 
discussed in the draft WMP's chapter on strategy, but not in the chapter 
on control measures). 

Regional Water Board staff suggests that the Group construct a concise 
table or other organized listing of all its discussed control measures that 
contains the required information. This would clarify the descriptions that 
the Group includes in Sections 3 and 4 of its draft WMP. 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 
(Watershed Control 

Measures - Enhanced 
Street Sweeping) 

The description of the enhanced street sweeping program lacks detail. It is 
discussed in Section 3 as part of the group's strategy, but details regarding 
implementation do not appear to be included in Section 4. In particular, 
since the City of Long Beach does not use vacuum or regenerative street 
sweepers, as indicated in Table 3-3, the WMP should be clear as to what 
enhancement to street sweeping the City of Long Beach will implement. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 
(Watershed Control 

Measures - 
SB 346 Copper 

Reductions) 

The draft WMP appears to rely mostly on the phase-out of copper in 
automotive brake pads, via approved legislation SB 346, to achieve the 
necessary copper load reductions. Given the combination of other Cu 
sources identified in various LA TMDLs such as building materials, other 
vehicle wear, air deposition from fuel combustion and industrial facilities, 
and that SB 346 progressively phases out Cu content in brakes of new cars 
(5% by weight until 2021, 0.5% by weight until 2025), then other structural 
and non-structural BMPs may still be needed to reduce Cu loads 
sufficiently to achieve compliance deadlines for interim and/or final 
WOBELs. 
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LCC Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 29, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(d) 
(Watershed Control 

Measures - Milestones) 

The MS4 Permit requires that the WMP provide specificity with regard to 
structural and non-structural BMPs, including the number, type, and 
location(s), etc. adequate to assess compliance. In a number of cases, 
additional specificity on the number, type and general location(s) of 
watershed control measures as well as the timing of implementation for 
each is needed. 

Section 6 of the draft WMP includes a four-phase WMP implementation 
schedule for control measures (MCMs, source control measures, 
stormwater capture, etc.). Some of these actions are listed as, "encourage 
the use of ..." (e.g., p. 6-6); greater specificity is required as to what actions 
will be taken by the group to encourage these actions by others. 

Items in the schedule only reference the year (or years) that a measure or 
milestone will be implemented. This should be revised to include more 
specific and/or exact dates where appropriate. Furthermore, some items 
discussed as control measures do not appear to have milestones within the 
implementation schedule (e.g., enhanced street sweeping in Table 6-4). 

Additionally, many items in the implementation schedule are ongoing 
measures that are not new interim milestones (e.g. MCMs, 
implementation of SB 346, enhanced street sweeping, etc.). For 
transparency, Regional Water Board staff recommends that ongoing 
measures clearly be separated from interim milestones for structural 
controls and non-structural BMPs in the implementation schedule. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes uncertainties may complicate 
establishment of specific implementation dates, however there should at 
least be more specificity on actions within the current and next permit 
terms to ensure that the following interim requirements are met: (1) a 10% 
reduction in metals loads during wet weather and a 30% reduction in dry 
weather by 2017 and (2) a 35% reduction in metals loads during wet 
weather and a 70% reduction during dry weather by 2020. 
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Provision* 

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(e) 
(Watershed Control 

Measures - Permittee 
Responsibilities) 

For MCMs and NSW discharge screening control measures, the draft WMP 
clearly lists responsibilities in Table 4-3. However, for other control 
measures, it is harder to identify Permittee responsibilities. 

The WMP Implementation Schedule groups together all actions that are 
being implemented. Although City specific items are marked (e.g. Skylinks 
Golf Course), it is hard to clearly read amongst the other group actions. 
The WMP could be improved by including a separate schedule for each 
City. 

Table 6-8 also breaks down control measure implementation; however, 
this is broken up into sub-basins rather than by City, making the 
responsibilities not immediately clear. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c) 

Control Measures) 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the MS4 
Permit requires that the plan demonstrate using the reasonable assurance 
analysis (RAA) that the activities and control measures to be implemented 
will achieve applicable receiving water limitations as soon as possible. The 
RAA demonstrates the control measures would be adequate to comply 
with the limitations/deadlines for the "limiting pollutants" for TMDLs and 
concludes that this will ensure compliance for all other pollutants of 
concern. However, it does not address the question of whether 
compliance with limitations for pollutants not addressed by TMDLs could 
be achieved in a shorter time frame. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Limiting 
Pollutants) 

The RAA identifies zinc and E. coil as the limiting pollutants for wet 
weather and dry weather, respectively. They note that these two 
pollutants will drive reductions of other pollutants. 

If the Group believes that that this approach demonstrates that activities 
and control measures will achieve applicable receiving water limitations, it 
should explicitly state and justify this for the category 2 and 3 pollutants. 
(This appears to have been done for category 1 pollutants and E. coli in 
Tables 5-6 and 5-9 and Figure 5-13, but not for other categories 2 and 3 

pollutants.) 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 
Analysis - New Non- 
Structural Controls) 

The draft WMP assumes a 10% pollutant reduction from new non- 
structural controls. Although 10% is a modest fraction of the overall 
controls necessary, additional support for this assumption should be 
provided, particularly since the group appears to be relying almost entirely 
on these controls for near-term pollutant reductions to achieve early 
interim milestones/deadlines. Additionally, as part of the adaptive 
management process, the Permittees should commit to evaluate this 
assumption during program implementation and develop alternate 
controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is not supported. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Irrigation 
Reductions) 

For dry weather, the WMP assumes a 25% reduction in irrigation (RAA, 
section 7.1.2). Additional support should be provided for this assumption, 
particularly since the group appears to be relying almost entirely on this 
non-structural BMP for near-term pollutant reductions to meet early 
interim milestones/deadlines. Additionally, as part of the adaptive 
management process, the Permittees need to Commit to evaluate this 
assumption during program implementation and develop alternate 
controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is not supported. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Regional BMPs) 

Section 1.4.2 of Attachment A to the RAA points out that additional 
potential regional BMPs were identified to provide the remaining BMP 
volume noted in Table 9-5. It indicates they can be found in Section 3 of 
the WMP. It is unclear if the RAA is referring to the "First Order Major BMP 
Sites" listed in Table 4-5 and the "Second Order Major BMP Sites" listed in 
Table 4-6. The RAA should clarify that sufficient sites were identified. 
Additionally, the WMP should mention how these sites relate to the RAA. 
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Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 
Analysis Permitted 
Industrial Facilities) 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, excludes stormwater runoff from non- 
MS4 facilities within the WMA from the stormwater treatment target. In 

particular, industrial facilities that are permitted by the Water Boards 
under the Industrial General Permit or an individual stormwater permit 
were identified and subtracted from the treatment target. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes that this was done with the 
assumption that these industrial facilities will retain their runoff and/or 
eliminate their cause/contribution to receiving water exceedances, as 

required by their respective NPDES permit. However, it is important that 
the Group's actions under its Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program- 
including tracking critical industrial sources, educating industrial facilities 
regarding BMP requirements, and inspecting industrial facilities-ensure 
that all industrial facilities are implementing BMPs as required. 
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Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis Caltrans 
Facilities) 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, takes a similar approach for areas 
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). Caltrans facilities that are permitted under the Caltrans MS4 
permit (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ) were also identified and subtracted 
from the treatment target. 

It should be noted that the Amendment to the Caltrans Permit (Order WQ 
2014-0077-DWQ) includes provisions to address TMDL requirements 
throughout the state. Revisions to Attachment IV of the Caltrans Permit 
require that Caltrans prioritize all TMDLs for implementation of source 
control measures and BMPs, with prioritization being "consistent with the 
final TMDL deadlines to the extent feasible." 

Additionally, the Caltrans Permit also includes provisions for collaborative 
implementation through Cooperative Implementation Agreements 
between Caltrans and other responsible entities to conduct work to 
comply with a TMDL. By contributing funds to Cooperative Implementation 
Agreements and/or the Cooperative Implementation Grant Program, 
Caltrans may receive credit for compliance units, which are needed for 
compliance under the Caltrans Permit. 

In a similar manner, the LA County MS4 Permit includes provisions for 
Permittees to control the contribution of pollutants from one portion of 
the shared MS4 to another portion of the MS4 through interagency 
agreements with other M54 owners-such as Caltrans-to successfully 
implement the provisions of the Order (see Parts VI.A.2.a.viii and 
VI.A.4.a.iii). Therefore, the Group should ensure that it is closely 
coordinating with appropriate Caltrans District staff regarding the 
identification and implementation of watershed control measures to 
achieve water quality requirements (i.e. applicable Receiving Water 
Limitations and WQBELs). 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes that the Group has taken the initial 
steps for such collaboration since Caltrans participates in the Group and 
the draft WMP notes Caltrans in its strategies for runoff reduction and 
total suspended solids reduction. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6) 
(Legal Authority) 

Attachment D to the draft WMP includes a copy of legal certifications for 
all Group members except for Long Beach. The legal certifications for Long 
Beach should be submitted in the revised WMP. 
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Part VI.C.5.c.iii.(3) 
(Compliance Schedules - 

Bacteria) 

The draft WMP proposes a final compliance date of September 2040 for E. 

coli and Enterococcus. However, the Group does not provide sufficient 
justification for this date. Additionally, milestones and a schedule of dates 
for achieving milestones are not defined for these two pollutants. 

In revising its draft WMP, the Group should evaluate compliance schedules 
of bacteria TMDLs that have been established within the region and modify 
the proposed compliance schedule for these pollutants to include interim 
milestones and dates for their achievement and a final compliance date 
that is as soon as possible. Justification for the final compliance date as 

well as interim milestones should also be included. 

Part VI.C.5.c.iii.(3) 
(Compliance Schedules - 

Ammonia and pH) 

The draft WMP does not propose milestones or final compliance dates for 
ammonia and pH, which were both identified as Category 2 pollutants. The 
WMP should include milestones and compliance dates for these pollutants 
and address them through watershed control measures, or alternatively, 
provide the data to support delisting (in the case of ammonia) and to 
support that exceedances of pH outside the acceptable range are due to 
natural causes. 

Figures and Symbols in 

Draft WMP 

Some figures in the draft WMP are distorted. Examples include: 

- Figures 1-2 and 1-3 (on pages 1-6 and 1-8, respectively) have 
legends that are missing information 

- Table 4-4 (on page 4-13) does not display Figure ICF- 1 

- Mathematical symbols used on pages 5-4 and 5-5 do not correctly 
display 

* Equivalent provisions are also found in the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
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FROM: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen 
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

DATE: October 29, 2014 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS REPORT FOR LOS 
CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

This memorandum contains comments on the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), 
submitted on June 29, 2014, by the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) of the Watershed 
Management Program (WMP). 

1. The Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Area (LCC WMA) is subject to 
interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations pursuant to Attachment Q, Part 
A ''Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL" for both wet and dry weather conditions. By 
September 30, 2017, which aligns with the end of Phase 1 of the proposed 
implementation schedule in the draft WMP, the LCC WMA is required to demonstrate 
that 30% of the total drainage area served by the storm drain system is effectively 
meeting the dry weather metals WLAs and 10% of the total drainage area served by the 
storm drain system is effectively meeting the wet-weather metals WLAs. For the most 
part, during Phase 1 the selected watershed control measures to address water quality 
priorities and achieve applicable WQBELs include existing planning for implementation 
of SB 346 to remove copper in brake pads and other ongoing non-structural BMPs and 
source control measures. There is uncertainty in the ability of these BMPs to meet the 
required reductions by the end of Phase 1, Additional support for the anticipated 
pollutant load reductions from these non-structural BMPs and source control measures 
over the next two to three years should be provided to increase the confidence that 
these measures can achieve the near-term interim WQBELs by September 2017. 

2. LCC WMA is also subject to Category 2 priority pollutants, including coliform bacteria. 
The LCC WMP proposes to address bacteria with the same runoff reduction and 
stormwater capture measures proposed for Category 1 pollutants as well as ongoing 
implementation of minimum control measures. However, this might not be effective 
enough in reducing bacteria loading. The LCC WMP acknowledges that it will address 
bacteria more directly during the second and third adaptive management cycles. The 
LCC WMP should include a more specific strategy to implement pollutant controls 
necessary to address this and other Category 2 pollutants earlier. 
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B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of copper, lead, zinc, DDT, PCB, PAH, and bacteria 
concentrations/loads in Attachment A of the draft Los Cerritos Channel WMP: 

1. The model predicted stormwater runoff volume is used as a surrogate for required 
pollutant load reductions for wet weather conditions. Thus, the predicted flow volume 
becomes a very important parameter for evaluating required volume reductions and 
BMP scenarios; however, there was not available flow data for Los Cerritos Channel to 
conduct a hydrology calibration assessment. The necessary hydrology data should be 
collected for Los Cerritos Channel so that model calibration/validation can be conducted 
during the adaptive management process. 

2. While we understand that there is significant reliance on a volume-based approach, the 
predicted baseline concentrations and loads for all modeled pollutants of concern, 
including TSS, should be presented in summary tables for wet weather conditions. This 
model output should be available, since it is the basis for the percent reductions in 
pollutant load presented in Table 5-6. (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process- 
based BMP Models and Empirically-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA 
Guidelines). 

3. Further, the differences between baseline concentrations/loads and allowable 
concentrations/loads should be presented in time series for each pollutant under long- 
term continuous simulation and as a summary of the differences between pollutant 
concentrations/loads and allowable concentrations/loads for the critical wet weather 
period. (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process-based BMP Models and 
Empirically-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA Guidelines). 

4. We note that modeling was not conducted for organics (DDT, PCBs, and PAHs). It is not 
clear why these pollutants were not modeled or why previous modeling of these 
pollutants could not be used, such as that conducted during the development of the 
Dominguez Channel and Greater LA and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL. An explanation for the lack of modeling is needed. 

5. The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume reductions and 
proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to achieve the 85th percentile, 24-hour 
volume retention standard for each major watershed area. The same information on the 
runoff volume associated with the 859) percentile, 24-hour event and the proposed runoff 
volume reduction from each BMP scenario also needs to be presented for each modeled 
subbasin (e.g., a series of tables similar to 8-1 through 8-4 and 9-4 through 9-7). See 
Table 5 of the RAA Guidelines. Additionally, more explanation is needed as to what 
constitutes the "incremental" and "cumulative" critical year storm volumes in tables 9-4 
through 9-7 and how these values were derived from previous tables. 

6. The report needs to present the same information, if available, for non-stormwater 
runoff. Alternatively, the report should include a commitment to collect the necessary 
data in each watershed area, through the non-stormwater outfall screening and 
monitoring program, so that the model can be re-calibrated during the adaptive 
management process to better characterize non-stormwater flow volumes and to 
demonstrate that proposed volume retention BMPs will capture 100 percent of non- 
stormwater that would otherwise be discharged through the MS4 in each watershed 
area. 

2 
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7. The ID number for each of the subwatersheds from the model input file should be 
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of subwatersheds, within each watershed area, that are simulated in the LSPC model. 

3 
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REVIEW OF THE LOWER LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP'S 
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT 
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012.0175) AND PART VII.0 OF THE CITY 
OF LONG BEACH MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4 -2014- 
0024) 

Dear Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 27, 2014 by the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group. This 
program was submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (Order No. 
R4-2012-0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system 
(MS4) operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA County MS4 
Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either a WMP or 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 
watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed 
individually or collaboratively. 

NPDES Permit No. CAS004003 (Order No. R4-2014-0024) authorizes discharges from the MS4 
originating within the City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 Permit). The Long Beach 
MS4 Permit similarly allows for the City of Long Beach to develop either a WMP or EWMP to 
implement permit requirements, with the option of collaborating with LA County MS4 Permit 
Permittees. For simplicity, this letter and its enclosures cite provisions in the LA County MS4 Permit 
even though the City of Long Beach is a member of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed 
Management Group and is permitted under its own individual permit. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part VA (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County MS4 Permit and must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board. 
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Lower LAR Watershed Management Group October 28, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3 

As stated above, on June 27, 2014, the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group 
(Group) submitted a draft WMP to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the Group's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional 
Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2. The LA 
County MS4 Permit includes a process through which necessary revisions to the draft WMP can 
be made (Part VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a final WMP, 
revised to address Regional Board comments identified in the enclosures, must be submitted to 
the Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received by the 
Permittees on the draft program. Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP as 
identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible and 
no later than January 28, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losangeles@waterboards.ca.qov with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft Lower LA River WMP" with a copy to 
Ivar.Ridoewaywaterboards.ca.qov and Chris.Lopezwaterboards.ca.gov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the Permittees will be subject to the baseline 
requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water 
limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and Attachment 0 pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and 
VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft Lower Los Angeles River WMP is approved, the Permittees are required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters; and 

(d) Implement watershed control measures, where possible from existing TMDL 
implementation plans, to ensure that MS4 discharges achieve compliance with interim 
and final trash water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) and all other final WQBELs 
and receiving water limitations by the applicable compliance deadlines occurring prior to 
approval of the WMP. 

In addition on June 27, 2014, the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group 
submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) to the Regional Water 
Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 Permit. The Regional Water 
Board review and comments on the draft CIMP will be provided under separate cover. 
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of 
Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at Ivar.Riddewaywaterboards.ca.dov or 
620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures: 
Enclosure 1 - Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
Enclosure 2 - Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis 

cc: John Hunter, John L. Hunter and Associates, Inc. 

October 28, 2014 
Page 3 of 3 

the Storm Water 
by phone at (213) 
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Watershed Management Area Draft Watershed Management Program 
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Summary of Comments and Required Revisions to the Draft Watershed Management Program 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

Part VI.C.1.d 
(Purpose of Watershed 

Management Program, page 47) 

Section 1.1 of the draft WMP states, "the goal of these 
requirements is to reduce the discharge of pollutants from MS4s 
to the maximum extent practicable." The goal of the three 
permits and of a WMP is broader than presented (p. 1-1). Per Part 
VI.C.1.d of the LA County MS4 Permit, the goals of the Watershed 
Management Programs are to "... ensure that discharges from the 
Permittee's MS4: (i) achieve applicable water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R 

pursuant to the corresponding compliance schedules, (ii) do not 
cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations 
in Parts V.A and VI.E and Attachments L through R, and (iii) do not 
include non-storm water discharges that are effectively 
prohibited pursuant to Part III.A. The programs shall also ensure 
that controls are implemented to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) pursuant to 
Part IV.A.1." The revised WMP needs to acknowledge the broader 
goals set forth in the permit. 

Part VI.C.S.a.iii.(1)(a)(v) 
(Source Assessment, page 60) 

The MS4 Permit requires that TMDL source investigations be 

considered in the source assessment. Although several TMDLs 
are discussed in Section 2.2, others with potentially useful insights 
such as the Los Angeles River metals TMDL were not. The group 
should consider the source investigations from all relevant TMDLs 
for possible insights into important sources that might be useful 
in designing an effective program. 

Part VI.C.S.a.iii.(1)(a)(vi) 
(Source Assessment, page 60) 

The MS4 Permit requires the source assessment to include data 
and conclusions from watershed model results. The Regional 
Water Board did not find any responsive information in the draft 
WMP and any available information should be noted in the final 
WMP. For example, relevant findings presented in the 
implementation plans for the LA River metals TMDL submitted in 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

October 2010 by Reach 1 and Compton Creek participating 
jurisdictions and Reach 2 participating jurisdictions should be 
included. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii.(1)(a)(vii) 
(Source Assessment, page 60) 

The MS4 Permit requires a map of the MS4 including major 
outfalls and major structural controls. Appendix H of the CIMP 
provides maps showing the major outfalls and Appendix D of the 
draft WMP provides a tabular list of existing and proposed BMPs. 
The revised WMP should include a map (or GIS project file) of 
these BMPs as well. Also, the outfall database should be 
submitted with the revised WMP. In addition, Section VII.A of 
Attachment E to the MS4 Permit requires maps of the drainage 
areas associated with the outfalls and these were not provided. 
Section 1.3.2 of the WMP does note that 53 catchments are 
located in the watershed, and maps showing these drainage areas 
should be provided. If these are not readily available, a process 
and timeline for developing this spatial information should be 
included in the revised WMP. 

Part VI.C,5.a.iv.(1) 
(Prioritization, page 60) 

The MS4 Permit requires a strategy to implement pollutant 
controls necessary to achieve WQBELs and/or receiving water 
limitations (RWLs) with compliance deadlines that have already 
passed and limitations have not been achieved. The LA River 
metals TMDL includes interim wet and dry water quality-based 
effluent limitations with a compliance deadline of January 2012; 
the WMP needs to address the compliance status of the 
Permittees with these limitations, and ensure compliance. 

In Section 3.4.1.6, the draft WMP states, "[a]s recognized by the 
footnote in Attachment K-4 of the Permit, the Participating 
Agencies have entered into an Amended Consent Decree with the 
United States and the State of California, including the Regional 
Board, pursuant to which the Regional Board has released the 
Participating Agencies from responsibility for toxic pollutants in 
the Dominguez Channel and the Greater Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbors." 

This statement misinterprets the Regional Water Board's findings. 
Footnote 1 to Table K-4 of the LA County MS4 Permit states, 
"[t]he requirements of this Order to Implement the obligations of 
this TMDL do not apply to a Permittee to the extent that it is 

determined that the Permittee has been released from that 
obligation pursuant to the Amended Consent Decree entered in 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

United States v. Montrose Chemical Corp., Case No. 90-3122 AAH 
(Mx)." As stated in the responses to comments received on the 
Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL, "...primarily one pollutant, DDT, is associated with the 
Superfund site and also addressed by the TMDL. The TMDL 
addresses numerous pollutants and utilizes a different process 
than Superfund. The other pollutants - heavy metals, PAHs, PCBs 
and other legacy pesticides are not within Superfund's focus at 
the Montrose OU2 Site..." 

Further, the WQBELs in Attachment N, Part E of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VIII.P of the Long Beach MS4 Permit are for 
ongoing discharges from the MS4, not for the historic 
contamination of the bed sediments. Therefore, the statement in 
the draft WMP incorrectly concludes that the aforementioned 
Consent Decree releases MS4 Permittees from any obligation to 
implement the WQBELs in the MS4 permits. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(2)(a) 
(Prioritization, page 60) 

Where data indicate impairment or exceedances of RWLs and the 
findings from the source assessment implicate discharges from 
the MS4, the Permit requires a strategy for controlling pollutants 
that is sufficient to achieve compliance as soon as possible. 
Although Section 3 includes a compliance strategy, the program 
needs to more clearly demonstrate that the compliance schedule 
(Section 5) ensures compliance is "as soon as possible." 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c) 
(Selection of Watershed Control 

Measures, page 64) 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, 
the MS4 Permit requires that the plan demonstrate using the 
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) that the activities and control 
measures to be implemented will achieve applicable receiving 
water limitations as soon as possible. The RAA demonstrates the 
control measures would be adequate to comply with the 
limitations/deadlines for the "limiting pollutants" for TMDLs and 
concludes that this will ensure compliance for all other pollutants 
of concern. However, it does not address the question of 
whether compliance with limitations for pollutants not addressed 
by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time frame. 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) 
(Selection of Watershed Control 

Measures, page 63) 

The MS4 Permit requires that the WMP provide specificity with 
regard to structural and non-structural BMPs, including the 
number, type, and location(s), etc. adequate to assess 
compliance. In a number of cases, additional specificity on the 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

number, type and general location(s) of watershed control 
measures as well as the timing of implementation for each is 

needed. (Regional Water Board staff notes, for example, that 
many watershed control measures in the implementation 
schedule only reference the year (or years) that a measure or 
milestone will be implemented. This should be revised to include 
more specific and/or exact dates where appropriate.) 

Additionally, many watershed control measures in the 
implementation schedule are ongoing measures that are not new 
interim milestones (e.g. MCMs, implementation of SB 346, 
enhanced street sweeping, etc.). For transparency, Regional 
Water Board staff recommends that ongoing measures clearly be 
separated from interim milestones for structural controls and 
non-structural BMPs in the implementation schedule. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes uncertainties may 
complicate establishment of specific implementation dates, 
however there should at least be more specificity on actions 
within the current and next permit terms. 

Green Street Conversion: 
The RAA identifies potential areas for green street conversion and 
assumes a 30% conversion of the road length in the suitable 
areas; however, the specific locations and projects are not 
identified. Although it may not be possible to provide detailed 
information on specific projects at this time, the WMP should at 
least commit to the construction of the necessary number of 
projects to ensure compliance with permit requirements per 
applicable compliance schedules. 

Reductions from New Non-structural Controls: 
The WMP assumes a 10% pollutant reduction from new non- 
structural controls. Although 10% is a modest fraction of the 
overall controls necessary, additional support for this assumption 
should be provided, or as part of the adaptive management 
process, the Permittees should commit to evaluate this 
assumption during program implementation and develop 
alternate controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is 

not supported. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) 
(Selection of Watershed Control 

Measures, page 63) 

Reductions in Irrigation Runoff: 
For dry weather, the WMP assumes a 25% reduction in irrigation 
(which results in a 60% reduction in pollutant discharges); 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

additional support should be provided for this assumption, or as 
part of the adaptive management process, the Permittees need to 
commit to evaluate this assumption during program 
implementation and develop alternate controls if it becomes 
apparent that the assumption is not supported. 

Regional BMPs: 

Section 1.4.2 of Attachment A to the RAA points out that 
additional potential regional BMPs were identified to provide the 
remaining BMP volume noted in Table 9-4. It indicates they can 
be found in Section 4 of the WMP (actually, they are found in 
Section 3). The RAA should clarify that sufficient sites were 
identified so that the remaining necessary BMP volume can be 
achieved by those sites that were not "excluded for privacy." 

Industrial Facilities: 
The draft WMP, including the RAA, excludes stormwater runoff 
from non-MS4 facilities within the WMA from the stormwater 
treatment target. In particular, industrial facilities that are 
permitted.by the Water Boards under the Industrial General 
Permit or an individual stormwater permit were identified and 
subtracted from the treatment target. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes that this was done with the 
assumption that these industrial facilities will retain their runoff 
and/or eliminate their cause/contribution to receiving water 
exceedances, as required by their respective NPDES permit. 
However, it is important that the Permittees' actions under its 
Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program-including tracking 
critical industrial sources, educating industrial facilities regarding 
BMP requirements, and inspecting industrial facilities-ensure 
that all industrial facilities are implementing BMPs as required. 

Caltrans Facilities: 
The draft WMP, including the RAA, takes a similar approach for 
areas under the jurisdiction of the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans facilities that are permitted 
under the Caltrans MS4 permit (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ) were 
also identified and subtracted from the treatment target. 

It should be noted that the Amendment to the Caltrans Permit 
(Order WQ 2014-0077-DWQ) includes provisions to address TMDL 
requirements throughout the state. Revisions to Attachment IV of 
the Caltrans Permit require that Caltrans prioritize all TMDLs for 
implementation of source control measures and BMPs, with 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

prioritization being "consistent with the final TMDL deadlines to 
the extent feasible." 

Additionally, the Caltrans Permit also includes provisions for 
collaborative implementation through Cooperative 
Implementation Agreements between Caltrans and other 
responsible entities to conduct work to comply with a TMDL. By 

contributing funds to Cooperative Implementation Agreements 
and/or the Cooperative Implementation Grant Program, Caltrans 
may receive credit for compliance units, which are needed for 
compliance under the Caltrans Permit. 

In a similar manner, the LA County MS4 Permit includes provisions 
for Permittees to control the contribution of pollutants from one 
portion of the shared MS4 to another portion of the MS4 through 
interagency agreements with other MS4 owners-such as 
Caltrans-to successfully implement the provisions of the Order 
(see Parts VI.A.2.a.viii and VI.A.4.a.iii). Therefore, the Permittees 
should ensure that they are closely coordinating with appropriate 
Caltrans District staff regarding the identification and 
implementation of watershed control measures to achieve water 
quality requirements (i.e. applicable Receiving Water Limitations 
and WQBELs). 

Regional Water Board Staff recognizes that the Group has taken 
the initial steps for such collaboration since Caltrans participates 
in the Group and the draft WMP notes Caltrans in its strategies 
for runoff reduction and total suspended solids reduction. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 
(Selection of Watershed Control 

Measures SB 346 Copper 
Reductions) 

The draft WMP appears to rely heavily on the phase-out of 
copper in automotive brake pads, via approved legislation SB 346, 
to achieve the necessary copper load reductions. Given the 
combination of other Cu sources identified in various LA TMDLs 
such as building materials, other vehicle wear, air deposition from 
fuel combustion and industrial facilities, and that SB 346 
progressively phases out Cu content in brakes of new cars (5% by 
weight until 2021, 0.5% by weight until 2025), then other 
structural and non-structural BMPs may still be needed to reduce 
Cu loads sufficiently to achieve compliance deadlines for interim 
and/or final WQBELs. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(1)(a)(ii) 
(Minimum Control Measures 
Industrial/Commercial Facilities 

The Group proposes to alter the commercial and industrial facility 
inspection frequencies in Parts VI.D.6.d and VI.D.6.e of the LA 
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LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

Program) County MS4 Permit. 

The proposed modification includes a prioritization process in 
which the MS4 Permittees rate applicable facilities as high, 
medium, or low priority. High priority facilities are inspected more 
frequently and low priority facilities are inspected less frequently. 
The prioritization scheme included in Figure ICF-1 prioritizes 
facilities by their potential water quality impact. However, the 
draft WMP also notes that Cities "may follow an alternative 
prioritization method provided it results in a similar three-tiered 
scheme." The revised WMP should ensure that any alternative 
prioritization method used by a City must also be based on water 
quality impact. No statement to this effect was included. 

Furthermore, the draft WMP also notes that Cities can prioritize 
and reprioritize facilities at any time based on their discretion. 
The Group should revise their draft WMP to clearly state when 
the initial prioritization of facilities will occur. Additionally, the 
Group should be explicitly clear that during any reprioritization, 
the ratio of low priority to high priority facilities must always 
remain at 3:1 or lower to maintain inspection frequencies 
identified in the draft WMP. 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(5) 

The RAA identifies zinc as the limiting pollutant and notes that 
this pollutant will drive reductions of other pollutants. 

If the Group believes that that this approach demonstrates that 
activities and control measures will achieve applicable receiving 
water limitations, it should explicitly state and justify this for each 
category 1, 2, and 3 pollutant. 

Part VI.C.S.c.iii.(3) 
(Compliance Schedules - 

Bacteria) 

The draft WMP proposes a final compliance date of September 
2030 for bacteria in the LA River Estuary. However, the Group 
does not provide sufficient justification for this date. The 
compliance date for the lower Reach 2 and Reach 1 of the LA 
River is 2024 for achieving the dry-weather WQBELs. A Load 
Reduction Strategy must be submitted for this segment (Segment 
A in the TMDL) by September 2016. These dates are more 
appropriate to guide the schedule to address bacteria discharges 
during dry weather to the LA River Estuary. 

Additional milestones and a schedule of dates for achieving 
milestones should be defined for addressing bacteria discharges 
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Provision* Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

to the LA River Estuary. 

*Equivalent provisions are also found in the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

TO: Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group 

FROM: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen 
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

DATE: October 27, 2014 

ytu , ." 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS REPORT FOR 
LOWER LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

This memorandum contains comments on the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), dated 
June 27, 2014, which was submitted by the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management 
Group. 

A General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) section of the 
Watershed Management Program. 

1. The Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area (LLAR WMA) is subject to 
interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations pursuant to Attachment 0, Part 
A "Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL, Part B "Los Angeles River Nitrogen 
Compounds and Related Effects TMDL", Part C "Los Angeles River and Tributaries 
Metals TMDL", and Part D "Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL ". To the extent 
that MS4 Permittees within the LLAR WMA discharge directly to the Los Angeles River 
Estuary and/or San Pedro Bay, those discharges are subject to the WQBELs in 
Attachment N, Part E "Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL".1 

To the extent that discharges to the Los Angeles River Estuary are to be addressed by 
the LLAR WMP, pursuant to Part VI.C.5.a.iv(1) and VI.C.5.b.iv, pages 60 and 62-63 of 
the LA County MS4 Permit, the Lower Los Angeles River Group is required to conduct a 
reasonable assurance analysis to demonstrate that the WQBELs that are established in 
the Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL shall be achieved through implementation of the watershed control 
measure proposed in the WMP. However, the Dominguez Channel and Greater Los 

The LLAR WMP states that, lap! of the Lower LAR Agencies ... discharge to the LAR above the Estuary." It also 
states, "[t]he areas under [the Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic 
Pollutants] TMDL discharging directly to the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors will be addressed separately in 
the Long Beach individual WMP..." (Section 3.4.1.6, p. 3-29). It is unclear whether discharges from the City of Long 
Beach to the Los Angeles River Estuary are being addressed in the LLAR WMP or in a separate individual WMP 
submitted by the City of Long Beach. In section 3.4.1.5, the draft WMP states, "[t]his Watershed Management 
Program incorporates the LAKE..." (p. 3-28). Clarification is needed as to whether the LLAR WMP addresses 
discharges to the Los Angeles River Estuary or not. 

S141.1,t ONCIOn I .Ivitta 

ICI) Walt ate at Lie mists.. CA MIA Vi I orwsi, hotortnarnds ca grIve.whangeo 



Lower Los Angeles River WMP Group October 27, 2014 

Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL was appears to be 
completely omitted from the draft WMP. The draft WMP did not include and analyze a 
strategy to implement pollutant controls necessary to achieve all applicable interim and 
final water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with interim 
or final compliance deadlines within the permit term pursuant to the corresponding 
compliance schedules in the Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL. 

The draft Lower Los Angeles River WMP identified water quality priorities for Los 
Angeles River (Estuary, Reaches 1 and 2), Compton Creek, and Rio Hondo), but not for 
San Pedro Bay. Pursuant to Section VI.C.5.a., the WMP should be revised to include an 
evaluation of existing water quality conditions, classify them into categories, identify 
potential sources, and identify strategies, control measures, and BMPs as required in the 
permit for San Pedro Bay unless MS4 discharges from the LLAR WMA directly to San 
Pedro Bay are being addressed in a separate WMP. 

3. The draft WMP provided corresponding implementation schedules for nonstructural 
BMPs, which are assumed to result a 10% reduction in pollutant load. For structural 
BMPs, general implementation timeframes are given for the Proposition 84 Grant Award 
projects (section 5.2). implementation of the Planning and Land Development Program 
by Permittees (section 5.3.1), and wet weather volume reductions to meet 31% and 50% 
of the compliance target by 2017 and 2024, respectively. However, greater specificity 
should be provided with regard to these dates, and additional milestones and dates for 
their achievement between 2017 and 2024 should be included. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of copper, lead, zinc, DDT, PCB, PAH, and bacteria 
concentrations/loads in Appendix A-4-1 of the draft Lower Los Angeles River WMP: 

1. The model predicted stormwater runoff volume is used as a surrogate for required 
pollutant load reductions for wet weather conditions. Thus, the predicted flow volume 
becomes a very important parameter for evaluating required volume reductions and 
BMP scenarios. Based on the results of the hydrology calibration shown in Table 4-2 
and Table 4-3, the error differences between modeled flow volumes and observed data 
are 11.88% for the Lower Los Angeles River. For calibration purposes, upstream flow 
volume should be included to determine whether that improves the model performance 
to within the "Good" or "Very Good" range, per the RAA Guidelines. Once model 
calibration has been completed, the upstream flow volume can then be excluded when 
presenting the volume reduction targets in Tables 8-1 to 8-4. 

While we understand that there is significant reliance on a volume-based approach, the 
predicted baseline concentrations and loads for all modeled pollutants of concern, 
including TSS, should be presented in summary tables for wet weather conditions. This 
model output should be available. since it is the basis for the percent reductions in 
pollutant load presented in Table 5-6. (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process- 
based BMP Models and Empirically-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA 
Guidelines). 

Further, the differences between baseline concentrations/loads and allowable 
concentrations/loads should be presented in time series for each pollutant under long- 
term continuous simulation and as a summary of the differences between pollutant 

2 
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concentrations/loads and allowable concentrations/loads for the critical wet weather 
period. (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process-based BMP Models and 
Empirically-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA Guidelines). 

4. We note that modeling was not conducted for organics (DDT, PCBs, and PAHs). It is not 
clear why these pollutants were not modeled or why previous modeling of these 
pollutants could not be used, such as that conducted during the development of the 
Dominguez Channel and Greater LA and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL. An explanation for the lack of modeling is needed. 

5. The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume reductions and 
proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to achieve the 85th percentile, 24-hour 
volume retention standard for each major watershed area. The same information on the 
runoff volume associated with the 85th percentile, 24-hour event and the proposed runoff 
volume reduction from each BMP scenario also needs to be presented for each modeled 
subbasin (e.g., a series of tables similar to 8-1 through 8-4 and 9-4 through 9-7). See 
Table 5 of the RAA Guidelines. Additionally, more explanation is needed as to what 
constitutes the "incremental" and "cumulative" critical year storm volumes in tables 9-4 
through 9-7 and how these values were derived from previous tables. 

6. The report needs to present the same information, if available, for non-stormwater 
runoff. Alternatively, the report should include a commitment to collect the necessary 
data in each watershed area, through the non-storrnwater outfall screening and 
monitoring program, so that the model can be re-calibrated during the adaptive 
management process to better characterize non-stormwater flow volumes and to 
demonstrate that proposed volume retention BMPs will capture 100 percent of non- 
stormwater that would otherwise be discharged through the MS4 in each watershed 
area. 

7. The ID number for each of the 147 subwatersheds from the model input file should be 
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of subwatersheds, within each watershed area, that are simulated in the LSPC model. 

3 
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REVIEW OF THE LOWER SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT 
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND PART VII.0 OF THE 
LONG BEACH MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 30, 2014 by the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group. 
This program was submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 
(Order No. R4-2012-0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal separate storm 
sewer system (MS4) operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles County 
(hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to 
develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale 
through customized strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). 
Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed individually or 
collaboratively. 

NPDES Permit No. CAS004003 (Order No. R4-2014-0024) authorizes MS4 discharges from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 Permit). The Long Beach MS4 Permit similarly 
allows for the City of Long Beach to develop either a WMP or EWMP to implement permit 
requirements, with the option of collaborating with LA County MS4 Permit Permittees. For 
simplicity, this letter and its enclosures cite provisions in the LA County MS4 Permit, though the 
City of Long Beach is a member of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group 
arid is permitted under its own individual permit. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County MS4 Permit and must be approved by 
the Regional Water Board. 
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Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group October 30, 2014 
Draft VVMP Review Page 2 of 3 

As stated above, on June 30, 2014, the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management 
Group submitted a draft WMP to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the City's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional 
Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, respectively. 
The LA County MS4 Permit includes a process through which necessary revisions to the draft 
WMP can be made (Part VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a final 
WMP, revised to address Regional Board comments identified in the enclosures, must be 
submitted to the Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received 
by the Permittees on the draft program. Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP 
as identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible 
and no later than January 30, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losancjeleswaterboards.ca.00v with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft Lower San Gabriel River WMP" with a copy to 
lvar. RidqewayAwaterboards.ca goy and Chris.Lopezwaterboards da goy 

If the necessary revisions are not made. the Lower San Gabriel River Cities will be subject to 
the baseline requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with 
receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and Attachment P pursuant to subparts 
VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft Lower San Gabriel River WMP is approved, the Cities are required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122 .26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); and 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters. 

In addition on June 30, 2014, the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group 
submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) to the Regional Water 
Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 Permit. The Regional Water 
Board review and comments on the draft CIMP will be provided under separate cover. 
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Chris Lopez of the Storm Water Permitting Unit by 
electronic mail at Chrislopez@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. 
Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water Permitting Unit, 
by electronic mail at IvarRidgewaywaterboards.ca.dov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

',Tv\ 
Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures 
Enclosure 1 - Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
Enclosure 2 - Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis 

cc: John Hunter, John L. Hunter and Associates, Inc. 
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Enclosure 1 to October 30, 2014 Letter Regarding the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed 

Management Group's Draft Watershed Management Program 

Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft Watershed Management Program 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.1.d 
(Purpose of Watershed 
Management Program) 

Section 1.1 of the draft WMP states, "the goal of these requirements is to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants from MS4s to the maximum extent 
practicable." The goal of the three permits and of a WMP is broader than 
presented (p. 1-1). Per Part VI.C.1.d of the LA County MS4 Permit, the 
goals of the Watershed Management Programs are to "... ensure that 
discharges from the Permittee's MS4: (i) achieve applicable water quality- 
based effluent limitations in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R 

pursuant to the corresponding compliance schedules, (ii) do not cause or 
contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations in Parts V.A and 
VI.E and Attachments L through R, and (iii) do not include non-storm 
water discharges that are effectively prohibited pursuant to Part III.A. The 
programs shall also ensure that controls are implemented to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) 
pursuant to Part IV.A.1." The revised WMP needs to acknowledge the 
broader goals set forth in the permit. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(1) 
(Category 1 Pollutants) 

The MS4 permit requires WMPs to include the applicable numeric 
WQBELs for each approved TMDL within the WMA. These should be 

clearly listed within the WMP. They are currently identified in the RAA in 

Tables 5-4 and 5-5, but do not appear presented in the main document. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(2)-(3) 
(Categories 2 and 3 

Pollutants) 

the WMP needs to specify the applicable receiving water limitations for 
Category 2 water body pollutant combinations. These should be clearly 
listed within the WMP. It appears these are listed in Tables 2-3 to 2-11 in 

association with monitoring site specific summaries of exceedances of 
water quality objectives; however, it would provide greater clarity to also 
summarize them in a single table. 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 2 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

The MS4 Permit requires a map of the MS4 including major outfalls and 
major structural controls. Appendix H of the CIMP provides maps 
showing the major outfalls and Appendix D of the draft WMP provides a 

tabular list of existing and proposed BMPs. The revised WMP should 
include a map (or GIS project file) of these BMPs as well. Also, the outfall 

Part Vl.C.5.a.iii.(1)(a)(vii) database should be submitted with the revised WMP. In addition, Section 
(Source Assessment) VILA of Attachment E to the MS4 Permit requires maps of the drainage 

areas associated with the outfalls and these were not provided. Section 
1.3.2 of the WMP does note that 107 catchments are located in the 
watershed, and maps showing these drainage areas should be provided. 
If these are not readily available, a process and timeline for developing 
this spatial information should be included in the revised WMP. 

Where data indicate impairment or exceedances of RWLs and the findings 
from the source assessment implicate discharges from the MS4, the 
Permit requires a strategy for controlling pollutants that is sufficient to 
achieve compliance as soon as possible. Although Section 3 includes a 

compliance strategy, the program needs to more clearly demonstrate that 
the compliance schedules (Section 5) ensure compliance is "as soon as 

possible." 
Part VI.C.5.a.iv 

(Watershed Control The WMP needs to provide a clear schedule that demonstrates 
Measures) implementation of the BMPs will achieve the required interim metal 

reductions by the compliance deadlines. The WMP schedule should at 
the least provide specificity on actions within the current and next permit 
terms. 

Also, given the Gateway Proposition 84 project has received funding as of 
May 2014, and sites have been identified for BMP installation, it would be 

reasonable to update the WMP to contain project milestones and 
implementation timeframes for projects that will be implemented under 
this grant. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 3 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* 

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c) 
(Selection of Watershed 

Control Measures) 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the MS4 
Permit requires that the plan demonstrate using the reasonable 
assurance analysis (RAA) that the activities and control measures to be 
implemented will achieve applicable receiving water limitations as soon 
as possible. The RAA demonstrates the control measures would be 

adequate to comply with the limitations/deadlines for the "limiting 
pollutants" for TMDLs and concludes that this will ensure compliance for 
all other pollutants of concern. However, it does not address the 
question of whether compliance with limitations for pollutants not 
addressed by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time frame. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(1)(a)(ii) 
(Minimum Control 

Measures - 
Industrial/Commercial 

Facilities Program) 

The Group proposes to alter the commercial and industrial facility 
inspection frequencies in Parts VI.D.6.d and VI.D.6.e of the LA County MS4 
Permit. 

The proposed modification includes a prioritization process in which the 
member Cities rate applicable facilities as high, medium, or low priority. 
High priority facilities are inspected more frequently and low priority 
facilities are inspected less frequently. The prioritization scheme included 
in Figure ICF-2 prioritizes facilities by their potential water quality impact. 
However, the draft WMP also notes that Cities "may follow an alternative 
prioritization method provided it results in a similar three-tiered scheme." 
The revised WMP should ensure that any alternative prioritization 
method used by a City must also be based on water quality impact. No 

statement to this effect was included. 

Furthermore, the draft WMP also notes that Cities can prioritize and 
reprioritize facilities at any time based on their discretion. The Group 
should revise their draft WMP to clearly state when the initial 
prioritization of facilities will occur. Additionally, the Group should be 

explicitly clear that during any reprioritization, the ratio of low priority to 
high priority facilities must always remain at 3:1 or lower to maintain 
inspection frequencies identified in the draft WMP. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) 
(Selection of Watershed 

Control Measures) 

The RAA identifies potential areas for green street conversion and 

assumes a 30% conversion of the road length in the suitable areas; 

however, the specific locations and projects are not identified. Although 
it may not be possible to provide detailed information on specific projects 
at this time, the WMP should at least commit to the construction of the 
necessary number of projects to ensure compliance with permit 
requirements per applicable compliance schedules. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 4 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* 

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(d) 
(Watershed Control 

Measures - Milestones) 

The MS4 Permit requires that the WMP provide specificity with regard to 
structural and non-structural BMPs, including the number, type, and 
location(s), etc. adequate to assess compliance. In a number of cases, 

additional specificity on the number, type and general location(s) of 
watershed control measures as well as the timing of implementation for 
each is needed. (Regional Water Board staff notes, for example, that 
many watershed control measures in the implementation schedule only 
reference the year (or years) that a measure or milestone will be 
implemented. This should be revised to include more specific and/or 
exact dates where appropriate.) 

Additionally, many watershed control measures in the implementation 
schedule are ongoing measures that are not new interim milestones (e.g. 
MCMs, implementation of SB 346, enhanced street sweeping, etc.). For 
transparency, Regional Water Board staff recommends that ongoing 
measures clearly be separated from interim milestones for structural 
controls and non-structural BMPs in the implementation schedule. 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes uncertainties may complicate 
establishment of specific implementation dates, however there should at 
least be more specificity on actions within the current and next permit 
terms to ensure that the following interim requirements are met: (1) a 

10% reduction in metals loads during wet weather and a 30% reduction in 

dry weather by 2017 and (2) a 35% reduction in metals loads during wet 
weather and a 70% reduction during dry weather by 2020. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 
(Watershed Control 

Measures - 
SB 346 Copper Reductions) 

The draft WMP appears to rely mostly on the phase-out of copper in 

automotive brake pads, via approved legislation SB 346, to achieve the 
necessary copper load reductions. Given the combination of other Cu 

sources identified in various LA TMDLs such as building materials, other 
vehicle wear, air deposition from fuel combustion and industrial facilities, 
and that SB 346 progressively phases out Cu content in brakes of new cars 
(5% by weight until 2021, 0.5% by weight until 2025), then other 
structural and non-structural BMPs may still be needed to reduce Cu 

loads sufficiently to achieve compliance deadlines for interim and/or final 
WOBELs. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 5 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* 

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Limiting 
Pollutant) 

The RAA identifies zinc as the limiting pollutant and notes that this 
pollutant will drive reductions of other pollutants. 

If the Group believes that that this approach demonstrates that activities 
and control measures will achieve applicable receiving water limitations, 
it should explicitly state and justify this for each category 1, 2, and 3 

pollutant. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 
Analysis - New Non- 
Structural Controls) 

The draft assumes a 10% pollutant reduction from new non-structural 
controls. Although 10% is a modest fraction of the overall controls 
necessary, additional support for this assumption should be provided, 
particularly since the group appears to be relying almost entirely on these 
controls for near-term pollutant reductions to achieve early interim 
milestones/deadlines. Additionally, as part of the adaptive management 
process, the Permittees should commit to evaluate this assumption 
during program implementation and develop alternate controls if it 
becomes apparent that the assumption is not supported. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Irrigation 
Reductions) 

For dry weather, the WMP assumes a 25% reduction in irrigation (RAA, 
section 7.1.2). Additional support should be provided for this assumption, 
particularly since the group appears to be relying almost entirely on this 
non-structural BMP for near-term pollutant reductions to meet early 
interim milestones/deadlines. Additionally, as part of the adaptive 
management process, the Permittees need to commit to evaluate this 
assumption during program implementation and develop alternate 
controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is not supported. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Regional BMPs) 

Section 1.4.2 of Attachment A to the RAA points out that additional 
potential regional BMPs were identified to provide the remaining BMP 
volume noted in Table 9-4. It indicates they can be found in Section 4 of 
the WMP (actually, they are found in Section 3). The RAA should clarify 
that sufficient sites were identified so that the remaining necessary BMP 
volume can be achieved by those sites that were not "excluded for 
privacy." 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 6 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, excludes stormwater runoff from non- 
MS4 facilities within the WMA from the stormwater treatment target. In 

particular, industrial facilities that are permitted by the Water Boards 
under the Industrial General Permit or an individual stormwater permit 
were identified and subtracted from the treatment target. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance Regional Water Board staff recognizes that this was done with the 

Analysis Permitted assumption that these industrial facilities will retain their runoff and/or 
Industrial Facilities) eliminate their cause/contribution to receiving water exceedances, as 

required by their respective NPDES permit. However, it is important that 
the Group's actions under its Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program- 
including tracking critical industrial sources, educating industrial facilities 
regarding BMP requirements, and inspecting industrial facilities-ensure 
that all industrial facilities are implementing BMPs as required. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 7 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
(Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Caltrans 
Facilities) 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, takes a similar approach for areas 
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). Caltrans facilities that are permitted under the Caltrans MS4 
permit (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ) were also identified and subtracted 
from the treatment target. 

It should be noted that the Amendment to the Caltrans Permit (Order WQ 
2014-0077-DWQ) includes provisions to address TMDL requirements 
throughout the state. Revisions to Attachment IV of the Caltrans Permit 
require that Caltrans prioritize all TMDLs for implementation of source 
control measures and BMPs, with prioritization being "consistent with the 
final TMDL deadlines to the extent feasible." 

Additionally, the Caltrans Permit also includes provisions for collaborative 
implementation through Cooperative Implementation Agreements 
between Caltrans and other responsible entities to conduct work to 
comply with a TMDL. By contributing funds to Cooperative 
Implementation Agreements and/or the Cooperative Implementation 
Grant Program, Caltrans may receive credit for compliance units, which 
are needed for compliance under the Caltrans Permit. 

In a similar manner, the LA County MS4 Permit includes provisions for 
Permittees to control the contribution of pollutants from one portion of 
the shared MS4 to another portion of the MS4 through interagency 
agreements with other MS4 owners-such as Caltrans-to successfully 
implement the provisions of the Order (see Parts VI.A.2.a.viii and 
VI.A.4.a.iii). Therefore, the Group should ensure that it is closely 
coordinating with appropriate Caltrans District staff regarding the 
identification and implementation of watershed control measures to 
achieve water quality requirements (i.e. applicable Receiving Water 
Limitations and WQBELs). 

Regional Water Board staff recognizes that the Group has taken the initial 
steps for such collaboration since Caltrans participates in the Group. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 8 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

In Section 3.4.1.1, the draft WMP states, "[a]s recognized by the footnote 
in Attachment K-4 of the Permit, the Participating Agencies have entered 
into an Amended Consent Decree with the United States and the State of 
California, including the Regional Board, pursuant to which the Regional 
Board has released the Participating Agencies from responsibility for toxic 
pollutants in the Dominguez Channel and the Greater Los Angeles and 
Long Beach Harbors." 

This statement misinterprets the Regional Water Board's findings. 
Footnote 1 to Table K-4 of the LA County MS4 Permit states, "[t]he 
requirements of this Order to implement the obligations of this TMDL do 
not apply to a Permittee to the extent that it is determined that the 
Permittee has been released from that obligation pursuant to the 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(a) Amended Consent Decree entered in United States v. Montrose Chemical 
(Watershed Control Corp., Case No. 90-3122 AAH (1Rx)." As stated in the responses to 
Measures, page 63) comments received on the Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbor 

Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL, "...primarily one pollutant, DDT, is 

associated with the Superfund site and also addressed by the TMDL. The 
TMDL addresses numerous pollutants and utilizes a different process than 
Superfund. The other pollutants - heavy metals, PAHs, PCBs and other 
legacy pesticides are not within Superfund's focus at the Montrose OU2 
Site..." 

Further, the WQBELs in Attachment P, Part E of the LA County MS4 Permit 
and Part VIII.P of the Long Beach MS4 Permit are for ongoing discharges 
from the MS4, not for the historic contamination of the bed sediments. 
Therefore, the statement in the draft WMP incorrectly concludes that the 
aforementioned Consent Decree releases MS4 Permittees from any 
obligation to implement the WQBELs in the MS4 permits. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6) 
Appendix 7 to the draft WMP includes a copy of legal certifications for all 
Group members except for Long Beach. The legal certification for Long 

(Legal Authority) 
Beach should be submitted in the revised WMP. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 9 - 

LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP 
October 30, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit 
Provision* Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Page 6-1 notes that "[t]he final non-TMDL water quality standard 
compliance date is projected to be sometime in 2040." However, the 
pollutant reduction plan milestones in Section 5 only appear to go up to 

Part Vl.C.S.c the year 2026. For watershed priorities related to addressing exceedances 
(Compliance Schedules) for receiving water limitations, the permit requires milestones based on 

measureable criteria or indicators, a schedule with dates for achieving the 
milestones, and a final date for achieving the receiving water limitations 
as soon as possible. These need to be included in the revised WMP. 

* Equivalent provisions are also found in the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
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Water 13eards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

TO: Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group 

FROM: C.P. Lai, Ph.D , P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen 
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

DATE: October 30, 2014 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS FOR LOWER SAN 
GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

This memorandum contains comments on the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), dated 
June 6, 2014, which was submitted by the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management 
Group. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis section (Section 4 and 
Appendix A-4-1) of the Watershed Management Program. 

1. The Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area (LSGR WMA) is subject to 
interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations pursuant to Attachment P, Part A 
"San Gabriel River Metals and Impaired Tribitaries Metals and Selenium TMDL" for both 
wet and dry weather conditions. The LSGR WMA is required to analyze a strategy to 
implement pollutant controls necessary to achieve applicable interim and final water 
quality-based effluent limitations for metals and selenium consistent with the interim and 
final implementation deadlines in the Basin Plan Amendment, Resolution No. R13-004 - 
Implementation Plan for the TMDLs for Metals and Selenium in the San Gabriel River 
and Impaired Tributaries. These include: 

By September 30, 2017, for WQBELs applicable in wet weather a 10% reduction, 
and dry weather a 30% reduction in the difference between current pollutant loads 
and the WQBEL. 
By September 30, 2020, for WQBELs applicable in wet weather a 35% reduction, 
and in dry weather a 70% reduction in the difference between current pollutant loads 
and the WQBEL. 

As proposed in the WMP, the 10% load reduction was assumed to result from the 
cumulative effect of nonstructural BMPs. There is uncertainty in the ability of these 
BMPs to meet the required reductions by September 2017. Additional support for the 
anticipated pollutant load reductions from these non-structural BMPs and source control 
measures over the next two to three years should be provided to increase the 
confidence that these measures can achieve the near-term interim WQBELs by 
September 2017. 
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October 30, 2014 

Section 5 Compliance Schedule of the draft Watershed Management Plan only provided 
implementation schedule for non-structural targeted control measures up to 2017. The 
LSGR Watershed Management Group must provide measureable milestones for 
implementing each one of the proposed control measures that will allow an assessment 
of progress toward the interim and final WQBELs and receiving water limitations every 
two years. 

3. LSGR WMA is also subject to Category 2 priority pollutants, including coliform bacteria. 
The LSGR WMP proposes to address bacteria with the same runoff reduction and 
stormwater capture measures proposed for Category 1 pollutants as well as ongoing 
implementation of minimum control measures. However, this might not be sufficient to 
reduce bacteria loading to the required levels. The LSGR WMP acknowledges that it will 
address bacteria more directly during the second and third adaptive management 
cycles. The LSGR WMP should include a more specific strategy to implement pollutant 
controls necessary to address this and other Category 2 pollutants prior to the second 
and third adaptive management cycles. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of copper, lead, zinc, DDT, PCB, PAH, and bacteria 
concentrations/loads: 

1. The model predicted stormwater runoff volume is used as a surrogate for required 
pollutant load reductions for wet weather conditions. Thus, the predicted flow volume 
becomes a very important parameter for evaluating required volume reductions and 
BMP scenarios. Based on the results of the hydrology calibration shown in Table 4-3, 
the error difference between modeled flow volumes and observed data is 19% for the 
Lower San Gabriel River. The higher error percentage could be due to the exclusion of 
contributions of flow volume from upstream. For calibration purposes, upstream flow 
volume should be included to determine whether that improves the model performance 
to within the "Good" or "Very Good" range, per the RAA Guidelines. Once model 
calibration has been completed, the upstream flow volume can then be excluded when 
presenting the volume reduction targets in Tables 8-3 to 8-4. 

2. While we understand that there is significant reliance on a volume-based approach, the 
predicted baseline concentrations and loads for all modeled pollutants of concern, 
including TSS, should be presented in summary tables for wet weather conditions. This 
model output should be available, since it is the basis for the percent reductions in 
pollutant load presented in Table 5-6. (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process- 
based BMP Models and Empirical ly-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA 
Guidelines). 

3. Further, the differences between baseline concentrations/loads and allowable 
concentrations/loads should be presented in time series for each pollutant under long- 
term continuous simulation and as a summary of the differences between pollutant 
concentrations/loads and allowable concentrations/loads for the critical wet weather 
period. (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process-based BMP Models and 
Empirically-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA Guidelines). 

4. We note that modeling was not conducted for organics (DDT, PCBs, and PAHs). It is not 
clear why these pollutants were not modeled or why previous modeling of these 
pollutants could not be used, such as that conducted during the development of the 
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Dominguez Channel and Greater LA and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL. An explanation for the lack of modeling is needed. 

5. The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume reductions and 
proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to achieve the 85th percentile, 24-hour 
volume retention standard for each major watershed area (e.g., LLAR, LCC and LSGR) 
and by jurisdiction. The same information on the runoff volume associated with the 85th 
percentile, 24-hour event and the proposed runoff volume reduction from each BMP 
scenario also needs to be presented for each modeled subbasin (e.g., a series of tables 
similar to 8-3 and 8-4 and 9-6 and 9-7). See Table 5 of the RAA Guidelines. Additionally, 
more explanation is needed as to what constitutes the "incremental" and "cumulative" 
critical year storm volumes in tables 9-6 and 9-7 and how these values were derived 
from previous tables. 

6. The report needs to present the same information, if available, for non-stormwater 
runoff. Alternatively, the report should include a commitment to collect the necessary 
data in each watershed area, through the non-stormwater outfall screening and 
monitoring program, so that the model can be re-calibrated during the adaptive 
management process to better characterize non-stormwater flow volumes and to 
demonstrate that proposed volume retention BMPs will capture 100 percent of non- 
stormwater that would otherwise be discharged through the MS4 in each watershed 
area. 

7. The ID number for each of the subwatersheds from the model input file should be 
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of subwatersheds, within each watershed area, that are simulated in the LSPC model. 
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Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 
Management Group 
(See Distribution List) 
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REVIEW OF THE LOS ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2 WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
GROUP'S DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 
OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) 
PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 26, 2014 by the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management 
Group. This program was submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001 (Order No. R4-2012-0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal 
separate storm sewer system (MS4) operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles 
County (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the 
option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale 
through customized strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). 
Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed individually or 
collaboratively. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County Permit and must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board. 

As stated above, on June 26, 2014, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 
Management Group submitted a draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) for their entire 
jurisdiction to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 
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Management Group's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional Water Board's comments on the 
draft WMP, including detailed information concerning necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are 
found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, respectively. The specific Permit provisions cited in the 
enclosures refer to provisions in the LA County MS4 Permit. The LA County MS4 Permit 
includes a process through which necessary revisions to the draft WMP can be made (Part 
VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a final WMP, revised to 
address Regional Board comments identified in the enclosures, must be submitted to the 
Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received by the 
Permittees on the draft program. Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP as 
identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible and 
no later than January 27, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losancieleswaterboards.ca.00v with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft LA River Upper Reach 2 WMP" with a copy to 
!var. Ridoewaywaterboards. ca.qov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 
Management Group will be subject to the baseline requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and 
shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with 
applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and 
Attachments 0 and P pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft WMP is approved, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 
Management Group is required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters; and 

(d) Implement watershed control measures to ensure that MS4 discharges are achieving 
compliance with final WQBELs for the Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and 
Related Effects TMDL, and interim and final WQBELs for the Los Angeles River Trash 
TMDL pursuant to Part VI.E and set forth in Attachment 0 consistent with the 
compliance deadlines therein. 

In addition on June 26, 2014, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management 
Group submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) to the Regional 
Water Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 Permit. The Regional 
Water Board review and comments on the draft CIMP will be provided under separate cover. 



Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group October 27, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 3 of 3 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water 
Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at Ivar Ridoewavwaterboards.caoov or by phone at (213) 
620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures: 
Attachment 1 Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 
Attachment 2 Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis for the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group 

cc: Mr. Gerry Greene, CWE 



Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Mailing Distribution List 

Name City Email Address 
Terry Rodrigue Bell trodrigue @cityofbell.org 
Doug Willmore Bell dwillmore@cityofbell.org 
Philip Wagner Bell Gardens pwagner@bellgardens.org 
Chau Vu Bell Gardens cvu@bellgardens.org 

Gina Nila Commerce ginan@ci.comerce.ca.us 

Aaron Hernandez-Torres Cudahy ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov 

Jose Pulido Cudahy itoulido@cityofcudahyca.gov 
Desi Alvarez Huntington Park dalvarez@huntingtonpark.org 
Angela George LA County, DPW ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov 

Oscar Magana Maywood oscar.magana@cityofmaywood.org 
Andre Dupret Maywood andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org 
Cladia Arellano Vernon carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us 

Kevin Wilson Vernon kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us 

Dr. Gerald Greene CWE ggreene@cwecoro.com 
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Attachment to October 27, 2014 Letter Regarding the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 

Management Group's Draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) Submittal Pursuant to Part VI.0 

of the LA County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) 

Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii. 
Waterbody-Pollutant 
Classification (page 

59) 

The Group must identify and address Category 3 Waterbody-Pollutant Combinations (WBPCs). 

The water quality monitoring data from the sites located downstream is appropriate to use to 
characterize the receiving water quality in the vicinity of the Group's watershed area. The Group 
can use its monitoring data once available to confirm whether the Category 3 WBPCs are 
appropriate or whether the list should be modified. Regional Water Board staff note that Table 2- 
7 identifies several pollutants as Category 3; however, the reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) 

does not address these nor does the draft WMP analyze load reductions for these pollutants 
from the proposed watershed control measures. The revised WMP must include a discussion of 
the Category 3 pollutants identified in Table 2-7, and provide a similar analysis to what is 

provided for Category 1 pollutants. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii. 
Source Assessment 

(page 59-60) 

The draft WMP, including the RAA, excludes stormwater runoff from non-MS4 facilities 
within the WMA from the stormwater treatment target. While the draft WMP 
inventories General Industrial Facilities within the watershed management area, the 
WMP should utilize General Industrial Storm Water Permittee monitoring results 
(available from SMARTS) to assess and potentially refine estimates of pollutant loading 
from the identified "non-MS4" areas. In addition to General Industrial Storm Water 
Permittee monitoring results, Permittees should also review their inspection findings, 
including past violations and enforcement actions, of Industrial/Commercial facilities to 
assess potential pollutant sources. 
Although the RAA includes modeling to assess existing loads overall, the source 
assessment (Section 2.3) does not use modeling to evaluate specific sources. The draft 
WMP does refer to statements included in the various TMDLs applicable to the 
watershed area, but there is no indication that the model results from the different 
TMDLs were used in the pollutant source assessment. The draft WMP should consider 
existing TMDL modeling data, where available, when refining the source assessment. 
A process and schedule for developing the required spatial information on catchment 
areas to major outfalls should be proposed, if this information does not already exist. 
(Regional Water Board staff note that Figure 1-5 in the CIMP provides a map of the MS4 
including same outfalls. Additional information on outfalls and controls is provided in 
Appendices A and B of the CIMP as well as Appendix G to the draft WMP itself; this 
appears to be a good start in responding to the permit requirements. If additional 
information such as the catchment areas for the major outfalls still needs to be 

developed, the process and schedule for developing this should be indicated.) 

Part Vl.C.5.a.iv. 
Prioritization (page 

60) 

While Table 2-7 acknowledges the past due dates for the Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds 
and Related Effects TMDL and final deadlines for the LA River Metals TMDL, LA River Bacteria, 
and other TMDLs, the LA River Metals TMDL includes interim dry and wet weather limitations 
with a deadline (2012) that has passed. The WMP needs to specify why this TMDL is not included 
in Table 2-7 in the priority is category (highest priority), since some compliance deadlines have 
already passed. 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 2 - 

LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's draft WMP Submittal 
October 27, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part Vl.C.S.b. 
Selection of 

Watershed Control 
Measures (pages 61- 

64) 

Selection of Watershed Control Measures to Comply with Interim WQBELs and Associated 
Compliance Deadlines 

The draft WMP does not clearly specify a strategy to comply with the interim WQBELs 

for the LA River metals TMDL (January 11, 2012; January 11, 2020 and January 11, 2024 
deadlines). Table 3-1 presents a phased implementation plan, which suggests that 
Phase 2 activities will be conducted to meet the 2020 deadline and Phase 3 activities, to 
meet the 2024 deadline; however, the draft WMP needs to be revised to include 
documentation that the 2012 past deadlines have been achieved or specify an 

appropriate strategy for achieving compliance with the past due interim WQBELs. 

Further discussion of current compliance with the LA River nitrogen compounds TMDL, 
for which there is a final compliance deadline of 2004, is also needed, since this is a 

priority la pollutant in Table 2-7. Section 1.3.3 of the CIMP notes that MS4 discharges 
appear to comply with applicable loads already, but additional discussion and support 
for this assertion should be included in the WMP itself, 
The draft WMP is unclear on a schedule for BMPs implemented to comply with the LA 

River Trash TMDL. The draft Plan states, Most of the cities are 90 percent or more 
compliant with the trash TMDL and are investigating opportunities to complete this 
implementation effort. The draft WMP needs to include a firm schedule for the 
implementation of Trash TMDL BMPs. 

Support for Use of Limiting Pollutants 
The draft WMP states, Title limiting pollutant used to control the implementation 
efforts of the LAR UR2 WMA is bacteria for the area draining to the Los Angeles River 
and metals for the area draining to the Rio Hondo." The draft WMP needs to clarify and 
provide support for the assumption that Category 2 and Category 3 pollutants will be 

addressed by focusing 
Alternatively, if Category 2 and 3 pollutants will not be addressed by focusing on the 
limiting pollutants, identified above, the WMP must separately address Category 2 and 

Category 3 pollutants. 
Specificity of Proposed Watershed Control Measures 

Although the draft WMP includes several specific regional BMPs (Section 4.3.3.3) the 
specific LID street projects and their locations are not identified. The draft WMP should 
provide as much specificity as feasible in describing the potential locations for LID 

streets. Additionally, the permittees that would be responsible for implementing LID 

street projects should be specified. Specificity is particularly important where LID 

streets are relied upon to achieve some of the pollutant reductions necessary to 
achieve interim WQBELs with compliance deadlines in this permit term and the next 
permit term. 

Legal Authority 
The draft WMP asserts that the "legal authority demonstration in respect to the WMP 
appears more specific than that required in the Annual Report." The Plan appears to 
acknowledge appropriate legal authority to construct most projects but note that some 
of the proposed projects are located within property easements owned by other 
entities. The draft WMP needs to provide greater detail regarding the Group's legal 
authority. 

Adaptive Management Process 

While the draft WMP notes revisions will occur as part of the "Adaptive Management 
Process" in referral to multiple proposed actions it does not include a comprehensive 
strategy for the Adaptive Management process. The draft WMP should provide more 
detail on how the "Adaptive Management Process" will be implemented. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 3 - 

LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's draft WMP Submittal 
October 27, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Part VI.C5.b. 
Selection of 

Watershed Control 
Measures (pages 61- 

64) 

Assumptions regarding Non-structural BMPs and Source Control Measures 
The draft WMP assumes a 5% load reduction from non-structural 
BMP enhancements. However, Section 3.3.1 of the WMP only 
indicates that such enhancements would be considered, and a firm 
commitment to implement them is lacking. The draft WMP needs 
to include specific commitments to implement the non-structural 
BMP enhancements, or it should not rely upon the 5% load 
reduction anticipated from these non-structural BMP 
enhancements to meet compliance deadlines in this permit term or 
the next permit term. 
The WMP assumes a significant reduction in copper based on the 
phase-out of copper in automotive brake pads, via approved 
legislation SB346, to achieve the necessary copper load reductions. 
Given the combination of other copper sources identified in various 
LA TMDLs such as building materials, other vehicle wear, air 
deposition from fuel combustion and industrial facilities, and that 
SB346 progressively phases out copper content in brakes of new 
cars (5% by weight until 2021, 0.5% by weight until 2025), 
additional structural BMPs may still be needed to reduce copper 
loads prior to entering receiving waters and eliminate copper 
exceedences of RWLs. 

Assumptions regarding Pollutant Loading from Permitted Industrial Facilities 
The draft WMP, including the RAA, excludes stormwater runoff 
from non-MS4 facilities within the WMA from the stormwater 
treatment target. In particular, industrial facilities that are 

permitted by the Water Boards under the Industrial General Permit 
or an individual stormwater permit were identified and subtracted 
from the treatment target. Regional Water Board staff recognizes 
that this was done with the assumption that these industrial 
facilities will eliminate their cause/contribution to receiving water 
exceedances, as required by their respective NPDES permit. 
However, it is important that the Group's actions under its 
Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program-including tracking critical 
industrial sources, educating industrial facilities regarding BMP 
requirements, and inspecting industrial facilities-ensure that all 
industrial facilities are implementing BMPs as required. 

Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis 
Category 1 Pollutants 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

See attached memorandum with specific comments on the Group's Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis for Category 1 pollutants. 
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LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's draft WMP Submittal 
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Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit 

Page Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision 

Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis - 
Categories 2 and 3 

Pollutants 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

The WMP did not model any pollutants in Categories 2 and 3. These pollutants 
or surrogates need to be included in the RAA, or supported justification for the 

use of the proposed limiting pollutants as surrogates for each Category 2 and 

Category 3 waterbody-pollutant combination. 
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FROM: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen 
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

DATE: October 27, 2014 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON SECTION 4, REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS, OF 
THE DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE LOS 
ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2 WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

This memorandum contains comments on Section 4, Reasonable Assurance Analysis, of the 
draft Watershed Management Program, dated June 26, 2014, which was submitted by the Los 
Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Management Group. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) section of the 
Watershed Management Program. 

1. The LA County MS4 Permittees in the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed 
Management Area are subject to interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
pursuant to Attachment 0, Part A "Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL", Part B 
"Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL", Part C "Los 
Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL", and Part D "Los Angeles River Watershed 
Bacteria TMDL". Note that Table 1-5 on page 15 of the draft WMP should be updated to 
include the effective date for revisions to the Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds 
and Related Effects TMDL, which is August 7, 2014. 

2. The water quality monitoring data for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 water body 
segments were gathered, assessed, and analyzed for both wet and dry weather in the 
draft WMP. Selected monitoring sites include LAR 008 30, LAR1-9, LAR1-10, and 
LALT500 which are located in Los Angeles River Reach 2, near or below confluence of 
Rio Hondo Reach 1 and above the confluence of Compton Creek. These sampling 
locations are suitable to represent the receiving water quality for the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 watershed management area. All data were analyzed to identify 
exceedances of water quality objectives and should be used to identify Category 3 
priority pollutants. The draft WMP should be revised to include Category 3 waterbody- 
pollutant combinations based on the data that were already analyzed in the draft WMP. 
Pursuant to Section VI.C.5.a., the WMP should identify potential sources, strategies, 
control measures and BMPs to address Category 3 priority pollutants, as required. 
Category 3 WBPCs can be revised once monitoring data have been collected, through 
the adaptive management process. 
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The concentration-based WQBELs for metals listed on page 78 of the WMP are 
incorrect and should not be used to set allowable loads. The correct concentration- 
based WQBELs for metals, which can be used in lieu of calculating allowable loads 
during dry weather, are identified in Attachment 0, Part C.2.c. The load-based WQBELs 
for metals applicable during wet weather, which are identified in Attachment 0, Part 
C.2 d of the permit should be used to calculate the allowable load and required reduction 
for metals during wet weather conditions. In summary, allowable pollutant loadings 
should be calculated separately for wet and dry weather using the WQBELs listed in 
Attachment 0, Parts C.2.c and C.2.d of the permit. Loads must be expressed as daily 
loads, consistent with the expression of the WQBELs; Table 4-4 should be revised to 
specify that the loads presented are daily loads. 

3. Allowable loads for metals based on the required WQBELs and potential WER / SSO 
values for copper and lead should be presented clearly and separately in Section 4.3.1.3 
of the WMP, since the copper WERs and recalculated lead values have not been 
approved by the Regional Water Board as of this time. If concentration-based WQBELs 
are selected to be used to calculate the allowable loads, and these allowable loads are 
different from the mass-based WQBELs listed in Attachment 0, the WMP should provide 
a clear explanation on how the proposed concentration-based WQBELs and allowable 
loads were derived from the WQBELs in Attachment 0. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of copper, lead, zinc, nitrogen and bacteria 
concentrations/loads: 

1. The model predicted loads presented in Table 4-3 for the baseline condition are not 
consistent with those results directly from model output (see Figures A and B, for 
example). These discrepancies could be due to the usage of the 90`h percentile year for 
the predicted results of pollutant loads. Further, all model results of pollutant loads are 
presented in terms of lbs/year in Table 4-3 through Table 4-6. However, the results for 
the RAA should be presented in units consistent with the expression of each of the 
WQBELs in Attachment 0 of the MS4 Permit. 

2. For the baseline condition, the model predicted runoff volume and the concentrations for 
copper, lead, zinc, nitrogen, and bacteria should also be presented in Table 4-3 for the 
wet weather condition. For cadmium, no model results are included in Table 4-3. An 
explanation is needed for the exclusion of cadmium from the modeling, or alternatively, 
supporting documentation/analysis to demonstrate that the model results for copper, 
lead and zinc or total sediment adequately represent the baseline condition and required 
reduction for cadmium. 

3. The differences between baseline concentrations/loads and allowable 
concentrations/loads should be presented in a time series for each pollutant under long 
term continuous simulation and then as a summary of 90th percentile of the differences 
between pollutant concentrations/loads and allowable concentrations/loads for wet 
weather periods, in units consistent with the applicable WQBELs and Receiving Water 
Limitations (e.g., mass or number per day), instead of using the predicted results of 
selected year presented only as an annual reduction in load to represent for load 
reduction target. In addition, a detailed explanation should be provided of the 
calculations used to derive the target load reductions. 

2 
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4. The report used a pollutant load-based approach to evaluate BMP performance and 
compliance with applicable WQBELs for wet weather conditions. However, the report 
should also provide predicted concentrations in the receiving water or at the downstream 
outlets under the BMP scenarios. Additionally, Table 4-17 to Table 4-20 need to be 
revised to clarify the units for the values presented in each table. Finally, it appears that 
model output is only provided for final compliance deadlines. Model output should also 
be provided for phased BMP implementation to demonstrate that interim WQBELs for 
metals and bacteria will be met. 

5. The ID number for each of the 50 subwatersheds from the model input file should be 
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of the subwatersheds within the watershed area that are simulated in the LSPC model. 

6. The flow, runoff volume and water quality (pollutant concentration and pollutant mass) 
time series output at the watershed outlet as well as for each modeled subbasin should 
be provided using the 90th percentile critical condition consistent with the expression of 
the WQBELs in Attachments N and 0 to estimate the baseline condition. In addition, per 
RAA Guidelines, the model output should include stormwater runoff volume and 
pollutant concentration/load at the outlet and for each modeled subbasin for each BMP 
scenario as well (see Table 5. Model Output for both Process-based BMP Models and 
Empirically-based BMP Models, pages 20-21 of the RAA Guidelines). 

7. Model simulation for copper, lead, zinc, nitrogen, and bacteria under the dry weather 
condition was not included in the Report and needs to be addressed. 

8. The report did not describe how the model was calibrated, including calibration results 
compared to calibration criteria in Table 3.0 of the RAA Guidelines, and no historical 
hydrology and water quality monitoring data were used for comparison with the model 
results for the baseline prediction. According to Part G, pages 12-13 of the RAA 
Guidelines, model calibration is necessary to ensure that the model can properly assess 
all the variables and conditions in a watershed system. 

9. The identification of the 90t)" percentile years in Table 4-2 needs to be supported by 
presenting historical hydrological data to demonstrate the selected critical period will 
capture the variability of rainfall and storm sizes/conditions. The input rainfall should be 
also presented in the report along with the historical precipitation frequency analysis for 
wet days and rainfall depth. 

3 
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Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
Department of Public Works 
Watershed Management Division, 1 1 th Floor 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES AREA IN SANTA MONICA BAY JURISDICTIONAL GROUP 7 
SUBWATERSHED, PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Dr. Kharaghani and Ms. Farber: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 27, 2014 by the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (LACFCD) for the City of Los Angeles' land area and the LACFCD's infrastructure within 
Jurisdictional Group 7 of the Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area. This program 
was submitted pursuant to the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (Order No. R4- 
2012- 0175), which authorizes discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system 
(MS4) operated by 86 municipal Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA County 
MS4 Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either a 
Watershed Management Program (WMP) or Enhanced Watershed Management Program 
(EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale through customized 
strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP 
or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed individually or collaboratively. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of storm water and non-storm 
water to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the required 
water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County MS4 Permit and must be approved by 
the Regional Water Board. 

As stated above, on June 27, 2014, the City of Los Angeles (City) and the LACFCD submitted a 
draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) for the City's land area and the LACFCD's 
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infrastructure within Jurisdictional Group 7 (JG7) of the Santa Monica Bay (SMB) Watershed 
Management Area (WMA) to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit for the City's land area and the LACFCD's infrastructure within JG7 of the SMB 
WMA. However, some revisions to the City's and LACFCD's draft WMP are necessary. The 
Regional Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP are found in Enclosure 1. The specific Permit provisions 
cited in the enclosure refer to provisions in the LA County MS4 Permit. The LA County MS4 
Permit includes a process through which revisions to the draft WMP can be made (Part VI.C.4 
in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a final WMP, revised to address 
Regional Water Board comments, must be submitted to the Regional Water Board not later than 
three months after comments are received by the Permittees on the draft program. Please make 
the necessary revisions to the draft WMP as identified in the enclosure to this letter and submit 
the revised WMP as soon as possible and no later than January 27, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losangeleswaterboards.ca.qov with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised SMB JG7 WMP" with a copy to 
Ivar.Ridgewaywaterboards.ca.qov and Rebecca.Christmannwaterboards.ca.qov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the City and the LACFCD will be subject to the 
baseline requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with 
receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and Attachment M pursuant to subparts 
VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft SMB JG7 WMP is approved, the City and LACFCD are required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); and 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters. 

(d) Implement watershed control measures, where possible from existing TMDL 
implementation plans, to ensure that MS4 discharges achieve compliance with interim 
and final trash WQBELs and all other final WQBELs and receiving water limitations 
pursuant to Part VI.E and set forth in Attachment M by the applicable compliance 
deadlines occurring prior to approval of the WMP. 

In addition on June 27 2014, the City and the LACFCD submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated 
Monitoring Program (CIMP) for the SMB JG7 WMA to the Regional Water Board pursuant to 
Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 Permit. The Regional Water Board review and 
comments on the draft CIMP will be provided under separate cover. 



Dr. Kharaghani and Ms. Farber October 27, 2014 
Page 3 of 3 Draft WMP Review 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Rebecca Christmann of the Storm Water 
Permitting Unit by electronic mail at Rebecca Christmannwaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at 
(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm 
Water Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at Ivar Ridgewaywaterboards.ca.gov or by phone at 

(213) 620-2150. 

C I 1 1 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

cc: Donna Chen, City of Los Angeles 
Hubertus Cox, City of Los Angeles 
Hamid Tadayon, City of Los Angeles 
Angela George, Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

Enclosure: Summary of Comments and Required Revisions 
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Attachment to October 27, 2014 Letter Regarding the Draft Watershed Management Program for the 
City of Los Angeles Area in Santa Monica Bay Jurisdictional Group 7 Subwatershed, 

Pursuant to Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) 

Summary of Comments and Required Revisions to the Draft Watershed Management Program 

LA County MS4 Permit Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
Part VI.C.5.a.i 
Water Quality Characterization 

The geographical scope of this WMP is the City of Los Angeles' land 
area and the LACFCD's infrastructure within Santa Monica Bay 

(SMB) Jurisdictional Group 7 (JG7) subwatershed. It appears that 
there are 4 shoreline monitoring locations (SMB 7-06 though SMB 
7-09) adjacent to the City's area within SMB JG7, which includes 
Point Fermin Park Beach. Point Fermin Park Beach should be 

included in the bulleted list in Section 2.1. 

The WMP needs to include and evaluate the monitoring data from 
sampling location SMB 7-7 prior to the landslide in 2009, which is 

the only point zero sampling point, and the geometric mean data 
for all sampling locations. 

In addition, the WMP needs to analyze all available Bight data, in 

order to determine if there were exceedances of receiving water 
limitations besides PCBs and DDTs, Basin Plan objectives or the 
Screening Levels as listed in Attachment G of the LA MS4 Permit. 

Parts VI.C.5.a.ii(1) and iv(1) 
Water Body-Pollutant 
Classification 

For completeness, the WMP could address the 303(d) listing of Fish 
Consumption Advisory as a footnote to Table 2-8 associated with 
the pollutants, DDTs and PCBs. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii(2) and iv(2) 
Water Body-Pollutant 
Classification 

The WMP needs to include a discussing of why sediment toxicity is 

not included as a Category 2 WBPC. The City and LACFCD could cite 
USEPA's recommendation that SMB not be identified as impaired by 
sediment toxicity in the next 303(d) List and provide data to support 
delisting. 

In addition, in Section 2.1.5, the WMP needs to discuss what data 
was evaluated and how the Permittees evaluated the available 
water quality data for water body-pollutant combinations that 
would fall into Category 2. It is assumed that the same Bight data 
that was evaluated for Category 3 pollutants could be used to 
evaluate whether there are exceedances of any pollutant that 
would meet the State's listing criteria. 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii(3) and iv(2) 
Water Body-Pollutant 

The draft WMP states, "The only TMDL sediment-based targets 
applicable to the SMB JG7 WMP area are for DDTs and PCBs; 

CHARLES STRINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St. , Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 I www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the - 2 - 

Draft WMP for City of Los Angeles Area SMB JG7 

October 27, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 
Classification therefore, DDTs and PCBs are the only analytes included in this 

analysis." However, the purpose of the water quality 
characterization is to identify other potential pollutants of concern, 
not just those that are already being addressed. The sediment data 
from 2003 and 2008 should be further evaluated to identify if there 
are other sediment bound pollutants at concentrations of concern 
in the area offshore from the SMB JG7 WMP area. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii 
Source Assessment 

The WMP needs to include a source assessment regarding known 
and suspected storm water and non-storm water pollutant sources 
in discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to receiving waters. 
The source assessment should include (1) a discussion of findings 
from implementation of the minimum control measures under the 
2001 Permit; (2) a discussion of the data and conclusions from the 
TMDL source investigations; and (3) known or suspected sources of 
storm water and non-storm water pollutants, which may cause or 
contribute to the water quality exceedances which have been 
observed at the shoreline monitoring sites. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii.(1)(b) 
Source Assessment 

The WMP needs to identify on a map the City's and LACFCD's catch 
basins and major outfalls. Regional Water Board staff is aware that 
the CIMP (Figure 3, Table 12 and Attachment C) identifies outfalls to 
SMB. However, the WMP should include this information as well. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(1) 
Prioritization 

Section 4.1, page 28 of the draft WMP reports to be in compliance 
with the SMB bacteria TMDL. However, Table 2-6 clearly shows 
that the allowable exceedance days have been exceeded. The 
revised WMP needs to discuss the cause of these exceedances. 

The City and LACFCD will meet the interim and final WQBELs for 
trash by retrofitting all catch basins in the City's and LACFCD's area 
of Santa Monica Bay JG7 with full capture devices. The revised 
WMP needs to clarify if 218 or 220 catch basins will be retrofitted. 

Part VI.C.5.b.ii.(1) 
Selection of Watershed Control 
Measures 

The WMP needs to specify a strategy that will be implemented to 
prevent or eliminate non-storm water discharges, if necessary 
based on the findings of the non-storm water screening program. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(e) 
Selection of Watershed Control 
Measures 

The draft WMP states that all catch basins will be retrofitted by 
2016, ahead of the 2020 compliance deadline; however, the WMP 
needs to provide a schedule that demonstrates that the required 
20% load reduction in debris will be achieved by the interim 
compliance deadline of March 20, 2016. The revised WMP needs to 
provide more specificity with regards to the schedule, location and 
agencies responsible for retrofitting the catch basins with full 
capture devices throughout the JG7 WMP area. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis 

A reasonable assurance analysis was not performed. As stated in 

the draft WMP, "For the SMB JG7 WMP, there are currently zero 
required load reductions for the Category 1 WBPCs: bacteria at the 
Santa Monica Bay Beaches and PCBs/DDTs in the Santa Monica Bay. 

Compliance with the Trash TMDL is being demonstrated through 
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Draft WMP for City of Los Angeles Area SMB JG7 

October 27, 2014 

LA County MS4 Permit Provision Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions 

retrofitting of catch basins as outlined in the Trash Monitoring and 
Reporting Program. ...Therefore, no quantitative RAA modeling is 

required for this WMP." 
Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6) 
Legal Authority 

The City and the LACFCD need to provide documentation that they 
have the legal authority to implement the Watershed Control 
Measures identified in the WMP, which includes the MCMs. 

Part VI.C.5.c 
Compliance Schedules 

the draft WMP did not develop a compliance schedule for the 
USEPA promulgated SMB TMDLs for DDT and PCBs, as required by 
the LA County MS4 Permit. Since this TMDL does not have a State- 
adopted implementation plan and further since the WLAs are based 
on existing conditions, the compliance deadline is immediate. The 
JG7 group should ensure that monitoring data are collected to 
demonstrate compliance with the applicable WQBELs. 
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Ms. Melissa Barcelo 
Community Services Division 
City of Walnut 
21201 La Fuente Road 
Walnut, CA 91789 

REVIEW OF THE CITY OF WALNUT'S DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, 
PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE 
STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. 
R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Ms. Barcelo: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 28, 2014 by the City of Walnut. This program was submitted pursuant to the 
provisions of NPDES Permit No, CAS004001 (Order No. R4-2012-0175), which authorizes 
discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) operated by 86 municipal 
Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). The LA County MS4 
Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program 
(WMP) or Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit 
requirements on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best 
management practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and may be 
developed individually or collaboratively. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County Permit and must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board. 

As stated above, on June 28, 2014, the City of Walnut submitted a draft Watershed 
Management Program (WMP) to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the City's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional 
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Ms. Barcelo, City of Walnut October 21, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3 

Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, respectively. 
The specific Permit provisions cited in the enclosures refer to provisions in the LA County MS4 
Permit. The LA County MS4 Permit includes a process through which necessary revisions to the 
draft WMP can be made (Part VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a 
final WMP, revised to address Regional Board comments identified in the enclosures, must be 
submitted to the Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received 
by the Permittees on the draft program. Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP 
as identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible 
and no later than January 21, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losancieleswaterboards.ca.gov with the subject line 
"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft Walnut WMP" with a copy to 
Ivar.Ridoewaywaterboards.casiov and Chrislopezwaterboards.ca.qov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the City will be subject to the baseline requirements in 
Part VI.D of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water limitations 
pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
(WQBELs) in Part VI.E and Attachment P pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and 
VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft Walnut WMP is approved, the City is required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv); 

(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 
discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); and 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 
known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters. 

In addition on June 28, 2014, the City submitted a draft Integrated Monitoring Program (IMP) to 
the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E of the LA County MS4 Permit. 
The Regional Water Board review and comments on the draft IMP will be provided under 
separate cover. 



Ms. Barcelo, City of Walnut October 21, 2014 
Draft WMP Review Page 3 of 3 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Chris Lopez of the Storm Water Permitting Unit by 
electronic mail at Chrislopezwaterboards.ca.00v or by phone at (213) 576-6674. 
Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water Permitting Unit, 
by electronic mail at IvarRidgewavwaterboards.ca.00v or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures: 
Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 
Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis Report for City of Walnut 

cc: Cody Howing, Assistant Engineer, RICA Consulting Group 
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Attachment to October 21, 2014 Letter Regarding the City of Walnut's Draft Watershed Management 
Program Submittal Pursuant to Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) 

Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

The City's submittal does not include a thorough evaluation of 
existing water quality conditions, including characterization of 
storm water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4 and 
receiving water quality, to support identification and 
prioritization/sequencing of management actions. 

The City should evaluate relevant monitoring data for its water 
quality characterization (e.g. Los Angeles County Sanitation 

Water Quality Characterization Districts' receiving water monitoring data or mass emissions station 
and tributary monitoring conducted under the 2001 LA County MS4 

Part VI.C.5.a.i Permit may be applicable). 

The City may be able to find examples of data sources applicable for 
its water quality characterization in the draft WMPs and EWMP 
workplans of nearby areas. Conducting representative sampling at 
the City's MS4 outfalls is another option to support a preliminary 
water quality characterization of storm water and non-storm water 
discharges from the City's MS4 if there is a lack of existing water 
quality data. 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 2 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

Category 2 Pollutants- Bacteria 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(2) 

The City's submittal correctly identifies coliform and indicator 
bacteria as 303(d) impairments and correspondingly categorizes 
coliform bacteria as a category 2 pollutant. However, the City 
incorrectly uses fecal coliform water quality objectives that no 
longer apply. 

The City needs to modify its WMP to be consistent with current 
freshwater bacteria objectives contained in the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region in which E. coli is used 
instead of fecal coliform. These objectives were amended in 2010 
through Regional Water Board Resolution No. R10-005. 

The bacteria limitations listed in Table 2-5 (on page 9) should be 
revised to include the correct bacteria objectives expressed as E. 

coli density. Additionally, all subsequent sections of the WMP that 
address this pollutant (e.g. compliance schedules, reasonable 
assurance analysis, etc.) should address E. coli instead of fecal or 
total coliform. 

Category 2 Pollutants - Benthic 
Macroinvertebrate 

Bioassessments 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(2) 

The City's submittal incorrectly lists "benthic microinvertebrates." 
This should be listed as "benthic macroinvertebrates." 

Category 3 Pollutants 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(3) 

The City's submittal does not contain any discussion of Category 3 

pollutants nor does it indicate that there was any type of review of 
existing water quality conditions to identify Category 3 pollutants. 

As the City completes its water quality characterization, the City 
must identify if there are any Category 3 pollutants and explicitly 
report its findings in its WMP and address these pollutants as 
appropriate in the revised draft WMP, including the City's 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA). 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 3 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

Source Assessment and 
Prioritization 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii-iv 

The City's source assessment section does not directly cite the 
bases for the identification of known and suspected sources of 
pollutants. For clarity, the City should at least cite the sources for its 
findings (e.g. TMDL source investigations, findings from 2001 MS4 
MCM programs, etc.). 

Additionally, the City does not appear to prioritize the issues within 
the watershed based on the findings of its source assessment. The 
City may simply maintain the priorities from its water body- 
pollutant classification; however, the WMP should at least discuss 
and finalize a prioritization of watershed issues based on its source 
assessment findings. 

Minimum Control Measures 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(1) 

The City's submittal includes a section on MCMs (pages 12-37) that 
mostly incorporates and restates Parts VI.D.5 to VI.D.10 of the 
permit. However, it is not clear if the City did any assessment of the 
MCMs to identify if there are opportunities for focusing resources 
on high priority issues in the watershed. Furthermore, it's not clear 
if the City has made any modifications to MCMs. 

The City should discuss its evaluation of control measures and 
explicitly state if there are any modifications as it describes each 
program. 

Public Agency Activities Program 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(1)(a)(iv) 

In discussing its Public Agency Activities Program, the City doesn't 
state whether its public facility inventory will be updated at least 
once during the 5-year term of the Order per Part VI.D.9.c.iii. 

With respect to Landscape, Park, and Recreational Facilities 
Management, the City doesn't specifically state whether its 
landscaping maintenance program ensures no application of 
pesticides or fertilizers prior to rain events specified in Part 
VI.D.9.g.iii.(2). 

Since the draft WMP does not explicitly state whether any changes 
are going to be made to MCMs, it is unclear if these are just 
unintended omissions. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 4 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

The City's submittal does not include sufficient information on the 
number, type, and location(s) and/or frequency for each structural 
control and non-structural best management practice. 

For example, the City does not include the locations of its four 

Watershed Control Measures - proposed Regional BMPs (on page 45), nor is there a thorough 

Information on Structural 
description of the type of BMP that will be installed. The City also 

"a Controls and BMPs 
references plan for the implementation of local BMPs," and 
states that biofilters are the type of local BMP that would be used, 
but provides no detail on the anticipated number and location(s) of Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b) 
these local BMPs. 

Regional Water Board staff recommends that the City include a 
separate section of the WMP to describe all control measures, and 
corresponding implementation schedules, in detail so that the City's 
plan and BMP implementation commitments are clear and explicit. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 5 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

Watershed Control Measures - 
Information on Pollution 

Prevention Measures 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 

The City's submittal does not include sufficient information on the 
nature, scope, and timing of implementation for pollution 
prevention measures. 

For example, on page 45 the City describes that "[s]ource control 
BMPs proposed by the City include policies, programs, and 
ordinances that support practices that improve or prevent 
additional pollution from being deposited into the local rivers and 
creeks." However, there is no further information on this. 

While the City states that it will implement "enhanced street 
sweeping, enhanced catch basin and storm drain cleaning, 
enhanced commercial and food outlet inspection, enhanced pet 
waste controls, enhanced education and outreach, septic 
inspection/enforcement, and enhanced Illicit Discharge Detection 
Elimination (IDDE) efforts (including microbial source tracking to 
identify inputs of human fecal contamination into the MS4)," the 
draft WMP does not include specific, measurable commitments for 
each of these non-structural BMPs. For example, the revised draft 
WMP must indicate the nature of the enhancements to street 
sweeping (e.g., increased frequency from two times per month to 
four times per month, use of regenerative-air sweepers instead of 
mechanical [broom & conveyor belt] sweepers) and the schedule 
for implementing the enhancements. See comment below for more 
detail. 

As previously stated, Regional Water Board staff recommends that 
the City include a separate section of the WMP to describe all 
control measures in detail so that the City's plan and commitments 
with regard to pollution prevention measures are clear and explicit. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 6 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

The City's submittal does not include sufficient interim milestones 
and dates for achievement for each structural control and non- 
structural best management practice to ensure that TMDL 
compliance deadlines will be met. 

The City's proposed BMP Implementation Plan (on page 45) should 
list interim milestones for the structural controls and non-structural 

Watershed Control Measures - BMPs that it plans to implement. Example milestones may include 
Milestones milestones for planning and design, beginning construction, and 

completing construction. The only interim milestone that is 
Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(d) included is for "non-modeled, non-structural BMPs" with a date of 

December 2017 for their implementation. Greater specificity 
regarding the City's commitments for each non-modeled, non- 
structural BMP is necessary, as described above. 

Regional Water Board staff recommends that this information be 
included in full detail in a separate section of WMP outside of the 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis section. 

The RAA does not consider dry weather conditions. However, the 
draft WMP only justifies this omission by stating that the City plans 
to eliminate 100% of non-exempt dry weather MS4 discharges. 

If this is the City's goal, the WMP needs to include a detailed plan of 
what control measures it plans to implement to ensure the 
elimination of non-exempt non-stormwater discharges. This plan 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis - should also include interim milestones. Additionally, the City must 

Category 1 Pollutants 
also justify in its WMP that these control measures will ensure 
compliance with the applicable compliance deadlines for selenium. 
Part of this justification should include an evaluation of whether any Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 
of the conditionally exempt, non-stormwater discharges may be a 

source of selenium that could cause or contribute to an exceedance 
of the selenium WQBEL. 

If the City cannot provide a feasible and measureable plan that 
ensures compliance, then it will need to demonstrate through its 
RAA that it will comply with the applicable compliance deadlines for 
selenium. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 7 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

The RAA does not address Category 2 pollutants aside from 
bacteria. 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis - 
Category 2 Pollutants As noted in a previous comment, bacteria should be modeled using 

E. coli instead of fecal coliform. 
Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

For other Category 2 pollutants (ammonia, cyanide, pH, and TDS) 
the City must provide additional information to demonstrate that 
MS4 discharges will meet receiving water limitations. 

The draft WMP does not incorporate the interim and final 
implementation deadlines contained in the Implementation Plan for 
Metals and Selenium in San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries. 
The Basin Plan amendment (Regional Water Board Resolution No. 
R13-004) that incorporated this program of implementation into 
the Basin Plan was recently approved by the Office of 
Administrative Law. This plan includes an implementation schedule 
with interim compliance deadlines of September 30, 2017; 
September 30, 2020; and September 30, 2023; and a final 
compliance deadline of September 30, 2026. 

Compliance Schedules for 
Category 1 Pollutants The City's submittal does not include any compliance deadlines 

occurring within the permit term for Category 1 pollutants (i.e. lead 
Part VI.C.5.c.iii.(1)-(2) and selenium). While the City's analysis indicates that no load 

reductions are required to meet the lead WLA (p. 50), the 
September 30, 2017 compliance deadline should be included along 
with the corresponding structural and non-structural BMPs that will 
be implemented to achieve the dry weather WLA for selenium in 
30% of the City's drainage area (or achieve a 30% reduction in the 
difference between the current loadings and the dry weather WLAs 
for selenium). 

Table 4-9 (on pages 50-51) only establishes a final compliance date 
of 2024. 



Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of Walnut's Draft WMP 

- 8 - October 21, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit Provision Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

The City's submittal does not include interim milestones and dates 
for achieving milestones for Category 2 (High Priority) pollutants- 
i.e. coliform bacteria, ammonia, pH, TDS, toxicity, cyanide, and 
benthic macroinvertebrate condition. As it does with Category 1 

Compliance Schedules for pollutants, Table 4-9 (on pages 50-51) only establishes a final 
Category 2 Pollutants compliance date of 2024 for bacteria load reductions. Per the LA 

County MS4 Permit, interim milestones and dates for their 
Part VI.C.5.c.iii.(3) achievement must be adequate for measuring progress once every 

two years. 

Additionally, the City does not discuss or justify its reasoning for 
adopting a 10-year compliance schedule for bacteria. 
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SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS REPORT FOR CITY 
OF WALNUT 

This memorandum contains comments on Section 4.0 "Reasonable Assurance Analysis" of the City's draft Watershed Management Program, dated June 28, 2014, which was submitted by the City of Walnut. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis section of the draft 
Watershed Management Program. 

1. Pursuant to Part VI.C.5.a.iv(1) and VI.C.5.b.iv.(3)-(4), pages 60 and 62-63 of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, the City is subject to final wasteload allocations (WLAs) pursuant to Attachment P, Part A "San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium 
TMDL," The LA County MS4 Permit specifies a WLA for lead during wet weather that 
applies to Reach 2 of the San Gabriel River and all upstream reaches and tributaries 
and for selenium during dry weather that applies to San Jose Creek 1 and 2, which are 
both applicable to the City's MS4 discharges. 

The City's approach to estimate baseline loading for lead was not appropriate pursuant 
to Section B of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis Guidelines (see comment B.1 below 
for more detail). 

For selenium, the City does not support its assumption that the source of selenium is 
natural with any available data or peer-reviewed scientific studies. 

The City did not analyze a strategy to implement pollutant controls necessary to achieve 
applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations for selenium 
consistent with the interim and final implementation deadlines in the Basin Plan 
Amendment, Resolution No. R13-004 - Implementation Plan for the TMDLs for Metals 
and Selenium in the San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries. These include: 

By September 30, 2017, for WQBELs applicable in wet weather a 10% reduction, 
and dry weather a 30% reduction in the difference between current pollutant loads 
and the WQBEL. 
By September 30, 2020, for WQBELs applicable in wet weather a 35% reduction, 
and in dry weather a 70% reduction in the difference between current pollutant loads 
and the WQBEL. 
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2. Target load reductions for bacteria in San Jose Creek were based on an incorrect water 
quality objective of 4000 MPN/100 mL. The correct water quality objective is an E. coli 
density of 235 per 100 mL as a single sample maximum, and an E. coli density of 126 
per 100 mL as a geometric mean. (San Jose Creek has a Potential REC-1 beneficial use 
designation.) Similarly, target load reductions for Walnut Creek must be based on the 
current water quality objectives for E. coli contained in the Basin Plan. 

3. The City's submittal does not provide adequate support or justification from peer- 
reviewed sources for the fecal coliform load reduction from 22 to 44 10'12 MPN (for 25th 
and 75th percentile) for San Jose Creek to be achieved by non-modeled non-structural 
BMPs. In order to take credit for the 8% reduction from baseline loading of bacteria as a 
result of implementation of non-modeled non-structural BMPs, greater specificity must 
be provided on the enhanced watershed control measures. The City must provide details 
regarding how, when and to what extent these measures will be enhanced during this 
permit term. Additionally, the City must provide measurable milestones for implementing 
each one of the control measures that will allow an assessment of progress toward the 
final receiving water limitations every two years. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of total lead and bacteria for San Jose Creek and 
Walnut Creek Wash in San Gabriel River watershed: 

1. The model predicted mass contributions of total lead and bacteria from the City shown in 
Table 4-2 are not consistent with those values directly from the model output. For 
example, the 90th percentiles of mass loads of lead presented in Figure A of this 
attachment are 32 lbs/day and 0.37 lbs/day respectively in San Jose Creek and in 
Walnut Creek Wash. In terms of 90th percentile model year, the total lead loads would be 
2464 lbs/year and 28 lbs/year respectively, which are not consistent with the values 
presented in Table 4-2 of RAA Report. In addition, the predicted results of lead 
concentration in San Jose Creek obtained directly from the model output file as shown in 
Figure B. of this attachment are much higher than the EMC values and WQBEL value for 
lead. As such, the City should re-analyze baseline loading under the critical condition 
consistent with the expression of the WLA for lead (i.e., daily load) before concluding 
that the allowable lead load can be set equal to the baseline load (see p. 41). 
Additionally, the conclusion that no reduction for lead is required should be re-evaluated 
based on a daily load. Similarly, the model results presented in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 
should be presented in kg/day to be consistent with the expression of the WLA in 
Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit. 

Pursuant to Section B.II.c of the RAA guideline, pollutant event mean concentrations 
(EMCs) should only be used when water quality data are not available. As soon as 
sufficient data are collected, the model should be refined/calibrated using updated data 
to estimate the baseline pollutant loading. 

2. The expected reductions in pollutant load from baseline to be achieved by the proposed 
BMPs identified in Table 4-6 and Table 4-7 for bacteria need the detailed model results 
to support each BMP performance as shown in Table 4-6 and Table 4-7. For example, 
the RAA should include the time series of load reduction for bacteria over the simulation 
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period to demonstrate the variability of load reduction from the baseline condition for 
each BMP. 

The report did not describe how the model was calibrated, including calibration results 
compared to calibration criteria in Table 3.0 of the RAA Guidelines, and no historical 
hydrology and water quality monitoring data were used for comparison with the model 
results for the baseline prediction. According to Part G, pages 12-13 of the RAA 
Guidelines, model calibration is necessary to ensure that the model can properly assess 
all the variables and conditions in a watershed system. 

3. The report did not evaluate the critical condition for the modeling. For example, the input 
rainfall should be presented in the report and explain what the modeling periods are that 
are being simulated for the critical condition. Pursuant to Part B on pages 2-4 of the RAA 
Guidelines, a description of the process for identifying critical conditions is needed prior 
to the RAA modeling analysis. A summary of TMDL critical conditions relevant to MS4 
discharges was provided in Appendix B of the RAA Guidelines for Permittees' reference. 
The report presents mass contributions of total lead and bacteria, but does not present 
concentration of those pollutants under the critical condition. 

4. The ID for each of the 18 subwatersheds used in the model simulation must be provided 
and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship of 
subwatersheds simulated in the LSPC model. 

5. The flow and water quality time series output at the watershed outlet must be provided 
using the 90th percentile of modeled pollutant concentration and mass per day for wet 
event days consistent with the expression of the WLA over simulation periods to 
estimate the baseline concentration and mass. In addition, per RAA Guidelines, the 
model output should include storm water runoff volume at outlet for baseline and each 
BMP scenario as well (See Table 5. Model Output for Both Process Based BMP Models 
and Empirically Based BMP Models, pages 20-22 of the RAA Guidelines). 

6. Model simulation under the dry weather condition for bacteria for San Jose Creek and 
Walnut Creek Wash was not included in the Report. 

7. Per the RAA Guidelines, the required load reduction should be evaluated at the 
jurisdictional boundary of each subwatershed for each pollutant to demonstrate that the 
proposed control measures will ensure that the City's MS4 discharges achieve effluent 
limitations and do not cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations. 
The BMP performance model proposed in the RAA Guidelines should be used to predict 
the pollutant reduction for the proposed BMPs. 

C. Modeling comments regarding lack of analysis for other Category 1 waterbody pollutant 
combination: 

1. Model simulations, baseline loadings, and required reductions for selenium were not 
included in the Report. 
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Figure A. Model predicted results for total loads of lead 
directly from the model output file 
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Figure B. Model predicted results of lead concentration 
in San Jose Creek directly from model output file 
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October 22, 2014 

Mr. Frank Senteno, City Engineer 
City of El Monte 
Department of Public Works 
11333 Valley Blvd. 
El Monte, CA 91731 

REVIEW OF THE CITY OF EL MONTE'S DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, 
PURSUANT TO PART VI.0 OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE 
STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. 
R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Mr. Senteno: 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) 
submitted on June 26, 2014 by the City of El Monte. This program was submitted pursuant to 
the provisions of NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (Order No. R4-2012-0175), which authorizes 
discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) operated by 86 municipal 
Permittees within Los Angeles County (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). The LA County MS4 
Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program 
(WMP) or Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit 
requirements on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best 
management practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and may be 
developed individually or collaboratively. 

The purpose of a WMP or EWMP is for a Permittee to develop and implement a comprehensive 
and customized program to control pollutants in MS4 discharges of stormwater and non- 
stormwater to address the highest water quality priorities. These include complying with the 
required water quality outcomes of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Provisions) of the LA County MS4 
Permit. If a Permittee opts to develop a WMP or EWMP, the WMP or EWMP must meet the 
requirements, including conducting a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA), of Part VI.0 
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County Permit and must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board. 

As stated above, on June 26, 2014, the City of El Monte submitted a draft Watershed 
Management Program (WMP) for their entire jurisdiction to the Regional Water Board pursuant 
to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit. 

The Regional Water Board has reviewed the draft WMP and has determined that, for the most 
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County 
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MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the City's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional 
Water Board's comments on the draft WMP, including detailed information concerning 
necessary revisions to the draft WMP, are found in Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, respectively. 
The specific Permit provisions cited in the enclosures refer to provisions in the LA County MS4 

Permit. The LA County MS4 Permit includes a process through which necessary revisions to the 

draft WMP can be made (Part VI.C.4 in the LA County MS4 Permit). The process requires that a 

final WMP, revised to address Regional Board comments identified in the enclosures, must be 

submitted to the Regional Water Board not later than three months after comments are received 
by the Permittees on the draft program. Please make the necessary revisions to the draft WMP 
as identified in the enclosures to this letter and submit the revised WMP as soon as possible 
and no later than January 22, 2015. 

The revised WMP must be submitted to losandeleswaterboards.ca.dov with the subject line 

"LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft El Monte WMP" with a copy to 

Ivar.Riclqewaywaterboards.ca.dov. 

If the necessary revisions are not made, the City of El Monte will be subject to the baseline 

requirements in Part VI.D of the Order and shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water 
limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations (WQBELs) in Part VI.E and Attachments 0 and P pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)- 
(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively. 

Until the draft WMP is approved, the City of El Monte is required to: 

(a) Continue to implement all watershed control measures in its existing storm water 
management programs, including actions within each of the six categories of minimum 
control measures consistent with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 

122.26(d)(2)(iv); 
(b) Continue to implement watershed control measures to eliminate non-storm water 

discharges through the MS4 that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters 
consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); and 

(c) Target implementation of watershed control measures in (a) and (b) above to address 

known contributions of pollutants from MS4 discharges to receiving waters. 

In addition on June 26, 2014, the City of El Monte submitted a draft Coordinated Integrated 

Monitoring Program (CIMP) to the Regional Water Board pursuant to Part IV.0 of Attachment E 

of the LA County MS4 Permit. The Regional Water Board review and comments on the draft 

CIMP will be provided under separate cover. 
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. lvar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water 
Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at Ivar.Ridgewaywaterboards.ca.dov or by phone at (213) 
620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

(;) 
Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures: 
Attachment 1 Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 
Attachment 2 Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis for the City of El Monte 

cc: Jesus Gomez, Assistant City Manager 
Edmond Suher, Senior Project Engineer, CASC Engineering and Consulting 
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Attachment to October 22, 2014 Letter Regarding the City of El Monte's Draft Watershed 

Management Program (WMP) Submittal Pursuant to Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit (Order 

No. R4-2012-0175) 

Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit Page 

Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

Part Vl.C.5.a.i. Water 
Quality 

Characterization (p. 58) 

The Regional Board staff acknowledges the City's initiative in conducting outfall 

monitoring to characterize their storm water and non-storm wa:er discharges at two 
outfalls, one in the Rio Hondo subwatershed and one in the San Gabriel River 

watershed. The City states that, "the drainage(s) to the selected outfall(s) are 

representative of the land uses within the City's jurisdiction, The City's land use is: 

o 7% office 
o 10% industrial/commercial 
o 11% retail 

o 58% residential 
o 14% other amenities" 

Corresponding land use for the drainage areas associated with Outfalls 5 and 7 

should be presented for comparison. 

At a minimum, the last five years of Mass Emissions data for S10 (LA River) and 514 

(SG River) should be considered. Additionally, applicable tributary monitoring data 

(such as for Rio Hondo @ TSO6 conducted from 2002-04) should be considered as 

well as data collected during TMDL development for Legg Lake (and Peck Road Park 

Lake, if applicable). 

Part VI.C.5.a.ii. 

Waterbody-Pollutant 
Classification (page 59) 

Category 1 Waterbody-Pollutant Combinations: 

The City's draft WMP lists Category 1 pollutants but did not include cadmium, for 

which there is a WQBEL applicable to storm water per the LA River Metals TMDL. 

Cadmium is omitted from the RAA, as are dry weather WQBELs for Cu, Pb, and Zn in 

the LA River, as well as interim bacteria WQBELs. All WQBELs should be included in 

the RAA or should be accounted for using a surrogate pollutant. 
Category 2 Waterbody-Pollutant Combinations: 

The draft WMP should be revised to identify the applicable Receiving Water 

Limitations for Category 2 pollutants that are required to be addressed by the draft 

WMP. 
Indicator Bacteria for San Gabriel River Reach 3 should be included as a Category 2 

pollutant in accordance with the 2010 303(d) list. 

Toxicity and pH for Rio Hondo should be included as Category 2 Pollutants in 

accordance with the 2010 303(d) list. 

The draft WMP does not include Cyanide as a Category 2 pollutant though the WMP 

acknowledges water quality has been identified as having been impaired by Cyanide. 

The WMP needs to include Cyanide or explain why it was not included. 

Lead, Odor, and Organic Enrichment/Low Dissolved Oxygen should be included as 

Category 2 pollutants for Peck Road Park Lake in accordance with the 2010 303(d) 

list, unless documentation confirming that there are no discharges from the City's 
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the 
City of El Monte's draft WMP Submittal 

- 2 - October 22, 2014 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit Page 

Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

MS4 to Peck Road Park Lake is included in the revised WMP. 
Trash for Legg Lake and Peck Road Park Lake don't need to be included as Category 
2 pollutants as they are already included as Category 1 pollutants. 

Category 3 Waterbody-Pollutant Combinations: 
The City's submittal does not summarize the findings from the review of Annual 
Reports, IC/ID reports, SWAMP, Industrial/Commercial Facility baseline exceedances 
information from SMARTS, which are data sources listed in Section 1.7.3 as being 
used by the City to identify waterbody-pollutant combinations with exceedances of 
water quality objectives. The WMP should be revised to include the findings from 
the review of these data sources. 
The draft WMP should be revised to identify the applicable Receiving Water 
Limitations for Category 3 pollutants that are required to be addressed by the draft 
WMP. 

The WMP should also potentially include diazinon and arsenic as Category 3 

pollutants for Rio Hondo based on the tributary monitoring data from TS06. 
Copper and Zinc for the Los Angeles River do not need to be included as Category 3 

pollutants sirce they are already in Category 1. 

Lead in the San Gabriel River does not need to be included as a Category 3 pollutant 
as it is already included as a Category : pollutant. 

Part Vl.C.5.a.iii. Source 

Assessment (page 59- 
60) 

The City's draft WMP lists a variety of data sources used in developing the source 
assessment but does not present the findings from these data sources. The WMP 
should be revised to present the findings from the review of the data sources 
identified in Section 1.6. 

The draft WMP did not include data and conclusions from TMDL source 
investigations regarding known and suspected stormwater and non-stormwater 
pollutant sources in discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to receiving waters. 
The data and conclusions from TMDL source investigations regarding known and 
suspected stormwater and non-stormwater pollutant sources should be included in 
the draft WMP's source assessment. 
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City of El Monte's draft WMP Submittal 

Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit Page 

Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

Part VI.C.5.b. Selection 
of Watershed Control 

Measures (pages 61-64) 

Section 1.8 of the draft WMP lists a general strategy to implement pollutant controls 
but few details are included and watershed control measures are not presented for 
the City's MS4 discharges to the San Gabriel River. Regional Board staff 
acknowledges that to a large degree the selection of watershed controls is based on 

the City's RAA, which indicates no pollutant reduction is required for the following 
pollutants: 

o Nitrogen-Peck Rd Park Lake 

o Lead-San Gabriel River 

o Copper, Zinc, and Lead-LA River 

o Nitrogen Compounds-LA River 
However, some waterbody-pollutant combinations were omitted from the RAA, 

including cadmium in the LA River, nor-stormwater discharges of copper, lead and 

zinc to the LA River, bacteria in the LA River and San Gabriel River, etc. Detailed 
comments on the City's RAA are provided in a separate memorandum. 

The draft WMP needs to include greater specificity in detailing how non-stormwater 
discharges will be identified and what measures will be taken to eliminate them, 
particularly in order to achieve applicable WQBELs for bacteria, copper, lead and 

zinc for non-stormwater discharges to the LA River per applicable interim and final 
compliance deadlines in the LA County MS4 Permit. 

The draft WMP needs to include greater specificity on watershed control measures 

including how the pollutants identified in Categories 1, 2 and 3 are each addressed 

by the proposed control measures. 

The di aft WMP needs to include documentation demonstrating that the City's MS4 

does not discharge to Peck Road Park Lake. 

The draft WMP references trash control BMPs (full capture inserts) but does not 
reference any other control measures identified in TMDLs and corresponding TMDL 

Implementation plans, specifically the Los Angeles River & Tributaries Total 
Maximum Daily Loads for Metals Final Implementation Plan for Reach 2 Participating 
Jurisdictions. 
The draft WMP needs to ensure controls identified in TMDLs and TMDL 

Implementation plans are incorporated in the WMP. 

Figure 1-7 in the draft WMP is fairly detailed; listing the location and type of 
structural controls proposed for implementation but the narrative language in the 
WMP is fairly general and does not match up with Figure 1-7. The WMP should be 

revised to include specific narrative language that is consistent with Figure 1-7. 

Interim milestones for BMP implementation were only included for trash for the LA 

River and trash and nutrients for Legg Lake (Section 1.10). The WMP needs to be 

revised to include interim milestones for the implementation of each structural 
control and non-structural best management practice identified In Sections 1.8.3 

and 1.8.4 and on Figure 1.7 to comply with interim and final compliance deadlines 
for the LA River metals and bacteria TMDLs as well as interim milestones for 
addressing pollutants in Categories 2 and 3. 

The draft WMP needs to include documentation that the City has the necessary legal 

authority to implement the Watershed Control Measures identified in the WMP, or 
that other legal authority exists to compel implementation of the Watershed Control 

Measures. 

The WMP does not specify a strategy for pollutants in Categories 2 and 3. Section 

1.8 lists a general strategy that concludes with the statement, "-The City will 
implement Watershed Control Measures based on the results of its watershed 
modeling and the necessary pollutant reductions." The WMP needs to be revised to 
specify a strategy for pollutants in Categories 2 and 3. 
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Issue and MS4 Permit 
Provision (Permit Page 

Number) 
Regional Water Board Staff Comment 

Part Vl.C.5.b. Selection 
of Watershed Control 

Measures (pages 61-64) 
continued 

As stated above, the RAA did not include all pollutants identified in 

Categories 1, 2 and 3, as required. The RAA needs to include these 
other pollutants and the City needs to propose appropriate BMPs in 
the WMP where the RAA indicates that load reductions for these 
pollutants are required. 

Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis - Category 1 

Pollutants 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

Not all Category 1 pollutants were included in the RAA. All Category 1 

pollutants or surrogates need to be included in the RAA. 

Reasonable Assurance 
Analysis - Categories 2 

and 3 Pollutants 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(5) 

The WMP did not model any pollutants in Categories 2 and 3. These 
pollutants or surrogates need to be included in the RAA. 
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SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, SECTION 
1.9, REASONABLE ASSURANCE ANALYSIS 

This memorandum contains comments on Section 1.9 of the City of El Monte's Draft Watershed 
Management Program, "Reasonable Assurance Analysis" (RAA), dated June 2014, which was 
submitted by the City of El Monte. 

A. General comments on the draft Reasonable Assurance Analysis section of the Watershed 
Management Program. 

1. Pursuant to Part VI.C.5.a.iv(1) and VI.C.5.b.iv.(3)-(4), pages 60 and 62-63 of the MS4 
Permit, the City is subject to final water quality-based effluent limitations pursuant to (i) 
Attachment 0, Part A "Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL", Part B "Los Angeles 
River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL", Part C "Los Angeles River and 
Tributaries Metals TMDL", Part D "Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL", Part E 
"Legg Lake Trash TMDL", Part G.7 "Legg lake System Nutrient TMDL, Part G.8 to 13 
"Peck Road Park Lake Nutrient, PCBs, Chlordane, DDT, Dieldrin, and and Trash 
TMDLs", and (ii) Attachment P, Part A "San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries 
Metals and Selenium TMDL." As identified below, some pollutants with applicable water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) appear tc have been omitted from the RAA, 
including bacteria in the Los Angeles River and non-stormwater discharges of copper, 
lead and zinc to the Los Angeles River. 

2. The City has provided an evaluation of the existing water quality conditions for receiving 
water to which the City's MS4 discharges, including the Los Angeles River and San 
Gabriel River. However, lead for San Gabriel River and cadmium and nitrogen 
compounds for Los Angeles River were not summarized and included the receiving 
water characterization section (Section 1.2 of the draft Watershed Management 
Program). A summary of water quality conditions for these pollutants should be added to 
the revised WMP. 

3. The City has estimated nutrient baseline loading and the required reduction for Peck 
Road Park Lake. However, the City did not include any pollutant reduction plan to 
reduce nutrient loading to the lake based on the review of the City and LACFCD that 
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there is no direct or indirect discharge from the City to the Lake (Section 1.8.3 TMDL 
Control Measures of the draft WMP). The City must submit the record and evidence to 
support the City's conclusion that there are no MS4 discharges from the City to Peck 
Road Park Lake. 

4. Model simulation for pollutants in Categories 2 and 3 was not included in the RAA. 

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of dissolved copper, dissolved lead, dissolved zinc, 
and nitrogen loads for Los Angeles River; nitrogen and phosphorous loads for Legg Lake 
and Peck Road Park Lake; and dissolved lead loads for San Gabriel River: 

1. The model predicted mass contributions of pollutants from the City shown in Table 1-6 
through Table 1-14 and Figure 1-8 through Figure 1-11 are not consistent with those 
values directly from the model output (see attached Figure A. and Figure B. for an 
example) . As such, the conclusion that no pollutant reduction is required should be re- 
evaluated. 

2. The RAA did not include the model results for cadmium, nitrogen compounds and 
bacteria for Los Angeles River. There are too many uncertainties involved in converting 
modeled TSS concentrations to predicted concentrations of nitrate + nitrite as nitrogen, 
as presented in Table 1-9. The RAA should present instead the directly modeled 
concentrations of nitrate + nitrite as nitrogen. Additionally, the RAA should include 
model output for cadmium loading as is done for copper, lead and zinc loading to the 
Los Angeles River or alternatively, include the rationale on how cadmium loading will be 
addressed by addressing the other metals. 

3. Section 1.9 of the draft WMP did not describe how the model was calibrated, including 
calibration results compared to calibration criteria in Table 3.0 of the RAA Guidelines, 
and no historical hydrology and water quality monitoring data were used for comparison 
with the model results for the baseline prediction. According to Part G, pages 12-13 of 
the RAA Guidelines, model calibration is necessary to ensure that the model can 
properly assess all the variables and conditions in a watershed system. 

4. The 90th percentile wet year was selected. However, the report did not present the 
precipitation data and frequency analysis used to select the critical condition for the 
modeling. The input rainfall should be presented in the report and explain what the 
modeling periods are that are being simulated for the critical condition. Pursuant to Part 
B on pages 2-4 of the RAA Guidelines, a presentation of the process and data used for 
identifying critical conditions is needed prior to the modeling analysis. A summary of 
TMDL critical conditions relevant to MS4 discharges was provided in Appendix B of the 
RAA Guidelines for Permittees' reference. 

5. The report presents mass contributions of copper, lead and zinc, but does not present 
the runoff volumes and concentrations of those pollutants under the critical condition. 

6. The ID number for each of the 313 subwatersheds from the model input file must be 
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of these subwatersheds within the surrounding watershed area and within the City's 
boundaries, which are simulated in the LSPC model. 
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7. Where pollutant reductions are necessary, the model output should include the storm 
water runoff volume, flow, water quality concentration and pollutant loads in time series 
at the jurisdictional boundary of each subwatershed for each BMP scenario as well (See 
Table 5. Model Output for Both Process-based BMP Models and Empirically-based BMP 
Models, pages 20-22 of the RAA Guidelines). 

8. Per the RAA Guidelines, the required load reduction should be evaluated at the 
jurisdictional boundary of each subwatershed to demonstrate that the proposed control 
measures will ensure that the City's MS4 discharges achieve effluent limitations and do 
not cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations. The BMP 
performance model proposed in the RAA Guidelines should be used to predict the 
pollutant reduction for the proposed BMPs. 

Model simulation under the dry weather condition for dissolved copper, lead and zinc for 
Los Angeles River and for bacteria in the Los Angeles River was not included in the 
RAA. 
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Figure A. Model predicted results from RAA Report 
for City of El Monte 
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APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY GROUP'S 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES 
PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Permittees of the East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit 
allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 
watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), and by customizing the control measures in Parts 111.A (Prohibitions - Non- 
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit, the Permittees 
of the East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group (ESGV WMG) jointly submitted a 
draft WMP dated June 27. 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the ESGV WMG's draft WMP A separate notice of availability regarding the 
draft WMPs, including the ESGV WMP, was directed to State Senators and Assembly Members 

Permittees of the East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group include the cities of Claremont, La Verne, 
Pomona, and San Dimas. See attached distribution list. 
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within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received two comment letters 
that had comments on WMPs generally, which were in part applicable to the ESGV VVMG draft 
WMP. One joint letter was from Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Heal the Bay, and 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and the other letter was from the Construction Industry Coalition on 
Water Quality (CICWQ). On October 9, 2014, the Board held a workshop at its regularly 
scheduled Board meeting on the draft WMPs. The Board also held a public meeting on April 13, 

2015 for permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised draft WMPs with the 
Executive Officer and staff. During its initial review and its review of the revised draft WMP, the 
Los Angeles Water Board considered those comments applicable to the ESGV WMG's 
proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 27, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 

letter to the ESGV WMG detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying the 
revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the ESGV WMG's WMP. 
The letter directed the ESGV WMG to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles 
Water Board's comments. Prior to the ESGV WMG's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board 
staff had a meeting on January 13, 2015 with ESGV WMG representatives and consultants, and 
several follow-up teleconferences and e-mail exchanges, to discuss the Board's comments and 
the revisions to the draft WMP, including the supporting reasonable 
which would address the Board's comments. The ESGV WMG submitted its revised draft WMP 
on January 28, 2015 for Los Angeles Water Board review and approval. 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the ESGV 
WMG's January 28, 2015, revised draft WMP. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the 
following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided 
below. 

1. Correct Tables 3-3 and 5-5 of the revised draft WMP by removing reference to the dry- 
weather copper waste load allocations (WLAs). The East San Gabriel Valley Permittees' 
MS4 discharges are not subject to the dry-weather copper WLAs in the San Gabriel 
River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL (Attachment P of the LA 
County MS4 Permit) assigned to discharges to the San Gahriel River Reach 1 and San 
Gabriel River Estuary.2 

According to the TMDL, dry-weather WLAs for copper are assigned to San Gabriel River Reach 1 and Coyote 
Creek and its tributaries to meet the copper TMDL in the Estuary. No dry-weather copper WLAs are required for San 
Gabriel River Reaches 2, 3, 4, 5, San Jose Creek, or Walnut Creek because they do not drain to the Estuary during 
dry weather. Dry-weather WLAs are assigned to San Jose Creek Reach 2 to meet the selenium TMDL in San Jose 
Creek Reach 1. (USEPA 2007) 



East San Gabriel Valley 3 April 28, 2015 
Watershed Management Group 

2. Revise Table 4-3 of the revised draft WMP to include "Interagency coordination," 
"Hydromodification Control Plan," and "Sewage system maintenance, overflow, and spill 
prevention," which are requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit. (See Parts 
VI.A.2.a.viii, VI.A.4.a.iii, and VI.D.2, among others, regarding "interagency coordination "; 
Part VI.D.7.c.iv regarding "Hydromodification Control Plan", and Parts VI.D.9.h.ix and 
VI.D.10.c-e regarding "sewer system maintenance, overflow, and spill prevention.") 

3. Revise and separate Table 4-2 of the revised draft WMP, "Recently Constructed and 
Planned BMPs in the WMP Area," into two tables to clearly distinguish between: (a) 
those best management practices (BMPs) that are already constructed (providing the 
completion date for each), and (b) those BMPs that are planned (providing the 
scheduled completion date for each). 

4. Clarify the responsibilities of each Permittee of the ESGV WMG for implementation of 
watershed control measures in Table 5-17 of the revised draft WMP, "Control Measures 
to be Implemented for Attainment of 10% Milestone" and Table 5-18, "Schedule for 
Implementation of the Rooftop Runoff Reduction Program" to attain the 10% interim 
milestone in the San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL 

5. Correct inconsistencies between Table 5-4 and Table 5-6 of the revised draft WMP, 
including: (a) information on selenium, which indicates exceedances downstream in 

Table 5-4 of the revised draft WMP, but indicates that no reductions are necessary in 
Table 5-6, and (b) missing information on E. coli exceedances in Table 5-4. 

6. Revise Appendix D of the revised draft WMP to include: (a) both the geometric mean 
water quality objective (126/100 mL) and the single sample maximum water quality 
objective (235/100 mL) for E. coli density and (b) a table of the water quality-based 
effluent limitations (WQBELs) applicable to the ESGV WMG for lead, selenium, total 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, total mercury, total PCBs, total chlordane, dieldrin, total DDT, 
and 4,4-DDT as set forth in Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit. 

7. Confirm in the revised draft WMP that Permittees of the ESGV WMG shall implement 
permit provisions in Part III Discharge Prohibitions and Part VI.D Stormwater 
Management Program Minimum Control Measures as set forth in the LA County MS4 
Permit, unless noted otherwise in the revised draft WMP. 

8. Provide in an Appendix the comparison of the volume reductions required by the load-- 
based and volume-based numeric goals conducted as the initial step in the WMP 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA). 

The ESGV VVMG shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all of 
the above conditions no later than June 12, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the ESGV WMG shall begin 
implementation of the approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity 
to implement permit provisions within the framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and 
timely implement all actions per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless 
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of any contingencies indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the 
approved WMP, including any extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los 
Angeles Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The Los Angeles Water 
Board will determine the ESGV Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the 
compliance actions and milestones included in the WMP, including, but riot limited to, the 
following: 

Table 5-16 "Schedule of Control Measures and BMP Capacities to Interim Milestones for 
the ESGV WMP," which establishes the jurisdictional and subwatershed interim and final 
milestones for BMP capacities (in acre-feet): 
Table 5-17 "Control Measures to he Implemented for Attainment of 10% Milestone;" and 
Table 5-18 "Schedule for Implementation of the Rooftop Runoff Reduction Program." 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the ESGV 
Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELs/VVLAs in Part VI.E and Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part 
VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the ESGV Permittees' full compliance with all 
requirements and dates for their achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance 
with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit for the 
specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

If the Permittees in the ESGV WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in 

the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the ESGV WMG's Annual Reports and 
program audits (when conducted), the Permittees in the ESGV WMG shall be subject to the 
baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including but not limited to demonstrating 
compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQBELsNVLAs 
through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 

Annual Reporting 

The ESGV WMG shah report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting 
year, as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through its 
Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, 
the ESGV WMG shall include the status of the project, which includes the status with regard to 
standard project implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or 
potential future changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, 
environmental review and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or 
municipal approval of project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and 
effectiveness evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater 
retention/infiltration projects, including the rooftop runoff reduction program, LID due to 
new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional BMPs, the ESGV WMG shall report annually 
on the volume of stormwater retained in each jurisdictional subwatershed area. 
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The ESGV WMG shall also include in its Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during the 
reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary expenditures 
related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI A.3 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual certification concerning a permittee's legal authority 
required by Part VI.A.2 b of the LA County MS4 Permit, each Permittee in the ESGV WMG shall 
also certify in the Annual Report that it has the necessary legal authority to implement each of 
the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6). If a 
Permittee does not have legal authority to implement an acton or milestone at the time the 
ESGV WMG submits its Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a schedule to establish and 
maintain such legal authority. 

Adaptive Management 

The ESGV WMG shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 
2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management 
process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of this process, 
the ESGV WMG must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELsNVLAs in Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit according to 
the milestones set forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones, and 
Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

The ESGV WMG's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing 
actions in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water data. 
Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the ESGV WMG shall implement 
adaptive management strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the ESGV WMP area that are collected through the ESGV WMG's 
Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 

O Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 

Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The Permittees of the ESGV WMG must 
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implement any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its 

Executive Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the Los Angeles Water Board 
or its Executive Officer expresses no objections, Note that the Permittees' Report(s) of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To align any modifications to the WMP 
proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of the first 
adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' ROWD. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the ESGV WMG 
in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please contact 
Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at lvar. Ridgewavwaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at 
(213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 

Executive Officer 

Enclosure: Distribution List 
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Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
Department of Public Works 
Watershed Management Division, 11th Floor 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE ALAMITOS BAY/LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP) 
PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER 
SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Ms. Farber: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit 
allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non- 
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit, the County of 
Los Angeles (County) and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) jointly 
submitted a draft WMP for the Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel (AB/LLC) Watershed 
Management Area (WMA) dated June 28, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

CHARLES STRINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St., Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 www .waterboards.ca.gov /losangeles 

Cp RECYCLED PAPER 



Ms. Farber, County of Los Angeles 
Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel WMP 

Public Review and Comment 
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On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the County's and LACFCD's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability 
regarding the draft WMPs, including the AB/LCC WMP, was directed to State Senators and 
Assembly Members within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received 
one comment letter that had specific comments on the County's and LACFCD's draft WMP and 
two letters that had comments on WMPs generally, which were in part applicable to the 
County's and LACFCD's draft WMP. One joint letter was from the Natural Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC), Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper and the other letters were from 
the Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ) and a private citizen, Joyce 
Dillard. On October 9, 2014, the Board held a workshop at its regularly scheduled Board 
meeting on the draft WMPs. The Board also held a public meeting on April 13, 2015 for 
permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised draft WMPs with the Executive Officer 
and staff. During its initial review and its review of the revised draft WMP, the Los Angeles 
Water Board considered those comments applicable to the County's and LACFCD's proposed 
WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 27, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 

letter to the County and LACFCD detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and 
identifying the revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the 
County's and LACFCD's WMP. The letter directed the County and LACFCD to submit a revised 
draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles Water Board's comments. Prior to the County's and 
LACFCD's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board staff had a meeting on January 15, 2015, 
teleconferences, and e-mail exchanges with County representatives to discuss the Board's 
comments and the revisions to the draft WMP, including the supporting reasonable assurance 
analysis (RAA), which would address the Board's comments. The County and LACFCD 
submitted a revised draft WMP on January 27, 2015, for Los Angeles Water Board review and 
approval. 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the 
County's and LACFCD's January 27, 2015, revised draft WMP for the AB/LLC WMA. The Board 
may rescind this approval if all of the following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the 
Board within the timeframe provided below. 

1. In Section 6.3.5.5 Full Capture Devices (Planned Structural BMP) of the revised draft 
WMP, pages 29 and 30, since the three catch basins can be retrofitted with full capture 
devices as confirmed during discussions with the County and LACFCD, delete the 



Ms. Farber, County of Los Angeles 
Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel WMP 

April 28, 2015 
Page 3 of 6 

following language: "Construction of the devices is contingent upon appropriate field 
conditions. CPS devices cannot be installed in areas where they may adversely affect 
flood protection or in catch basins that are too shallow to house CPS devices." 

2. Correct the following typographical errors and omissions in the revised draft WMP: 
a. Figure 3, page 7, correct the "Notable Permit Date" for "5 years after MS4 Permit 

Effective Date" to Dec. 28, 2017; and 
b. Appendix B, Table B.1, include the wet weather data for diazinon. 

The County and LACFCD shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that 
satisfies all of the above conditions no later than May 28, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the County and LACFCD shall begin 
implementation of the approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity 
to implement permit provisions within the framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and 
timely implement all actions per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless 
of any contingencies indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the 
approved WMP, including any extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los 
Angeles Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The Los Angeles Water 
Board will determine the County's and LACFCD's compliance with the WMP on the basis of the 
compliance actions and milestones included in the WMP, including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

Section 5 "Watershed Control Measures;" 
Section 6.3.5 "Identification of Potential Non-Structural and Structural BMPs," which lists 
the existing and planned BMPs as well as identification of potential BMPs; and 
Section 6.3.6 "Schedule to Meet Needed Percent Reductions" Including Table 9 and 
Figures 18 and 19. 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the County's and 
LACFCD's full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELs/VVLAs in Part VI.E and Attachment Q of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part 
VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the County's and LACFCD's full compliance with all 
requirements and dates for their achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance 
with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit for the 
specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

If the County and LACFCD Permittees fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement 
in the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the County's and LACFCD's Annual 
Reports and program audits (when conducted), the County and LACFCD shall be subject to the 
baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including but not limited to demonstrating 
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compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQBELs/VVLAs 
through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 

Annual Reporting 

The County and LACFCD shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the 
reporting year, as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, 
through its Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit. For multi- 
year efforts, the County and LACFCD shall include the status of the project, which includes the 
status with regard to standard project implementation steps. These steps include, but are not 
limited to, adopted or potential future changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, 
site selection, environmental review and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan 
funding and/or County/LACFCD approval of project funding, contractor selection, construction 
schedule, start-up, and effectiveness evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all 
stormwater retention/infiltration projects, including LID due to new/redevelopment, green streets, 
and regional BMPs, the County and LACFCD shall report annually on the volume of stormwater 
retained within the area covered by the WMP. 

The County and LACFCD shall also include in its Annual Report the source(s) of funds used 
during the reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary 
expenditures related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the 
LA County MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual certification concerning a permittee's legal 
authority required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the County and LACFCD shall 
also certify in the Annual Report that it has the necessary legal authority to implement each of 
the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6). If a 

Permittee does not have legal authority to implement an action or milestone at the time the 
County and LACFCD submits its Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a schedule to 
establish and maintain such legal authority. 

Adaptive Management 

The County and LACFCD shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the WMP no later than 
April 28, 2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive 
management process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of 
this process, the County and LACFCD must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment Q of the LA County MS4 Permit according to 
the milestones set forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 
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The County's and LACFCD's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress 
implementing actions in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and 
receiving water data. Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit. the County 
and LACFCD shall implement adaptive management strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the County's Island and LACFCD's infrastructure that are collected 
through the County's and LACFCD's Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and 
other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The County and LACFCD must 
implement any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the Los Angeles Water Board 
or its Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the Permittees' Report(s) of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To align any modifications to the WMP 
proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of the first 
adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' ROWD. 

The Regional Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the County and 
LACFCD in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please 
contact Rebecca Christmann, at Rebecca.Christmannwaterboards.ca.gov or by phone at 
(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief Storm Water 
Permitting Unit, at 'var. Ridgewayawaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 

Executive Officer 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

April 28, 2015 

Permittees of the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group' 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT GROUP'S WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT 
TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) 
PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND THE CITY OF 
LONG BEACH MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Permittees of the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). On February 6, 2014, the Board 
adopted Order No. R4-2014-0024, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System Discharges from the City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 
Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.0 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
allow Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). 

Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to address the highest 
watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A (Receiving Water 
Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), 
and by customizing the control measures in Parts III A (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water 
Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 

Permittees of the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group include the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District; and the cities of Bellflower, Cerritos, Downey, Lakewood, Long Beach, Paramount, and Signal Hill. 
See attached distribution list. 
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Development Program, of the LA County MS4 Permit.? Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.4.c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit the Permittees of the 
Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group (LCC WMG) jointly submitted a draft 
WMP dated June 28, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the LCC WMG's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability regarding the 
draft WMPs, including the LCC WMG draft WMP, was directed to State Senators and Assembly 
Members within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received two 
comment letters that had comments on WMPs generally, which were in part applicable to the 
LCC WMG draft WMP. One joint letter was from Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), 
Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and the other letter was from the Construction 
Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ). On October 9, 2014, the Board held a workshop 
at its regularly scheduled Board meeting on the draft WMPs. The Board also held a public 
meeting on April 13, 2015 for permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised draft 
WMPs with the Executive Officer and staff. During its initial review and its review of the revised 
draft WMP, the Los Angeles Water Board considered those comments applicable to the LCC 
WMG's proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 29, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 
letter to the LCC WMG detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying the 
revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the LCC WMG's WMP. 
The letter directed the LCC WMG to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles 
Water Board's comments. Prior to the LCC WMG's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board 
staff had a meeting on January 23, 2015 with LCC WMG representatives and consultants to 
discuss the Board's comments and the revisions to the draft WMP, including the supporting 
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA), which would address the Board's comments. The LCC 
WMG submitted a revised draft WMP on January 29, 2015 for Los Angeles Water Board review 
and approval. 

2 Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations). Part 
VIII (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part IV B (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part VII D- 
VII.M (Minimum Control Measures) 
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Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the LCC 
WMG's January 29, 2015 revised draft WMP. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the 
following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided 
below. 

1. Revise the discussion of ammonia in Section 5.2.2 of the revised draft WMP to include 
that the Permittees of the LCC WMG will monitor ammonia and pH as part of their 
Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and will re-evaluate ammonia as part of the 
adaptive management evaluation. 

2. Revise the Phase 1 (2015-2017) milestones on Table 6-5 of the revised draft WMP (pg. 
6-8) as follows: 

a. Remove the footnote that conditions "TSS Reduction" and "Runoff Reduction and 
Stormwater Capture" milestones on trash amendment adoption (i.e., remove 
reference to the language: 'Presuming adoption of trash amendments by State 
Water Board in spring of 2015 "). 

b. Revise the table to include the specific days for milestone achievement rather 
than just the year and the quarter. For example, "Adoption of model TSS 
reduction ordinances by City of Signal Hill" should have a completion date of 
December 31, 2015 instead of Q4, 2015. 

c. For the "Construction of initial stormwater capture facility" milestone, replace "if 
funding available" with "as needed to achieve volume reduction milestones." If 
the Permittees of the LCC WMG cannot identify a funding source, they may 
submit a request for extension of the milestone deadline to the Los Angeles 
Water Board's Executive Officer. 

3. Revise the Phase 2 (2018-2020) milestones on Table 6-7 of the revised draft WMP (pg. 
6-12) by replacing the language "subject to availability of funding" with "as needed to 
achieve volume reduction milestones." If the Permittees of the LCC WMG cannot identify 
a funding source, they may submit a request for extension of the milestone deadline to 
the Los Angeles Water Board's Executive Officer. 

4. The City of Long Beach submitted its Statement of Legal Authority to the Los Angeles 
Water Board on February 26, 2015 Include this Statement of Legal Authority in the 
WMP appendix section containing the other Permittees' legal authority statements. 

The LCC WMG shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all of the 
above conditions no later than June 12, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI,C 6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.6 of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit, the Permittees of the LCC WMG shall begin implementation of the approved WMP 
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immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit provisions within 
the framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and timely implement all actions per 
associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any contingencies indicated 
in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the approved WMP, including any 
extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water Board pursuant to 
Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C_8.a ii-iii of the LA County MS4 Permit, and/or Part VII.C.6 or Part 
VII.C.8.b-c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit The Los Angeles Water Board will determine the 
LCC Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and 
milestones included in the WMP, including, but not limited to, the following. 

Sections 4.3 Minimum Control Measures, 4.4 Non-Stormwater Discharge Control 
Measures, 4.5 TMDL Control Measures, 4.6 Non-TMDL Impaired Waters Control 
Measures, 4.7 Control Measures for Non-Impairment Pollutants, 4.8 Control Measures 
to be Implemented at the Watershed and Sub-watershed Levels, and 4.9 Control 
Measures to be Implemented at the Jurisdictional Level 
Table 4-3: New Fourth Term MS4 Permit Non-Structural MCMs (Cities only) and 
NSWDs 

Table 6-1: Final Compliance Dates for Category 1, 2. and 3 Pollutants 
Table 6-2: Interim Milestone Targets between December 28, 2012 and December 28, 
2017 

Table 6-3: Summary WMP Implementation and Milestone Schedule 
Table 6-4: WMP Implementation Schedule - Ongoing Measures Phase 1 

Table 6 -5 WMP Implementation Schedule - Measures with Interim Milestones Phase 1 

Table 6-6. WMP Implementation Schedule - Ongoing Measures Phase 2 

Table 6-7. WMP Implementation Schedule - Measures with Interim Milestones Phase 2 

Table 6-12: Sub-Basin Implementation Measures 
RAA Attachment B: Detailed Jurisdictional Compliance Tables 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.di.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit3, the LCC 
Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELsIWLAs in Part VI.E and Attachments N and Q of the LA County MS4 Permit.4 Further. 
per Part VI.C.2 b of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.2.e of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit, the LCC Permittees' full compliance with all requirements and dates for their 
achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations 
provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VI.A of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit for the specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Parts VII.C.3 and VIII.E.1.d 

4 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VIII (general TMDL provisions) and Parts VIII.J 
and VIII.P (provisions specific to Los Cerritos Channel and Greater Harbor TMDLs) 
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If the Permittees in the LCC WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in 
the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the LCC WMG's Annual Reports and 
program audits (when conducted), the Permittees in the LCC WMG shall be subject to the 
baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit, including 
demonstrating compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based 
WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI,C.2.c and 
VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c) of the LA County MS4 Permit, and Parts VII C.2.f and VIII.E.1.d.iii of the Long 
Beach MS4 Permit. 

Annual Reporting 

The LCC WMG shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting year, 
as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through their 
Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, 
Parts XV to XIX of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, the LCC WMG shall 
include the status of the project, which includes the status with regard to standard project 
implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or potential future 
changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, environmental review 
and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or municipal approval of 
project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and effectiveness 
evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater retention/infiltration projects, 
including LID due to new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional BMPs, the Permittees in 
the LCC WMG shall report annually on the volume of stormwater retained in the area covered 
by the LCC WMG WMP. The LCC WMG shall also report annually on runoff reduction, total 
suspended solids (TSS) reduction, and pollutant reductions from source'control in light of its 
Water Quality Improvement Strategy. 

The LCC WMG shall also include in their Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during the 
reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary expenditures 
related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VII.A.3 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual 
certification concerning a Permittee's legal authority required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VII.A.2.b of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, each Permittee in the LCC WMG 
shall also certify in the Annual Report that each has the necessary legal authority to implement 
each of the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6) of 
the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.5.vi of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. If a Permittee 
does not have legal authority to implement an action or milestone at the time the LCC WMG 
submits their Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a schedule to establish and maintain 
such legal authority. 
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Adaptive Management 

The LCC WMG shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 
2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management 
process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.8 of the 
Long Beach MS4 Permit. As part of this process, the LCC WMG must evaluate progress 
toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELsNVLAs in Attachments N and Q of the LA County MS4 Permit and 
Parts VIII.J, and VIII.P of the Long Beach MS4 Permit according to the milestones set 
forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

The LCC WMG's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing actions 
in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water data. Per 
Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the 
Long Beach MS4 Permit, the LCC WMG shall implement adaptive management strategies, 
including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the LCC WMP area that are collected through the LCC WMG's 
Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The Permittees of the LCC WMG must 
implement any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modification if the Los Angeles Water Board 
or its Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the LA County MS4 Permittees' 
Report(s) of Waste Discharge (ROWD) are due no later than July 1, 2017 and the City of Long 
Beach's ROWD is due no later than September 29, 2018. To align any modifications to the 
WMP proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of 
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the first adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' 
ROWD. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LCC WMG 
in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please contact 
Chris Lopez at Chris Lopezawaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. Alternatively, 
you may also contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at 
Ivar Ridqewavawaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E 
Executive Officer 

Enclosure: Mailing Distribution List 
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Bernardo lniguez 
City of Bellflower 
biniguezbellflower.org 

Mike O'Grady 
City of Cerritos 
moot advcerritos. us 

Jason Wen 
City of Downey 
jwenaslowneyca orq 

Konya Vivanti 
City of Lakewood 
kvivantilakewoodcity.org 

Anthony Arevalo 
City of Long Beach 
Anthony Arevaloloncibeach.gov 

Sarah Ho 
City of Paramount 
shotparamountaty.corn 

Steve Myrter 
City of Signal Hill 
smyrtercityofmnalhill.org 

Keith Jones 
Caltrans 
kionesdot.ca.gov 

Terri Grant 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
tgrantdpw. la county .gov 
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Los Angel Regional Wate.-7r. Quality Control Board 

April 28, 2015 

Permittees of the Lower Los Ange :es River Watershed Management Group' 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE LOWER LOS ANGELES RIVER GROUP'S 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES 
PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND THE CITY OF LONG BEACH 
MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). On February 6, 2014, the Board 
adopted Order No. R4-2014-0024, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System Discharges from the City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 
Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.0 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
allow Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). 

Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to address the highest 
watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A (Receiving Water 
Limitations). Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), 
and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water 
Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 

Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group include the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District, and the cities of Downey, Lakewood, Long Beach, Lynwood, Paramount, Pico Rivera, Signal Hill, and 
South Gate. See attached distribution list. 
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Development Program, of the LA County MS4 Permit.2 Pursuant to Part VI.C.4 c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.4.c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, the Permittees of the 
Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group (LLAR WMG) jointly submitted a draft 
WMP dated June 27, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the LLAR WMG's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability regarding the 
draft WMPs, including the LLAR WMG draft WMP, was directed to State Senators and 
Assembly Members within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received 
two comment letters that had comments on WMPs generally, which were in part applicable to 
the LIAR WMG draft WMP One joint letter was from Natural Resources Defense Council 
(NRDC), Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and the other letter was from the 
Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ). On October 9, 2014, the Board held 
a workshop at its regularly scheduled Board meeting on the draft WMPs. The Board also held a 

public meeting on April 13, 2015 for permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised 
draft WMPs with the Executive Officer and staff. During its initial review and its review of the 
revised draft WMP, the Los Angeles Water Board considered those comments applicable to the 
LIAR WMG's proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 28, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 
letter to the LIAR WMG detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying the 
revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the LIAR WMG's WMP. 
The letter directed the LLAR WMG to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles 
Water Board's comments. Prior to the LIAR WMG's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board 
staff had a meeting on January 23, 2015 with LIAR WMG representatives and consultants to 
discuss the Board's comments and the revisions to the draft WMP, including the supporting 
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA), which would address the Board's comments. The LIAR 
WMG submitted a revised draft WMP on January 28, 2015 for Los Angeles Water Board review 
and approval. 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the LLAR 
WMG's January 28, 2015 revised draft WMP. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the 

2 Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations), Part 
VIII (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part IV,B (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part VII.D- 
VII.M (Minimum Control Measures) 
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following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided 
below. 

1. Revise the Load Reduction Strategy (LRS) schedule for Los Angeles River Estuary as 
outlined in Table 3-8 of the revised draft WMP as follows: 

a. Revise "Submit LRS to Regional Board" deadline to April 28, 2017. 
b. Revise "Complete Implementation of LRS" deadline to October 28, 2021 
c. Revise deadlines for the achievement of interim or final dry-weather WQBELs to 

October 28, 2024. 
d. Revise dates included in the asterisked comment such that, if applicable, a 

second phase LRS is submitted by October 28, 2025; second phase LRS 
implementation is completed by April 28, 2029; and final WQBELs are achieved 
by April 28, 2031. 

2. Include the revised LRS schedule for Los Angeles River Estuary (Table 3-8) in Chapter 
5 of the revised draft WMP as part of the LLAR WMG's compliance schedule 

3. Correct Table 3-2 of the revised draft WMP (pg. 3-9) so that it shows that the City of 
Paramount will implement the new fourth term nonstructural minimum control measures. 
Additionally, revise any inapplicable control measures inadvertently listed for LACFCD. 

4. Revise Section 5,2 of the revised draft WMP to include a table that lists definitive interim 
and final milestone achievement dates and the responsible Permittee(s) for each LID 
BMP in the Proposition 84 project. The responsible Permittees within the LLAR WMG 
will be responsible for meeting these milestone achievement dates. Currently, the 
revised WMP only provides "expected" dates for construction and completion. 

5. Correct the units for the cadmium concentrations (i.e. 0.55 mg/L and 0 26 mg/L) 
referenced in Section 2.2.5 of the revised draft WMP (pg. 2-23). 

6. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to state that for control measures listed as 
being a "jurisdictional effort," the Permittees that are responsible for completion of each 
milestone are identified in Table 3-11. 

7 Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to include the milestones and milestone 
completion dates for the following targeted control measures (TCMs) as follows: 

a. TCM-PLD-2 (LID Ordinance): Remove the phrase "when practicable" and set a 

milestone date for ordinance adoption to 12/28/17 (i.e., end of permit term). 
b. TCM-TSS-1 (Exposed Soil Ordinance): Remove the phrase "if practicable" from 

the milestone description. 
c. TCM-TSS-3 (Private Lot Sweeping Ordinance): Remove the phrase "when 

practicable" from the milestone description. 
d. TCM-RET-1 (Encourage downspout disconnects): Identify interim milestone(s) 

and date(s) for milestone achievement and include in table. 
8. Remove "Statewide Trash Amendments" from Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP, since 

the amendments are inapplicable to the Los Angeles River Watershed given the existing 
trash TMDL, and change the Chapter 3 ID for "Increased street sweeping frequency or 
routes" to TCM-PAA-3. 
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9. In Section 4.3 of the revised draft WMP, include references to Table 3-2, Table 3-11, 
and any other relevant tables that list BMPs contributing to the 10% pollutant reduction 
assumption for non-modeled BMPs 

10. Provide further detail and specificity in Section 3.4.2.2 of the revised draft WMP on what 
incentives are being included in TCM-NSWD-1 and whether any incentives are being 
offered apart from Metropolitan Water District's rebate program 

11 The City of Long Beach submitted its Statement of Legal Authority to the Los Angeles 
Water Board on February 26, 2015 Include this Statement of Legal Authority in the 
WMP appendix section containing the other Permittees' legal authority statements. 

The LLAR WMG shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all of 
the above conditions no later than June 12, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII C.6 of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit, the Permittees of the LLAR WMG shall begin implementation of the approved WMP 
immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit provisions within 
the framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and timely implement all actions per 
associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any contingencies indicated 
in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the approved WMP, including any 
extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water Board pursuant to 
Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii of the LA County MS4 Permit, and/or Part VII.C.6 or Part 
VII,C.8.b-c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. The Los Angeles Water Board will determine the 
LLAR Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and 
milestones included in the WMP, including, but not limited to, the following: 

Pollutant Reduction Plan to Attain Interim & Final Limits (Section 5.4) 
Nonstructural Best Management Practices Schedule, including Table 5-1 Nonstructural 
TCM Compliance Schedule (Section 5.1) 
List of Nonstructural Targeted Control Measures, including Table 3-11 Nonstructural 
TCMs (Section 3.4.2) 
Proposition 84 Grant Award LID BMPs (Section 5.2) 
Structural Best Management Practice Schedule (Section 5 3) 

RAA Attachment B: Detailed Jurisdictional Compliance Tables 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit3, the LLAR 
Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELsANLAs in Part VI.E and Attachment 0 of the LA County MS4 Permit.4 Further, per Part 

3 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Parts VII.C.3 and VIII.E 1 d 

Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VIII (general TMDL provisions) and Parts VIII.K. 
VIII.L, VIII.M. VIII N, and VI11.0 (provisions specific to Los Angeles River Watershed TMDLs). 
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VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.2 e of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, the 
LLAR Permittees' full compliance with all requirements and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part 
V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VI.A of the Long Beach MS4 Permit for the specific 
waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

If the Pemiittees in the LLAR WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in 
the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the LLAR WMG's Annual Reports and 
program audits (when conducted), the Permittees in the LLAR WMG shall be subject to the 
baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit, including 
demonstrating compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based 
WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and 
VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c) of the LA County MS4 Permit, and Parts VII.C.2.f and VIII.E 1.d.iii of the Long 
Beach MS4 Permit. 

Annual Reporting 

The LLAR WMG shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting 
year, as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through their 
Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, 
Parts XV to XIX of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, the LLAR WMG shall 
include the status of the project, which includes the status with regard to standard project 
implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or potential future 
changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, environmental review 
and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or municipal approval of 
project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and effectiveness 
evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater retention/infiltration projects, 
including LID due to new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional BMPs, the Permittees in 
the LLAR WMG shall report annually on the volume of stormwater retained in the area covered 
by the LLAR WMG WMP. The LLAR WMG shall also report annually on runoff reduction, total 
suspended solids (TSS) reduction, and pollutant reductions from source control. 

The LLAR WMG shall also include in their Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during the 
reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary expenditures 
related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VII A.3 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual 
certification concerning a Permittee's legal authority required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VII.A.2 b of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, each Permittee in the LLAR 
WMG shall also certify in the Annual Report that each has the necessary legal authority to 
implement each of the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part 
VI C.5.b.iv.(6) of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.5.vi of the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
If a Permittee does not have legal authority to implement an action or milestone at the time the 
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LLAR WMG submits their Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a schedule to establish 
and maintain such legal authority. 

Adaptive Management 

The LLAR WMG shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 
2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management 
process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.8 of the 
Long Beach MS4 Permit. As part of this process, the LLAR WMG must evaluate progress 
toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment 0 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Parts 
VIII.K, VIII.L, VIII.M, VIII.N, and VI11.0 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit according to the 
milestones set forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

The LLAR WMG's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing 
actions in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water data. 
Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of 
the Long Beach MS4 Permit, the LLAR WMG shall implement adaptive management strategies, 
including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the LLAR WMP area that are collected through the LLAR WMG's 
Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The Permittees of the LLAR WMG must 
implement any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modification if the Los Angeles Water Board 
or its Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the LA County MS4 Permittees' 
Report(s) of Waste Discharge (ROWD) are due no later than July 1, 2017 and the City of Long 
Beach's ROWD is due no later than September 29, 2018. To align any modifications to the 
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WMP proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of 
the first adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' 
ROWD. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LLAR WMG 
in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please contact 
Chris Lopez at Chris. Lopezwaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. Alternatively, 
you may also contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at 
Ivar.Ridgewav(amaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 

Executive Officer 

Enclosure: Mailing Distribution Lisi 
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Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

April 28, 2015 

Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group' 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE LOWER SAN GABRIEL RIVER GROUP'S 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES 
PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND THE CITY OF LONG BEACH 
MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). On February 6, 2014, the Board 
adopted Order No. R4-2014-0024, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System Discharges from the City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 
Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.0 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit 
allow Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 
watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). 

Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to address the highest 
watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A (Receiving Water 
Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), 
and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water 
Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 

Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Management Group include the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District and the cities of Artesia, Bellflower, Cerritos, Diamond Bar, Downey, Hawaiian Gardens, La Mirada, 
Lakewood, Long Beach. Norwalk, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, and Whittier. See attached distribution list. 

.A1. SAM., Limo, 0, c X/ 11111,11 III I 

P1) west 4I"t St Slide t Antyttle% Cl, 4.0013 I v'ohtW wtillotho ,t.t 

tJ 



Lower San Gabriel River - 2 April 28, 2015 
Watershed Management Group 

Development Program, of the LA County MS4 Permit.2 Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA 
County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.4.c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, the Permittees of the 
Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group (LSGR WMG) jointly submitted a draft 
WMP dated June 27, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the LSGR WMG's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability regarding the 
draft WMPs, including the LSGR WMG draft WMP, was directed to State Senators and 
Assembly Members within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received 
two comment letters that had comments on WMPs generally, which were in part applicable to 
the LSGR WMG draft WMP. One joint letter was from Natural Resources Defense Council 
(NRDC), Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and the other letter was from the 
Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ). On October 9, 2014, the Board held 
a workshop at its regularly scheduled Board meeting on the draft WMPs. The Board also held a 

public meeting on April 13, 2015 for permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised 
draft WMPs with the Executive Officer and staff. During its initial review and its review of the 
revised draft WMP, the Los Angeles Water Board considered those comments applicable to the 
LSGR WMG's proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 28, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 
letter to the LSGR WMG detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying the 
revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the LSGR WMG's WMP. 
The letter directed the LSGR WMG to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles 
Water Board's comments. Prior to the LSGR WMG's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board 
staff had a meeting on January 23, 2015 with LSGR WMG representatives and consultants to 
discuss the Board's comments and the revisions to the draft WMP, including the supporting 
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA), which would address the Board's comments. The LSGR 
WMG submitted a revised draft WMP on January 28, 2015 for Los Angeles Water Board review 
and approval. 

2 Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations), Part 
VIII (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part IV.B (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part VII.D- 
VII.M (Minimum Control Measures). 



Lower San Gabriel River 3 April 28, 2015 
Watershed Management Group 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the LSGR 
WMG's January 28, 2015 revised draft WMP. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the 
following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided 
below. 

1. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to state that for control measures listed as 
being a "jurisdictional effort," the Permittees that are responsible for milestone 
completion are identified in Table 3-5. 

2. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to include the milestones and milestone 
completion dates for the following targeted control measures (TCMs) as follows: 

a. TCM-PLD-2 (LID Ordinance): Remove the phrase "when practicable" and set a 
milestone date for ordinance adoption to 12/28/17 (i.e., end of permit term). 

b. TCM-TSS-1 (Exposed Soil Ordinance): Remove the phrase "if practicable" from 
the milestone description 

c. TCM-TSS-3 (Private Lot Sweeping Ordinance): Remove the phrase "when 
practicable" from the milestone description. 

d. TCM-RET-1 (Encourage downspout disconnects): Identify interim milestone(s) 
and date(s) for milestone achievement and include in table. 

3. Revise Section 5.2 of the revised draft WMP to include a table that lists definitive interim 
and final milestone achievement dates and the responsible Permittees for the 
Proposition 84 projects. Currently, the revised draft WMP only provides "expected" dates 
for construction and completion. The responsible Permittees within the LSGR WMG will 
be responsible for meeting these milestone achievement dates. 

4. In Section 4.3 of the revised draft WMP, include references to Table 3-2, Table 3-5, and 
any other relevant tables that list BMPs contributing to the 10% pollutant reduction 
assumption for non-modeled BMPs. 

5. Provide further detail and specificity in Section 3.4.1.3 of the revised draft WMP on what 
incentives are being included in TCM-NSWD-1 and whether any incentives are being 
offered apart from Metropolitan Water District's rebate program. 

6. Revise the last sentence of Section 5.4 14 of the revised draft WMP to the following: "If it 
is determined through the adaptive management process that required bacteria load 
reductions may not be met by controlling for zinc, then the WMP will be modified to 
incorporate bacteria milestones with measureable criteria or indicators consistent with 
any future bacteria TMDL for the San Gabriel River and with, at the latest, a final 
deadline of 2040." 

7. The City of Long Beach submitted its Statement of Legal Authority to the Los Angeles 
Water Board on February 26, 2015 Include this Statement of Legal Authority in the 
WMP appendix section containing the other Permittees' legal authority statements. 
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The LSGR WMG shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all of 
the above conditions no later than June 12, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.6 of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit, the Permittees of the LSGR WMG shall begin implementation of the approved WMP 
immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit provisions within 
the framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and timely implement all actions per 
associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any contingencies indicated 
in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the approved WMP, including any 
extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water Board pursuant to 
Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii of the LA County MS4 Permit, and/or Part VII.C.6 or Part 
VII.0 8.b-c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. The Los Angeles Water Board will determine the 
LSGR Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and 
milestones included in the WMP, including, but not limited to, the following: 

Pollutant Reduction Plan to Attain Interim & Final Limits (Section 5.4) 
Nonstructural Best Management Practices Schedule (Section 5.1) 
Table 3-2 New Fourth Term MS4 Permit Nonstructural MCMs (Cities only) and NSWD 
Measures (Section 3.2.4) 
Table 3-5 Nonstructural TCMs (Section 3.4.1) 
Proposition 84 Grant Award LID BMPs (Section 5.2) 
Structural Best Management Practice Schedule (Section 5 3) 

RAA Attachment B: Detailed Jurisdictional Compliance Tables 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit3, the LSGR 
Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELs/WLAs in Part VI.E and Attachments N and P of the LA County MS4 Permit.4 Further, 
per Part VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.2 e of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit, the LSGR Permittees' full compliance with all requirements and dates for their 
achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations 
provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VI.A of the Long Beach MS4 
Permit for the specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

3 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Parts VII.C.3 and VIII.E.1.d. 

4 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VIII (general TMDL provisions) and Parts VIII.P 
and VIII .0 (provisions specific to the Greater Harbors and San Gabriel River Watershed TMDLs). 
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If the Permittees in the LSGR WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in 
the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the LSGR WMG's Annual Reports and 
program audits (when conducted), the Permittees in the LSGR WMG shall be subject to the 
baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit, including 
demonstrating compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based 
WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI C.2.c and 
VI.E.2,d.i.(4)(c) of the LA County MS4 Permit, and Parts VII.C.2.f and VIII.E.1 d.iii of the Long 
Beach MS4 Permit. 

Annual Reporting 

The LSGR WMG shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting 
year, as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through their 
Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, 
Parts XV to XIX of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, the LSGR WMG shall 
include the status of the project, which includes the status with regard to standard project 
implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or potential future 
changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, environmental review 
and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or municipal approval of 
project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and effectiveness 
evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater retention/infiltration projects, 
including LID due to new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional BMPs, the Permittees in 
the LSGR WMG shall report annually on the volume of stormwater retained in the area covered 
by the LSGR WMG WMP. The LSGR WMG shall also report annually on runoff reduction, total 
suspended solids (TSS) reduction, and pollutant reductions from source control. 

The LSGR WMG shall also include in their Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during the 
reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary expenditures 
related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI A.3 of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VI I.A.3 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual 
certification concerning a Permittee's legal authority required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County 
MS4 Permit and Part VII.A.2.b of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, each Permittee in the LSGR 
WMG shall also certify in the Annual Report that it has the necessary legal authority to 
implement each of the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part 
VI.C.5.b iv.(6) of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.5.vi of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. 
If a Permittee does not have legal authority to implement an action or milestone at the time the 
LSGR WMG submits their Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a schedule to establish 
and maintain such legal authority. 
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Adaptive Management 

The LSGR WMG shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 
2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management 
process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.8 of the 
Long Beach MS4 Permit, As part of this process, the LSGR WMG must evaluate progress 
toward achieving. 

Applicable WQBELs/VVLAs in Attachments N and P of the LA County MS4 Permit and 
Parts VIII.P and VIII.Q of the Long Beach MS4 Permit according to the milestones set 
forth in its WMP, 

Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

The LSGR WMG's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing 
actions in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water data 
Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of 
the Long Beach MS4 Permit, the LSGR WMG shall implement adaptive management 
strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the LSGR WMP area that are collected through the LSGR WMG's 
Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The Permittees of the LSGR WMG must 
implement any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modification if the Los Angeles Water Board 
or its Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the LA County MS4 Permittees' 
Report(s) of Waste Discharge (ROWD) are due no later than July 1, 2017 and the City of Long 
Beach's ROWD is due no later than September 29, 2018. To align any modifications to the 
WMP proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of 
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the first adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' 
ROWD. 

Review by the State Water Board 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LSGR WMG 
in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please contact 
Chris Lopez at Chris LopezPawaterboards.ca goy or by phone at (213) 576-6674. Alternatively, 
you may also contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting. at 
Ivar Riqqewayawaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 

Executive Officer 

Enclosure: Mailing Distribution List 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

April 28, 2015 

Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group' 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE LOS ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2 

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP'S WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), 
PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER 
SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit 
allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 

Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non- 
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit. the Permittees 
of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group (LAR UR2 WMG) 
jointly submitted a draft WMP dated June 26, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014. the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the ULAR2 VVMG's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability regarding the 

Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group include the cities of Bell, Bell 
Gardens, Commerce, Cudahy, Huntington Park, Maywood, Vernon, and the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District. See attached distribution list. 

- rAtAA. ; 11410 Is. ti,41.1V1; 
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draft WMPs, including the ULAR2 WMP. was directed to State Senators and Assembly 
Members within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received three 
comment letters, including a joint letter from Heal the Bay, Los Angeles Waterkeeper. and the 
Natural Resources Defense Council: a letter from the Construction Industry Coalition on Water 
Quality: and a letter from Joyce Dillard, a private citizen, which were in part applicable to the 
LAR UR2 WMG draft WMP. On October 9, 2014, the Board held a workshop at its regularly 
scheduled Board meeting on the draft WMPs The Board also held a public meeting on April 13, 
2015 for permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised draft WMPs with the 
Executive Officer and staff. During its initial review and its review of the revised draft WMP. the 
Los Angeles Water Board considered those comments applicable to the LAR UR2 WMG's 
proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review. the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMP. On October 27. 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 

letter to the LAR UR2 WMG detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying 
the revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the LAR UR2 WMG's 
WMP The letter directed the LAR UR2 WMG to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los 
Angeles Water Board's comments. Prior to the LAR UR2 \A/MG's submittal of the revised draft 
WMP. Board staff had a meeting on December 3, 2014 with LAR UR2 WMG representatives 
and consultants and subsequent e-mail exchanges to discuss the Board's comments and the 
revisions to the draft WMP. including the supporting reasonable assurance analysis (RAA), 
which would address the Board's comments. The LAR UR2 WMG submitted its revised draft 
WMP on January 27, 2015, for Los Angeles Water Board review and approval. 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions. the LAR 
UR2 WMG's January 27, 2015 revised draft WMP. The Board may rescind this approval if all of 
the following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe 
provided below. 

1 Remove the following language in Section 1.3 1.1. of the revised draft WMP (p. 15): 
-The Cities are reserving all of their rights to subsequently assert that the identified 
BMPs need not be implemented. on the grounds that they are not technically or 
economically feasible. In other words, that the BMPs are impracticable and contrary to 
the MEP standard. and that it is not possible to provide the reasonable assurances 
required under the Permit in a manner that is consistent with the MEP standard. if at all. 
The Cities agree that it is not possible to provide the reasonable assurances required 
under the Permit in a manner that is consistent with the MEP standard." It is unclear to 
the Los Angeles Water Board what the LAR UR2 WMG's intention is of including this 
language The Board finds this language confusing and inconsistent with the provisions 
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of the permit. Development and implementation of WMPs are voluntary. Permittees may 
reserve their rights to challenge the permit, but Permittees must still comply with permit 
provisions either through the baseline requirements of the permit or through an approved 
WMP. To the extent the LAR UR2 WMG determines that any BMPs identified in its 

approved WMP should not be implemented due to infeasibility or impracticability, the 
LAR UR2 WMG must propose modifications to its approved WMP as part of the adaptive 
management process for LDS Angeles Water Board review and approval. If you prefer, 
you can replace the stricken language above with the following language: "Nothing in 

this WMP shall affect the Cities' administrative petitions, nor shall anything in this WMP 
constitute a waiver of any positions or rights therein."2In Table 1-6 of the revised draft 
WMP. include First Phase deadlines for full implementation of the LAR UR2 WMG's 
Load Reduction Strategy (LRS) of March 23, 2019 for Segment B and September 23, 
2020 for Segment B Tributaries, respectively, per the LA County MS4 Permit, 
Attachment 0, Table 0-1. Include implementation actions and milestones associated 
with full implementation of the Segment B LRS by March 23. 2019, including interim 
milestones within this permit term. 

2. Reference the Los Angeles River Bacteria TMDL LRS, which was submitted by the LAR 
UR2 WMG in December 2014, in Section 3.1.5 of the revised draft WMP and include 
specific steps and dates for their achievement to be taken to investigate outlier outfalls 
consistent with the general approach of the LRS. 

3. Section 3 1.5 of the revised draft WMP notes that the remaining catch basins that are 
not retrofitted with full capture devices are incompatible with the devices and will 
probably require significant and costly reconstruction prior to October 1, 2015. Revise 
the revised draft WMP to include a strategy to comply with the Los Angeles River Trash 
TMDL. When drafting a strategy, the LAR UR2 WMG should consider the language in 
the Tentative Basin Plan Amendment for the Reconsideration of the Los Angeles River 
Watershed Trash TMDL, which was publicly noticed on April 3, 2015. 

4. Delete the reference to "Potential" and "Proposed" in Table 3-8 and revise table to only 
include specific commitments to non-structural BMP enhanced implementation actions 
Indicate each Permittee's specific commitment(s) to each action in Table 3-8 "Potential 
Non-Structural BMP Enhanced Implementation Efforts," since these actions are the 
basis for the 5% load reduction from baseline. 

5. Revise the revised draft WMP to present all model results of pollutant loads, allowable 
loads target load reductions, and load reductions associated with control measures in 

units consistent with the respective TMDL (e.g., Los Angeles River Metals TMDL 
allowable loads should be given as daily loads not annual loads in Table 4-3) Each table 
in Section 4.0 must include units per time step (e.g., lbs/day) for the numeric values for 
clarity 

2 This alternative language is included in two other revised draft WMPs and is acceptable to the Los Angeles Water 
Board. See footnote 23 of the Lower Los Angeles River revised draft WMP and footnote 17 of the Lower San Gabriel 
River revised draft WMP 
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Section 4.5, Modeling Calibration, of the revised draft WMP discusses a comparison of 
SBPAT and LSPC runoff volumes "to show the difference between simulated and 
observed values to ensure the model properly assess conditions and variables." Provide 
this comparison of SBPAT and LSPC runoff volumes as an appendix or subsection to 
the model calibration secticn 

7. In Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP "Tentative Control Measure Implementation 
Schedule," delete all instances of the word "tentative." If you prefer, you can replace the 
word "tentative" with "approved" or "current." In the last sentence of the second 
paragraph of Section 5.1, change the sentence ''The WMP, including the schedule 
aspect, will be updated through the adaptive management process, therefore the 
schedule identified is always tentative." to "The WMP, including the schedule aspect, will 
be updated through the adaptive management process; to that extent, the schedule 
identified is tentative unless the schedule is associated with TMDL provisions. However, 
any extensions of the dates in this schedule must be approved by the Los Angeles 
Water Board's Executive Officer pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii of the LA 
County MS4 Permit." Where there is a failure to meet scheduled milestones without 
obtaining Executive Officer approval (or non-objection in the case of Part VI.C.8.a.iii of 
the LA County MS4 Permit), then the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG shall be subject 
to the baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including demonstrating 
compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQEELsANLAs 
through outfall and receiving water monitoring See Parts VI C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c) of 
the LA County MS4 Permit. 

8. Include interim milestones for LID Street implementation for each Permittee, associated 
with the LID Street Required Tributary Area by LAR UR2 WMG WMA Permittee in Table 
5-1 and Figures 5-1 to 5-4 of the revised draft WMP that demonstrate progress toward 
achieving the final deadline of 2037. 

9. In addition to conducting inspections and follow-up enforcement as required under the 
2012 LA County MS4 Permit Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program, include specific 
actions and interim dates to enhance industrial facility inspections and follow-up 
enforcement, if necessary, particularly in those jurisdictions where industrial land use 
comprises a significant portion of the land area (e.g.. Commerce and Vernon) to achieve 
the "Non-MS4 NPDES Parcels" control measure by December 2017 as indicated in 

Table 5-1 of the revised draft MS4. Indicate each Permittee's responsibilities for these 
actions. Indicate how efforts will be focused on achieving progress toward reducing 
discharges of zinc and bacteria. Related to this, correct discussion in Section 4.3.2.3 of 
the revised draft WMP, which states that the 2001 LA County MS4 Permit did not require 
that Permittees enforce BMPs at industrial and commercial facilities. The 2001 LA 
County MS4 Permit did require Permittees to conduct progressive enforcement. per Part 
4.C.3.c) and d) of the 2001 LA County MS4 Permit. Therefore, enforcement is not a 

change from the 2001 permit. 

The LAR UR2 WMG shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all 
of the above conditions no later than June 12, 2015. 
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Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the Permittees of the LAR UR2 WMG 
shall begin implementation of the approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the 
opportunity to implement permit provisions within the framework of the WMP, Permittees must 
fully and timely implement all actions per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP 
regardless of any contingencies indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding and purported 
reservation of rights) unless a modification to the approved WMP, including any extension of 
deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water Board pursuant to Part 
VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The Los Angeles Water Board will determine the LAR UR2 WMG 
Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and milestones 
included in the WMP, including, but not limited to, the following: 

Section 3 "Watershed Control Measures," including Section 3.3 "Proposed Control 
Measures;" 
Table 3-1 "LAR Metals TMDL Jurisdictional Group 2 Non-Structural BMPs Phased 
Implementation Plan;" 

Table 3-8 "Potential Non-Structural BMP Enhanced Implementation Efforts;" 
Table 4-10 "LID Street Required Tributary area by LAR UR2 WMA Permittee;" 
Tables 4-17 to 4-20, which present load reductions associated with non-structural BMPs, 
regional BMPs, and distributed BMPs; 
Table 5-1 "Tentative-Control Measure Implementation Schedule' which establishes the 
implementation dates for non-structural BMPs. regional BMPs, and distributed BMPs; 
and 

Additional compliance actions and milestones established in response to Conditions 1, 

2, 8 and 9, above. 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG 
Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELs/WLAs in Part VI.E and Attachment 0 of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part 
VI,C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG Permittees' full compliance with all 
requirements and dates for their achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance 
with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit for the 
specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

If the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement 
in the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the LAR UR2 WMG's Annual 
Reports and program audits (when conducted), the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG shall be 
subject to the baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including demonstrating 
compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs 
through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 
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Annual Reporting 

The LAR UR2 WMG shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting 
year, as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through its 
Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, 
the LAR UR2 WMG shall include the status of the project, which includes the status with regard 
to standard project implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or 
potential future changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, 
environmental review and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or 
municipal approval of project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and 
effectiveness evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater retention 
projects, including but not limited to LID due to new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional 
BMPs, the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG shall report annually on the volume of stormwater 
retained in each jurisdictional subwatershed area 

The LAR UR2 WMG shall also include in its Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during 
the reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary 
expenditures related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the 
LA County MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual certification concerning a permittee's legal 
authority required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, each Permittee in the LAR 
UR2 WMG shall also certify in the Annual Report that it has the necessary legal authority to 
implement each of the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(6). If a Permittee does not have legal authority to implement an action or milestone 
at the time the LAR UR2 WMG submits its Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a 

schedule to establish and maintain such legal authority. 

Adaptive Management 

The LAR UR2 WMG shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 
28, 2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management 
process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of this process, 
the LAR UR2 WMG must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELsNVLAs in Attachment 0 of the LA County MS4 Permit according to 
the milestones set forth in its WMP, 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 
Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements 

The LAR UR2 WMG's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing 
actions in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water data. 
Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG shall 
implement adaptive management strategies, including but not limited to 
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Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the LAR UR2 WMG WMP area that are collected through the LAR UR2 
WMG's Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The Permittees of the LAR UR2 WMG 
must implement any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board 
or its Executive Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the Los Angeles Water 
Board or its Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the Permittees' Report(s) of 
Waste Discharge (ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To align any modifications to the 
WMP proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of 
the first adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' 
ROWD. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LAR UR2 
WMG in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please 
contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at IvarRiddewav@waterboards.casiov or by 
phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

'kJ-41 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosure: Distribution List 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

April 28, 2015 

Dr. Shahram Kharaghani 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Sanitation 
Watershed Protection Division 
1149 South Broadway, 10th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

MATTHEW RODRIGUEZ 
SECRETARY Eon 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
Department of Public Works 
Watershed Management Division, 11th Floor 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES AREA IN SANTA 
MONICA BAY JURISDICTIONAL GROUP 7 SUBWATERSHED WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Dr. Kharaghani and Ms. Farber: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit 
allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non- 
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City of Los 
Angeles (City) and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) jointly submitted a 

draft WMP for the City's land area and the LACFCD's infrastructure within Jurisdictional Group 7 

(JG7) of the Santa Monica Bay (SMB) Watershed Management Area (WMA) dated June 27, 
2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for review. 

CHARLES STRINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St., Suite 200. Los Angeles, CA 90013 I www.waterhoards.ca.govflosangeles 

RECYCL ED PAPER 



Dr. Kharaghani and Ms. Farber 
City of LA in JG7 of the SMB WMA 

Public Review and Comment 

April 28, 2015 
Page 2 of 6 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the City's and LACFCD'S draft WMP. A separate notice of availability 
regarding the draft WMPs, including the City's and LACFCD's draft WMP, was directed to State 
Senators and Assembly Members within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The 
Board received two comment letters that had specific comments on the City's and LACFCD's 
draft WMP and one letter that had comments on WMPs generally, which were in part applicable 
to the City's and LACFCD's draft WMP. One joint letter was from the Natural Resources 
Defense Council (NRDC), Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper and the other letters 
were from the Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ) and a private citizen, 
Joyce Dillard. On October 9, 2014, the Board held a workshop at its regularly scheduled Board 
meeting on the draft WMPs. The Board also held a public meeting on April 13, 2015 for 
Permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised draft WMPs with the Executive Officer 
and staff. During its initial review and its review of the revised draft WMP, the Los Angeles 
Water Board considered those comments applicable to the City's and LACFCD's proposed 
WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 27, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 

letter to the City and LACFCD detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying 
the revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the City's and 
LACFCD's WMP. The letter directed the City and LACFCD to submit a revised draft WMP 
addressing the Los Angeles Water Board's comments. Prior to the City's and LACFCD's 
submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board staff had teleconferences and e-mail exchanges with 
City representatives to discuss the Board's comments and the revisions to the draft WMP, which 
would address the Board's comments. The City and LACFCD submitted a revised draft WMP on 
January 27, 2015, for Los Angeles Water Board review and approval. 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the City's 
and LACFCD's January 27, 2015, revised draft WMP for the City's land area and the LACFCD's 
infrastructure within JG7 of the SMB WMA. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the 
following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided 
below. 

1. Clarify the responsibilities of the City and LACFCD for implementation of the watershed 
control measures in Table 3-2, "Catch Basin Retrofit Implementation Schedule" of the 
revised draft WMP to comply with the Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris 
TMDL requirements. 
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2. Revise Table 3-1 of the revised draft WMP to include "Interagency coordination," 
"Hydromodification Control Plan," and "Sewage system maintenance, overflow, and spill 
prevention," which are requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit. (See Parts 
VI.A.2.a.viii, VI.A.4.a.iii, and VI.D.2, among others, regarding "interagency coordination"; 
Part VI.D.7.c.iv regarding "Hydromodification Control Plan"; and Parts VI.D.9.h.ix and 
VI.D.10.c-e regarding "sewer system maintenance, overflow, and spill prevention.") 

3. In Section 5.2 of the revised draft WMP, Re-Characterization of Water Quality Priorities 
on page 32, delete the second criterion (second bullet point) regarding the 
demonstration that MS4 discharges have caused or contributed to an exceedance of 
receiving water limitations. The second bullet point references the criteria for listing a 

waterbody on the Clean Water Act section 303(d) list as impaired due to a specific 
pollutant, which requires a higher threshold than the threshold to determine that a MS4 
discharge has caused or contributed to an exceedance of receiving water limitations. A 
demonstration that a MS4 discharge has caused or contributed to an exceedance of 
receiving water limitations can be made solely based on the criterion in the first bullet, 
"Simultaneously collected water samples ... exceed the receiving water limitations as 

sampled in the receiving water and exceed the WQBELs, action levels as defined in 

Appendix G, or receiving water limits ... at the MS4 outfall." 
4. Correct the following typographical errors in the revised draft WMP: 

a. In Section 1.2, clarify the area that is addressed by the City's and LACFCD's WMP, 
since 47 acres excluded from 1056 acres does not equal 976 acres; 

b. Table 2-1, page 7, revise the last footnote to read "Nearshore is defined as the zone 
bounded by the shoreline and a line 1000 feet from the shoreline or the 30-foot depth 
contours, whichever is further from the shoreline. The underlined language needs to 

be add to the footnote; 
c. Section 2.2, page 14, correct the reference to Section VI.C.5(a)ii of the Permit 

instead of Section IV.C.5(a)ii of the Permit; 
d. Footnote 5, page 27, the percentage referenced in the footnote does not match the 

percentages referenced in the text; 
e. Correct the table number for the table "Effectiveness Assessment Measures for 

Various Activities under the Storm Water Management Program" on page 28 to 
Table 3-3 (currently numbered as Table 3-2); Table 3-2 is located on page 27; and 

f. Section 4.3, page 30, correct the number of catch basins that are City owned and 
County owned. The current numbers in the revised draft WMP do not add up to 218 
catch basins. 

The City and LACFCD shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies 
all of the above conditions no later than May 28, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City and LACFCD shall begin 
implementation of the approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity 
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to implement permit provisions within the framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and 
timely implement all actions per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP unless a 

modification to the approved WMP, including any extension of deadlines where allowed, is 

approved by the Los Angeles Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The 
Los Angeles Water Board will determine the City's and LACFCD's compliance with the WMP on 
the basis of the compliance actions and milestones included in the WMP, including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

Section 3.1.2 "MCMs and Outcome Levels," which summarizes the Program MCMs and 
outcome levels that will be achieved; and 
Table 3-2 "Catch Basin Retrofit Implementation Schedule." 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City's and 
LACFCD's full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in their 
approved WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELs/WLAs in Part VI.E and Attachment M of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part 
VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City's and LACFCD's full compliance with all 
requirements and dates for their achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance 
with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit for the 
specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

If the City and LACFCD fail to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in the approved 
WMP, which will be demonstrated through the City's and LACFCD's Annual Reports and 
program audits (when conducted), the City and LACFCD shall be subject to the baseline 
requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including but not limited to demonstrating 
compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs 
through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 

Annual Reporting 

The City and LACFCD shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the 
reporting year, as well as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, 
through their Annual Report per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit. For 
multi-year efforts, the City and LACFCD shall include the status of the project, which includes 
the status with regard to standard project implementation steps. These steps include, but are 
not limited to, adopted or potential future changes to municipal ordinances to implement the 
project, site selection, environmental review and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant 
or loan funding and/or municipal/LACFCD approval of project funding, contractor selection, 
construction schedule, start-up, and effectiveness evaluation (once operational), where 
applicable. For all stormwater retention/infiltration projects, including LID due to 
new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional BMPs, the City and LACFCD shall report 
annually on the volume of stormwater retained in the area covered by the SMB JG7 WMP. 
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The City and LACFCD shall also include in their Annual Report the source(s) of funds used 
during the reporting year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary 
expenditures related to implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the 
LA County MS4 Permit. Further, as part of the annual certification concerning a Permittee's 
legal authority required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City and LACFCD 
shall also certify in the Annual Report that each has the necessary legal authority to implement 
each of the actions and milestones in the approved WMP as required by Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6). If a 

Permittee does not have legal authority to implement an action or milestone at the time the City 
and LACFCD submits their Annual Report, the Permittee shall propose a schedule to establish 
and maintain such legal authority. 

Adaptive Management 

The City and LACFCD shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 
28, 2017, and subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management 
process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of this process, 
the City and LACFCD must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment M of the LA County MS4 Permit according to 
the milestones set forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

The City's and LACFCD's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress 
implementing actions in the WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and 
receiving water data. Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City and 
LACFCD shall implement adaptive management strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on data specific to the 
City's area and the LACFCD's infrastructure within JG7 of the SMB WMA that are 
collected through the City's and LACFCD's Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program 
and other data as appropriate; 

Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 

Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
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the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The City and LACFCD must implement 
any modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its Executive 
Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the Permittees' Report(s) of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To align any modifications to the WMP 
proposed through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of the first 
adaptive management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' ROWD. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the City and 
LACFCD in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please 
contact Rebecca Christmann at Rebecca.Christmannwaterboards.ca.gov or by phone at 
(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may also contact Iv& Ridgeway, Chief Storm Water 
Permitting Unit, at IvarRidoewavawaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

cc: Donna Chen, City of Los Angeles 
Hubertus Cox, City of Los Angeles 
Hamid Tadayon, City of Los Angeles 
Angela George, Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
Paul Alva, Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
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APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE CITY OF WALNUTS WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Ms. Rooney. 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit 
allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non- 
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City of 
Walnut (City) submitted a draft VVMP dated June 30, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for 
review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the City's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability regarding the draft 
WMPs, including the City's WMP, was directed to State Senators and Assembly Members 
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within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received two comment letters 
that had comments applicable to the City's draft WMP. One joint letter was from the Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles VVaterkeeper, and the 
other letter was from the Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ). On October 
9, 2014, the Board held a workshop at its regularly scheduled Board meeting on the draft 
WMPs. The Board also held a public meeting on April 13, 2015 for permittees and interested 
persons to discuss the revised draft WMPs with the Executive Officer and staff. During its initial 
review and its review of the revised draft WMP, the Los Angeles Water Board considered those 
comments applicable to the City's proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 21, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 

letter to the City detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying the revisions 
that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the City's WMP. The letter directed 
the City to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles Water Board's comments. 
The City submitted its revised draft WMP on January 21, 2015 for Los Angeles VVater Board 
review and approval. After the City's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board staff had two 
teleconferences on April 14 and 15, 2015, and subsequent e-mail exchanges. with City 
representatives and consultants to discuss the Board's remaining comments and necessary 
revisions to the January 2015 WMP, including the supporting reasonable assurance analysis 
(RAA). On April 22, 2015, the City submitted additional revisions to the revised draft WMP for 
the Los Angeles Water Board review and approval. 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the City's 
April 22, 2015, revised draft WMP. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the following 
conditions are not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided below. 

1. Sections 4.11 and 5.1 of the revised draft WMP require more detail on the scope of the 
program enhancements (beyond the Permit minimum) for the list of non-modeled, non- 
structural BMPs, including how, when, and to what extent these BMPs will be enhanced 
during this permit term. Measurable milestones for implementing each one of the non- 
modeled, non-structural BMPs must be established (e.g., specify a milestone for the 
installation of Pet Waste Stations listed in Table 5-1 and provide details on the number 
and location of these Pet Waste Stations). 

2. Correct the following typographical errors and omissions in the revised draft WMP : 

a. Correct table and figure referencing (e.g., Section 6.0 incorrectly references 
Table 4-8 as the City's proposed BMP Implementation Schedule, whereas the 
reference should he to Table 4-11) 
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b. Correct references to the effective date of the permit (e.g., Sections 1.0 and 3.2.3 
indicate a date of December 28, 2013, while the correct date is December 28, 
2012) 

c. Correct references to permit limitations (e.g., Section 2.1 and Tables 2-4, 2-5, 
and 5-6 identify permit limits for Category 2 pollutants as WLAs or WQBELs, 
however, WQBELs/WLAs are only established for pollutants addressed by a 

TMDL. All other permit limitations applicable to the City's MS4 discharges are 
"Receiving Water Limitations.") 

d. Delete erroneous statement on page 9, "Each of these sub-watersheds has a 

different beneficial use assigned for recreational activities. Subsequently the 
individual sub-watershed areas have different allowable coliform bacteria 
loadings." 

e. Revise Table 5-6, Compliance Schedule as follows: (i) for E. coil, include 
December 2017 deadline for achieving 8% reduction in fecal coliform load, 
consistent with Table 4-11; (ii) for other Category 2 pollutants, include an interim 
milestone within the permit term (i.e., prior to December 28, 2017); and (iii) clarify 
what the percentages mean for each pollutant (e.g., for selenium, 30% of the San 
Jose Creek drainage area within the City is meeting the dry-weather WLA). 

The City shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all of the above 
conditions no later than June 12, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City shall begin implementation of the 
approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit 
provisions within the framework of the WMP, the City must fully and timely implement all actions 
per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any contingencies 
indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the approved WMP, 
including any extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water 
Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The Los Angeles Water Board will 
determine the City's compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and 
milestones included in the WMP including, but not limited to, the following: 

Section 3.0 Minimum Control Measures 
Table 4-4 Allowable Daily Lead Loads (Computed for the Baseline Wet Day with the 9091 

Percentile Lead Load) 

Table 4-5 Allowable Bacteria Loads for 90th percentile year 
Table 4-6 Target Load Reductions for the Critical Condition (as a percent of baseline 
load) 

Section 4.8 Low Impact Development Ordinance 
Section 4.9 Green Streets 

Section 4.10 Regional BMPs 
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Section 4.11 Non-Modeled Non-Structural BMPs (Establishes a milestone of an 8% load 
reduction for fecal coliform, with a range of 5% to 10%). 

Table 4-9 Fecal Coliform Load Reductions as a Percentage of Total Baseline Load for 
the San Jose Creek Drainage Area for the 90th Percentile Year 
Table 4-10 Fecal Coliform Load Reductions as a Percentage of Total Baseline Load for 
the Walnut Creek Wash Drainage Area for the 90th Percentile Year 
Table 4-11 Assumed BMP Implementation Schedule 
Figure 4-14 Fecal Coliform Interim and Final Load Reductions for the San Jose Creek 
Drainage Area 

Figure 4-15 Fecal Coliform Interim and Final Load Reductions for Walnut Creek Wash 
Drainage Area 
Table 5-1 MCM Program Enhancements 
Table 5-2 Green Streets BMPs 
Table 5-3 City of Walnut Green Streets Interim Implementation Schedule 
Table 5-4 Dry Weather Flow Elimination Program 
Table 5-5 Dry Weather Flow Elimination Program Implementation Schedule 
Table 5-6 Compliance Schedule (for TMDL and 303(d) listed pollutants) 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City's full and 
timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in its approved WMP shall 
constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Part 
VI.E and Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part VI.C.2.b of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, the City's full compliance with all requirements and dates for their 
achievement in its approved WMP constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations 
provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit for the specific waterbody-pollutant 
combinations addressed by the approved WMP. 

If the City fails to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in the approved WMP, which 
will be demonstrated through the City's' Annual Reports and program audits (when conducted), 
the City shall be subject to the baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including 
but not limited to demonstrating compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and 
TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c 
and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 

Annual Reporting 

The City shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting year, as well 
as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through its Annual Report 
per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, the City shall 
include the status of the project, which includes the status with regard to standard project 
implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or potential future 
changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, environmental review 
and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or municipal approval of 
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project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and effectiveness 
evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater retention projects, including 
LID due to new/redevelopment, green streets, and regional BMPs, the City shall report annually 
on the volume of stormwater retained in each subwatershed area (i.e., San Jose Creek 
subwatershed and Walnut Creek Wash subwatershed). 

The City shall also include in its Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during the reporting 
year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary expenditures related to 
implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the LA County MS4 
Permit. Further, as part of the annual certification concerning a permittee's legal authority 
required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City shall also certify in the Annual 
Report that it has the necessary legal authority to implement each of the actions and milestones 
in the approved WMP as required by Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6). If the City does not have legal 
authority to implement an action or milestone at the time it submits the Annual Report, the City 
shall propose a schedule to establish and maintain such legal authority. 

Adaptive Management 

The City shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 2017, and 
subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management process set 
forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of this process, the City 
must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit according to 
the milestones set forth in its WMP; 

Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

As part of the adaptive management process, the City shall also re-evaluate its Category 2 and 
Category 3 water quality priorities based on data collected through its Integrated Monitoring 
Program. Where new water quality priorities are identified, the City shall conduct a RAA for the 
pollutants and identify and incorporated into its WMP appropriate watershed control measures 
to address them. 

The City's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing actions in the 
WMP and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water data. Per 
Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City shall implement adaptive 
management strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the City's WMP area that are collected through the City's Integrated 
Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
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Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The City must implement any 
modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its Executive 
Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the City's Report of Waste Discharge 
(ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To align any modifications to the WMP proposed 
through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of the first adaptive 
management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the City's ROWD. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the City in the 
implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please contact Ivar 
Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at Ivar.Ridgewavwaterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 
620-2150_ 

Sincerely, 

(Li-o--\ 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

cc: Alicia Jensen, City of Walnut 
Robert Wishner, City of Walnut 
Melissa Barcelo, City of Walnut 
Cody Howing, Assistant Engineer, RKA Consulting Group 
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Mr. Frank Senteno, City Engineer 
City of El Monte 
Department of Public Works 
11333 Valley Blvd. 

El Monte, CA 91731 

t trattit.t. tat, 

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE CITY OF EL MONTE'S WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Mr. Senteno: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within 
the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the 
City of Long Beach (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit 
allows Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), and by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non- 
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.c of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City of El 

Monte (City) submitted a draft WMP dated June 30, 2014, to the Los Angeles Water Board for 
review. 

Public Review and Comment 

On July 3, 2014, the Board provided public notice and a 46-day period to allow for public review 
and comment on the City's draft WMP. A separate notice of availability regarding the draft 
WMPs, including the City's WMP, was directed to State Senators and Assembly Members 
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within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County. The Board received two comment letters 
that had comments applicable to the City's draft WMP. One joint letter was from the Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and the 
other letter was from the Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ). On October 
9, 2014, the Board held a workshop at its regularly scheduled Board meeting on the draft 
WMPs. The Board also held a public meeting on April 13, 2015 for permittees and interested 
persons to discuss the revised draft WMPs with the Executive Officer and staff. During its initial 
review and its review of the revised draft WMP, the Los Angeles Water Board considered those 
comments applicable to the City's proposed WMP. 

Los Angeles Water Board Review 

Concurrently with the public review, the Los Angeles Water Board, along with U.S. EPA Region 
IX staff, reviewed the draft WMPs. On October 22, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board sent a 

letter to the City detailing the Board's comments on the draft WMP and identifying the revisions 
that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the City's WMP. The letter directed 
the City to submit a revised draft WMP addressing the Los Angeles Water Board's comments. 
The City submitted its revised draft WMP on January 22, 2015 for Los Angeles Water Board 
review and approval. After the City's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board staff had several 
telephone and e-mail exchanges with City representatives and consultants to discuss the 
Board's remaining comments and necessary revisions to the January 22, 2015 revised draft 
WMP, including the supporting reasonable assurance analysis (RAA). On April 27, 2015, the 
City submitted additional revisions to the revised draft WMP for Los Angeles Water Board 
review and approval, which consisted of the following: 

1. Figure 1-10 "Existing and Planned Control Measures," which clarifies the location of 
planned modular wetland systems and tree well filters. As per Figure 1-10, 6 planned 
modular wetland systems are located along Mountain View Road where the MS4 
discharges to Legg Lake. 

2. Table 1-9 "LA River Copper" and Figure 1-11 "Scatter Plot for LA River Copper," which 
show that a 26-98 percent load reduction is required for copper. 

3. Table 1-10 "LA River Lead" and Figure 1-12 "Scatter Plot for LA River Lead," which 
show that a 48-87 percent load reduction is required for lead. 

4. Table 1-11 "LA River Zinc" and Figure 1-13 "Scatter Plot and LA River Zinc," which show 
that a 26-98 percent load reduction is required for zinc. 

5. Section 1.9.2.3 LA River Watershed Bacteria TMDL and Table 1-14 "LA River Bacteria," 
which show that a 99 percent load reduction is required for bacteria. 

6. Section 1.9.2.5 San Gabriel River and Impaired Metals and Selenium TMDLs, Table 1- 

19 "San Gabriel River Lead", and Figure 1-17 "Scatter Plot for San Gabriel River Lead," 
which show that a 31-67 percent load reduction is required for lead. 

7. Section 1.9.2.6 "San Gabriel River, Estuary and Tributaries Indicator Bacteria TMDL 
(Pending)" and Table 1-20 "San Gabriel River Bacteria," which shows that a 98-99 
percent load reduction is required for bacteria. 
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8 Table 1-21 "TMDL Summary and Action Required," which revises the actions required 
for Los Angeles River Tributaries Metals TMDL, Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria 
TMDL, San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL, and San 
Gabriel River Bacterial TMDL (Pending), stating that BMPs will be installed/implemented 
to achieve required percent reductions. 

9. Text was added to Section 1.8.3 under sub-section Legg Lake stating, "In order to 
address the required pollutant reductions for Legg Lake, six catch basins along Mountain 
View Road will be retrofitted with Modular Wetland Systems to remove both trash and 
nutrients." 

10. "Maintenance Guidelines for Modular Wetland System - Linear," which is a reference 
document for the Appendix outlining the procedures for maintaining the modular wetland 
systems. 

11. "General Use Level Designation for Basic, Enhanced, and Phosphorus Treatment," 
which is a reference document for the Appendix giving expected percent pollutant load 
reductions as per laboratory and field testing by the Washington State Department of 
Ecology 

12. "MWS-Linear 2.0 Stormwater Filtration System," which is a reference document for the 
Appendix giving the expected percent pollutant load reductions as per the manufacturer. 

13. "MASTEP Technology Review," which is a reference document for the Appendix giving 
the expected pollutant load reductions as per a study by the University of Massachusetts 
at Amherst. 

14. Text was added to Section 1.9.1 under sub-section Calibration stating, "There is limited 
or insufficient storm flow and water quality data currently available near El Monte to 
facilitate additional calibration of modeling parameters This lack of data was confirmed 
by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works employees that were involved in the 
development of the WMMS model. As the City collects monitoring data from both outfall 
and receiving water monitoring, the collected data will be used to further calibrate the 
model as part of the Adaptive Management Process." 

Approval of WMP, with Conditions 

The Los Angeles Water Board hereby approves, subject to the following conditions, the City's 
January 22, 2015 revised draft WMP, as supplemented by the April 27, 2015 additional 
revisions noted above. The Board may rescind this approval if all of the following conditions are 
not met to the satisfaction of the Board within the timeframe provided below. 

1. Remove selenium from Table 1-4 ( "WBPCs with TMDLs (Category 1))" of the revised 
draft WMP. The City's MS4 discharges are not subject to the dry-weather selenium 
waste load allocations (WLAs) in the San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals 
and Selenium TMDL (Attachment P of the LA County MS4 Permit) assigned to 
discharges to the San Jose Reach 1 and 2. 

2. Remove Trash for Legg Lake from Table 1-5 of the revised draft WMP ("WBPCs on 
2010 303(d) list (Category 2))". Trash for Legg Lake is a Category 1 pollutant already 
addressed in Table 1-4. 
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3. Ammonia, odor, and pH for Legg Lake and pH for Los Angeles River are Category 1 

pollutants, since they are being addressed through the Legg Lake Nutrients TMDL and 
Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL. Move these 
Category 1 pollutants from Table 1-5 to Table 1-4 of the revised draft WMP. 

4. Although Sections 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.2.3 of the revised draft WMP provide a summary of 
recent data on pollutant exceedances, include further discussion in Section 1.7.3 on 
each of the Category 3 pollutants listed in Table 1-6 explaining how monitoring data 
sources show exceedances and possible sources of those exceedances. Additionally, 
clarify or remove the entry for indicator bacteria in the San Gabriel River in Table 1-6, 
since indicator bacteria is identified as a Category 2 pollutant for San Gabriel River 
(Reach 3) in Table 1-5. 

5. Add applicable Receiving Water Limitations where left blank in Tables 1-5 and 1-6 of the 
revised draft WMP. 

6 Specify that the effluent limitations applicable to the City in Table 1-12 of the revised 
draft WMP are those for the Los Angeles Tributaries. 

7. Use the suggested BMP performance parameters given in the RAA Guidelines in Table 
4-2 of the revised draft WMP (p. 18) to provide the estimated pollutant load reduction for 
the proposed BMPs. Include demonstration that the proposed BMPs will achieve 
pollutant load reductions needed for those pollutants addressed in the RAA (as shown in 
Tables 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-14, 1-19, and 1-20 provided as a supplement to the revised 
draft WMP) consistent with interim milestones within this permit term and the next permit 
term (i.e., through December 2022). 

8. Revise Table 1-25 of the revised draft WMP, TMDL Milestones for Los Angeles River, 
for Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL by separating the deadlines for wet 
and dry as is done for other pollutants in the table. March 23, 2037 is the final deadline 
for compliance in wet weather. Dry weather deadlines are per the applicable schedule in 

Table 0-1 of Attachment 0 in the LA County MS4 Permit, as follows 
a. First Phase actions and deadlines: 

i. "Submit a Load Reduction Strategy (LRS) for Segment B tributaries (or 
submit an alternative compliance plan) by March 23, 2016; 

ii. "Complete Implementation of LRS" by September 23, 2020; 
iii. "Achieve interim (or final) water quality-based effluent limitations and 

submit report to Regional Water Board" by September 23, 2023; 
b. Second Phase actions and deadlines: 

i. "Submit a New LRS" by September 23, 2024; 
6. "Complete Implementation of LRS" by March 23, 2028; 
iii "Achieve final water quality-based effluent limitations or demonstrate that 

non-compliance is due to upstream contributions and submit report to 
Regional Water Board" by March 23, 2030. 

9. Revise Table 1-26 of the revised draft WMP, TMDL Milestones for San Gabriel River, to 
include interim milestones consistent with the San Gabriel River and Impaired 
Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL Implementation Plan adopted by the Los 
Angeles Water Board through Resolution No. R13-004. These milestones include. a 

10% reduction in the difference between the current loadings and the wet-weather WLAs 
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at MS4 outfalls (or a demonstration that 10% of the total drainage area to the San 
Gabriel River within the City is effectively meeting the wet-weather WLAs) by September 
30, 2017: a 35% reduction by September 30, 2020; a 65% reduction by September 30, 
2023; and a 100% reduction by September 30, 2026. 

10. Review and revise the entire revised draft WMP for correct table and figure labeling and 
referencing. 

The City shall submit a final WMP to the Los Angeles Water Board that satisfies all of the above 
conditions, and also includes all of the additional revisions submitted on April 27, 2015 as listed 
under "Los Angeles Water Board Review" above, no later than June 12, 2015. 

Determination of Compliance with WMP 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City shall begin implementation of the 
approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit 
provisions within the framework of the WMP, the City must fully and timely implement all actions 
per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any contingencies 
indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a modification to the approved WMP, 
including any extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water 
Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a ii-iii. The Los Angeles Water Board will 
determine the City's' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and 
milestones included in the WMP, including, but not limited to, the following: 

Section 1.8 "Selection of Watershed Control Measures' 
Section 1.8.1 "Minimum Control Measures (MCMs)" 
Section 1.8.2 "Non-Storm Water Discharge Control Measures" 
Section 1.8.3 "TMDL Control Measures" 
Section 1.8.4 "Existing and Planned Structural Control Measures," including Figure 10 
(as revised on April 27, 2015) 

Table 1-9 "LA River Copper" (as revised on April 27, 2015) 
Table 1-10 "LA River Lead" (as revised on April 27, 2015) 
Table 1-11 "LA River Zinc" (as revised on April 27, 2015) 
Table 1-14 "LA River Bacteria" (as revised on April 27 2015) 
Table 1-15 "Legg Lake Modeled Nutrients Reduction Required" 
Table 1-19 "San Gabriel River Lead" (as revised on April 27, 2015) 
Table 1-20 "San Gabriel River Bacteria" (as revised on April 27, 2015) 
Table 1-21 "TMDL Summary and Action Required" (as revised on April 27, 2015) 
Table 1-23 "Los Angeles River Trash TMDL BMP Implementation Schedule" 
Table 1-24 "Legg Lake Trash and Nutrients TMDL BMP Implementation Schedule" 
Table 1-25 "TMDL Milestones for Los Angeles River' 
Table 1-26 "TMDL Milestones for San Gabriel River" 
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Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City's full and 
timely compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement in its approved WMP shall 
constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Part 
VI.E and Attachment 0 and P of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part VI.C2.b of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, the City's' full compliance with all requirements and dates for their 
achievement in its approved WMP constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations 
provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit for the specific waterbody-pollutant 
combinations addressed by the approved WMP, 

If the City fails to meet any requirement or date for its achievement in the approved WMP, which 
will be demonstrated through the City's' Annual Reports and program audits (when conducted), 
the City shall be subject to the baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit, including 
but not limited to demonstrating compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and 
TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.0 2 c 
and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 

Annual Reporting 

The City shall report on achievement of actions and milestones within the reporting year, as well 
as progress towards future milestones related to multi-year projects, through its Annual Report 
per Attachment E, Part XVIII of the LA County MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts, the City shall 
include the status of the project, which with regard to standard project 
implementation steps. These steps include, but are not limited to, adopted or potential future 
changes to municipal ordinances to implement the project, site selection, environmental review 
and permitting, project design, acquisition of grant or loan funding and/or municipal approval of 
project funding, contractor selection, construction schedule, start-up, and effectiveness 
evaluation (once operational), where applicable. For all stormwater retention projects, LID due 
to new/redevelopment, and green streets, the City shall report annually on the volume of 
stormwater retained in each subwatershed area (i.e., Legg Lake subwatershed, Rio Hondo 
subwatershed, and San Gabriel River subwatershed). 

The City shall also include in its Annual Report the source(s) of funds used during the reporting 
year, and those funds proposed for the coming year, to meet necessary expenditures related to 
implementation of the actions identified in its WMP per Part VI.A.3 of the LA County MS4 
Permit. Further, as part of the annual certification concerning a permittee's legal authority 
required by Part VI.A.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City shall also certify in the Annual 
Report that it has the necessary legal authority to implement each of the actions and milestones 
in the approved WMP as required by Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(6). If the City does not have legal 
authority to implement an action or milestone at the time it submits the Annual Report, the City 
shall propose a schedule to establish and maintain such legal authority. 
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Adaptive Management 

The City shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 2017, and 
subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the adaptive management process set 
forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of this process, the City 
must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELsANLAs in Attachment 0 and P of the LA County MS4 Permit 
according to the milestones set forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 

Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will continue into the 
subsequent year(s), among other requirements. 

The City's evaluation of the above shall be based on both progress implementing actions in the 
WMP and an evaluation of outfall -based monitoring data and receiving water data. Per 
Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the City shall implement adaptive 
management strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on 
data specific to the City's WMP area that are collected through the City's Integrated 
Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate; 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and 
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the 
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the 
rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be made in the next 
year(s) and the rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including any 
requests for extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, must be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Water Board for review and approval. The City must implement any 
modifications to the WMP upon approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its Executive 
Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the Los Angeles Water Board or its 
Executive Officer expresses no objections. Note that the City's Report of Waste Discharge 
(ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To align any modifications to the WMP proposed 
through the adaptive management process with permit reissuance, results of the first adaptive 
management cycle should be submitted in conjunction with the City's ROWD. 
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The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the City in the 
implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please contact Ivar 
Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at Ivar Ricigewav(waterboards,ca qov or by phone at (213) 
620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

4,06.44_1. 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

cc: Jesus Gomez, Assistant City Manager 
Edmond Suher, Senior Project Engineer, CASC Engineering and Consulting 
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Revised Watershed Management Programs 

Please find below hyperlinks to the following revised WMPs: 

1. East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Area 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/san gabriel/east san gabriel/RevisedESGV%20WMP 012815.pdf 

2. Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Area 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/los cerritos channel/alamitos bay/2015-01-27 AB- 
LCC WMP Resubmittal.pdf 

3. Los Cerritos Channel Watershed* 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/los cerritos channel/LosCerritosChannel WMP Revisedl.pdf 

4. Lower Los Angeles River Watershed* 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/prograims/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/los angeles/lower losangeles/LowerLAR WMP DraftRevisedl.pdf 

5. Lower San Gabriel River Watershed* 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/san gabriel/lower sangabriel/LowerSGR WMP DraftRevisedl.pdf 

6. Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Area 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwaterfinunicipal/wat 
ershed management/los angeles/upper reach2/15-01-27LARUR2WMARevWMP.pdf 

7. Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdictional Group 7 Area within the City of Los Angeles 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/santa monica/santamonicaj7/SMB%20JG7%20Revised%20WMP%20- 
%20012715.pdf 

8. City of Walnut 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management/walnut/WatershedManagementPlanREV42215.pdf 

9. City of El Monte 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat 
ershed management /el monte/ElMonteRevisedDraftWatershedManagementProgram1-22- 
15.pdf 

All nine revised WMPs can also be found on the Regional Board's website at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/progra ms/stormwater/municipal/watershed 
management/index.shtml 
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Lower Los Angeles River 

Permit Citation Staff Comments from October 30, 2014 Analysis of Revised WMP Responsiveness to Staff Comments Conditional Approval Requirements 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) 

"The M54 Permit requires that the WMP provide specificity with regard to 
structural and non-structural BMPs, including the number, type, and 
location(s), etc adequate to assess compliance. In a number of cases, 

additional specificity....is needed...Ir./here should at least be more 
specificity on actions within the current and next permit terms." 

The response, and other statements throu throughout the document g , 

demonstrate that no commitments to "specificity or actions" or 
associated timelines are made. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) 

"...the WMP should at least commit to the construction of the necessary 
number of projects to ensure compliance with permit requirements per 
applicable compliance schedules." 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"The RAA should clarify that sufficient sites were identified so that the 
remaining necessary BMP volume can be achieved by those sites that were 
not 'excluded for privacy.'" 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

The RAA identifies zinc as the limiting pollutant and notes that this 
pollutant will drive reductions of other pollutants. 

If the Group believes that that (sic) this approach demonstrates that 
activities and control measures will achieve applicable receiving water 
limitations, it should explicitly state and justify this for each category 1,2, 

and 3 pollutant... 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"We note that modeling was not conducted for organics (DDT, PCBs, and 
PAHs). It is not clear why these pollutants were not modeled or why 
previous modeling of these pollutants could not be used....An explanation 
for the lack of modeling is needed." 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VLC.5.b.iv.(5) 

"...the Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor 
Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL was [sic) appears to be completely omitted 
from the draft WMP." 

No change was made in this section of the document and there is no 
inclusion of analysis of pollutant controls, as requested. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"Pursuant to Section VI.C.5.a., the WMP should be revised to include an 

evaluation of existing water quality conditions, classify them into categories, 
identify potential sources, and identify strategies, control measures, and 
BMPs as required in the permit for San Pedro Bay unless M54 discharges 
from the LLAR WMA directly to San Pedro Bay are being addressed in a 

separate WMP." 

There is only one reference in the document to San Pedro Bay, and 
it remains unchanged from the 2014 version of the WMP. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 

'The draft WMP appears to rely mostly on the phase-out of copper in 
automotive brake pads...to achieve the necessary copper load 
reductions....[O]ther structural and non-structural BMPs may still be needed 
to reduce Cu loads sufficiently to achieve compliance deadlines fro interim 
and/or final WQBELs." 

. No change was made in the document in response to the comment 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c) 

"For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the M54 
Permit requires that the plan demonstrate using the reasonable assurance 
analysis (RAA) that the activities and control measures to be implemented 
will achieve applicable receiving water limitations as soon as possible....[The 
RAA) does not address the question of whether compliance with limitations 
for pollutants not addressed by TMDLu could be achieved in a shorter time 
frame." 

No response identified. No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"The WMP assumes a 10% pollutant reduction from new non-structural 
controls....additional support for this assumption should be provided, or as 

part of the adaptive management process, the Permittees should commit to 
evaluate this assumption during program implementation and develop 
alternate controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is not 
supported." 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 



Lower Los Angeles River 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"...the predicted baseline concentrations and loads for all modeled 
pollutants of concern, including TSS, should be presented in summary tables 
for wet weather conditions." 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

'The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume 
reductions and proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to achieve 
the 85th percentile, 24-hour volume retention standard for each major 
watershed area....The same information...also needs to be presented for 
each modeled subbasin...Additionally, more explanation is needed as to 
what constitutes the 'incremental' and 'cumulative' critical year storm 
volumes in table 9-4 through 9-7 and how these values were derived from 
previous tables. 

"The report needs to present the same information, if available, far non- 
stormwater runoff." 

No change was made in the document in response to the comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment 
or to comply with Permit term. 



Lower San Gabriel River 

Permit Citation 
Staff Comments from October 30, 2014 

Analysis of Revised WMP Response to Staff Comments 
Conditional Approval Requirements 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(4)(b)-(d) 
"...the WMP should at least commit to the construction of the 
necessary number of projects to ensure compliance with permit 
requirements per applicable compliance schedules." 

The response implies no commitment beyond good 

intentions and a willingness to track progress (or its 

lack thereof) through the permit cycle. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(4)(d) 

"The MS4 Permit requires that the WMP provide specificity with 
regard to structural and non-structural BMPs, including the number, 

' 
type, and location(s), etc. adequate to assess compliance. Ina 
number of cases, additional specificity....is needed....there should at 
least be more specificity on actions within the current and next 

permit terms to ensure that the following interim requirements are 

met..." 

The response, and other statements throughout the 
document, make it clear that no commitments to 
"specificity or actions" or associated timelines are 

made. There is also no cross-walk between scheduled 

completion dates and interim compliance deadlines. 

Given the vague nature of nearly all of the 
"milestones," it's not surprising that there is no direct 
linkage between actions, meeting interim 
requirements, and the schedule. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"The RAA identifies zinc as the limiting pollutant and notes that this 

pollutant will drive reductions of other pollutants. 

If the Group believes that that (sic] this approach demonstrates that 
activities and control measures will achieve applicable receiving 

water limitations, it should explicitly state and justify this for each 

category 1,2, and 3 pollutant." 

The draft WMP does not appear to have been modified 
in response to this comment. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"We note that modeling was not conducted for organics (DDT, PCBs, 

and PAHs). It is not clear why these pollutants were not modeled or 
why previous modeling of these pollutants could not be used....An 

explanation for the lack of modeling is needed." 

No change was made in the document in response to 
the comment. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(4)(c) 

"The draft WMP appears to rely mostly on the phase-out of copper 
in automotive brake pads...to achieve the necessary copper load 

red uctions....[O]ther structural and non-structural BMPs may still be 

needed to reduce Cu loads sufficiently to achieve compliance 

deadlines fro interim and/or final WQBELs." 

No change was made in the document in response to 
the comment. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(5)(c) 

"For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, 

the MS4 Permit requires that the plan demonstrate using the 
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) that the activities and control 
measures to be implemented will achieve applicable receiving 

water limitations as soon as possible....[The RAA] does not address 
the question of whether compliance with limitations for pollutants 
not addressed by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time 
frame." 

There is no response to this comment. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 



Lower San Gabriel River 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

The draft assumes a 10% pollutant reduction from new non- 
structural controls....additional support for this assumption should 

be provided, particularly since the group appears to be relying 

almost entirely on these controls for near-term pollutant reductions 
to achieve early interim milestones/deadlines." 

There was no substantial advance over what was 

previously included, though the issue is acknowledged 

explicitly. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 
comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"Based on the results of the hydrology calibration shown in Table 4- 

3, the error difference between modeled flow volumes and 

observed data is 19%....The higher error percentage could be due to 
the exclusion of contributions of flow volume from upstream. For 

calibration purposes, upstream volume should be included....Once 

model calibration has been completed, the upstream flow volume 
can then be excluded...." 

Between the 2014 and 2015 RAA's, the % error 
improves from -19.0% to -3.31%. There is no text 
change to explain this difference, nor any difference in 

the graphed monthly hydrographs for observed and 

modeled flows. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 
comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"...the predicted baseline concentrations and loads for all modeled 

pollutants of concern, including TSS, should be presented in 

summary tables for wet weather conditions." 
No change in the RAA to address this comment. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 
comment or to comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.13.iv.(5) 

"The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume 
reductions and proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to 
achieve the 85th percentile, 24-hour volume retention standard for 
each major watershed a rea....The same information...also needs to 

be presented for each modeled subbasin...Additionally, more 

explanation is needed as to what constitutes the 'incremental' and 

'cumulative' critical year storm volumes in table 9-6 and 9-7 and 

how these values were derived from previous tables. 

"The report needs to present the same information, if available, for 
non-stormwater runoff." 

The request for a series of tables by subbasin has not 
been met; an added sentence defines the terms used 

but not how the values were derived from previous 
tables. No new information addressing comment 
about non-stormwater runoff. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff 

comment or to comply with Permit term. 



Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 

Permit Citation Staff Comments from October 30, 2014 Analysis of Revised WMP Responsiveness to Staff Comments Conditional Approval Requirements 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(5) 

The WMP did not model and pollutants in Categories 2 and 3.These pollutents or 

surrogates need to be Included in the RAA, or supported justification for the use of the 

proposed limfting pollutants as surrogates for each Category 2 and Category 3 

waterbody-pollutant combination." 

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.a.iii 

"...the WMP should Milize General Industrial Storm Water monitoring 

results-to assess and potentially refine estimates of pollutant loading from the 

identified "non-N154" areas. 

The recommended action was not done. 
No Requirement to address Oct 30, 2014 Staff comment onto 

comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.a.iii 
"The draft WMP should consider existing TMDL modeling data where available, when 

refining the source assessment. 
There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.a.iii 
"A process and schedule for developing the required spatial information on catchment 

areas to major out-falls should be proposed, if this information does not already exist." 
There 8 no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.11 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"The draft WMP does not clearly specify a strategy to comply with the Interim WQBELs 

for the LA River metals TM DL....Further discmsion of current compliance with the LA 

RNer nitrogen compounds TMDL, for which there is a final compliance deadline of 2004, 

Is ako needed..." 

There co conside 8 no evidence that this comment was red or addressed. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 

comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.1, 

"_.the specific LID street projects and their locations are not identified.The draft WMP 

should provide as much specificity as feasible in describing the potential locations for 
LID streets. Additionally, the permiNees that would be responsible for Implementing UD 

street projects should be specified." 

Section 4.3.3.2 identifies on proposed LID street IMP in Vernon and one completed and 

one potential LID street IMP in Commerce. It went on to give some budgetary 

rationalizations. Mere mention of three LID street BMPs, only one finished or with a solid 

commitment, is unresponsive. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment orto 
comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.6 
"The WMP assumes a significant reduction in copper based on the phase-out of copper 
in automotive brake pads-to achieve the necessary copper load 

reductions....[A]dditional stnictural BMPs may still be needed to reduce copper loads 

prior to entering receiving waters and eliminate copper exceedances of RWLs." 

Section 3.3.2 reasons that the phase-out 8 ahead of schedule and that other copper 
reductions will be afforded by source controls for zinc. Section 4.3.2.2 also discusses the 
issue but with nothing beyond the content of the draft WM P. The WMP shows no 

analysis of other sources and their magnitudes, how the accelerated phase-out might 

affect copper concentrations and loadings, or how source controls for zinc will affect 

copper. Sources of riot and copper are not necessarily coincident, and frequently are not. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.S.b.iv.(5) 
"Table 1-5 should be updated....The concentration-based WQBELs for metals on page 78 

are incorrect...." 
There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 

No Requirement to address Ott. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) 

"The differences between baseline concentrations/loads and allowable 

concentrations/loads should be presented in a time series...and then as a summary of 
90th percentile M the differences between pollutant concentrations/loads and 

allowable concentrations/loads for wet weather periods, in units consistent with the 
applicable WQBELs and Receiving Water Limitations..." 

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term 

Part VIC.5.b.iv.(5) 
".-a detailed explanation should be provided of the calculations used to derive the 
target load reductions." 

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 

comply with Permit term. 

Pan VI.C.S.b.iv.(5) 
"Model output should also be provided for phased IMP implementation to 
demonstrate that interim WQBELs for metals and bacteria will be met" 

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 

comply with Permit term. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The ID number for each of the SO subwatersheds from the model input file should be 

provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship 
of subwatersheds within the watershed area that are simulated In the ISPC model." 

Them is no evidence that this comment was considered or addreued. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment onto 
comply with Permit term. 



Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 

Part VI.C.5.b.tv.(5) 

"The flow, runoff volume and water quality....time series output at the watershed outlet 
as well as for each modeled subbasin should be provided using the 90th percentile 
critical conditions...10 estimate the baseline condition M addition per RAA Guidelines 

' " 
the model output should include stormwater runoff volume and pollutant 
concentration/load at the outlet and for each modeled subbasin for each 8MP scenario 

as well..." 

There h no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed. 
No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit tens. 

Part VI.C.5.b.tv.(5) 

"The identification of the 90th percentile years in Table 4-2 needs to be supported by 

presenting historical hydrological data to demonstrate the selected critical period will 
capture the variability of rainfall and storm siaes/conditions.` 

The presentation does not demonstrate that the choice of critical years given in Table 4-2 
is correct. The analysis and graphing are not for precipitation frequency, as requested by 

the comment, but flow rate frequency. The addition to the WMP h thus unresponsive. 

No Requirement to address Oct 2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 

1/1 Part .C.5.6.1v.(S) 

"Model simulation for copper, lead, zinc, nitrogen, and bacteria under the dry weather 
condition was not Included in the Report and needs to be addressed." 

Two paragraphs were added to the WMP in section 4.3 reasoning that the approved 
models are not applicable to dry weather. Yet the consultant who prepared the lower 
San Gabriel River RAA developed methodology to simulate dry weather conditions and to 
develop dry-weather pollutant reduction targets. 

No Requirement to address Oct. 30,2014 Staff comment or to 
comply with Permit term. 



From: West, Laura <lwest@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:26 PM 

To: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Smith, 
Deborah@Waterboards; Bashaw, Jeannette@Waterboards 

Subject: Petition for Review of Conditional Approvals of WMPs 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB Petition to Reg and State Bd Conditional Approval of WMPs POS 

Email 05-28-15 FINAL.pdf; NRDC LAWK HTB Memo of Ps and As re Conditional 
Approval of WMPs 05-28-15 FINAL.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Dear Mr. Stringer and Mmes. Fordyce, Purdy, Smith, and Bashaw: 

Please find attached a petition for review submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, captioned: Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, for Review 
by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, of the Regional Board Executive Officer's 
Action to Conditionally Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs Pursuant to the Los Angeles County 
Municipal Separate Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Order No. R4 -2012- 
0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001. Please also find attached a Memorandum of Points and Authorities in support of 
the Petition. Exhibits A -D in support of the Memorandum will be submitted in a separate email and are also available 
at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/i1mudOei7gg141k/NRDC%2OLAWK%2OHTB%20Exhibits%20A- 
D%2Ore%20Conditional%20Approval%20of%20WMPs%2005-28-15%20FINAL%20%282%29.pdf?d1=0. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

LAURA WEST 
Program AssistantyWater Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2305 
LWESTANRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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STEVE FLEISCHLI, Bar No. 175174 
BECKY HAYAT, Bar No. 293986 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 434-2300 

Attorneys for NATURAL 
RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

(Additional Counsel on Page 2) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION 

AND 
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay, for Review by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los 
Angeles Region, of the Regional Board Executive 
Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine 
Watershed Management Programs Pursuant to the 
Los Angeles County Municipal Separate 
Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Order No. 
R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001; 

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay, for Review by the State Water 
Resources Control Board of the Regional Board 
Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally 
Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal 
Separate Stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, 
Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001 

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF LOS 
ANGELES REGIONAL WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S ACTION 
TO CONDITIONALLY APPROVE 
NINE WMPs PURSUANT TO THE 
L.A. COUNTY MS4 PERMIT 



LIZ CROSSON, Bar No. 262178 
TATIANA GAUR, Bar No. 246227 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 394-6162 

Attorneys for LOS ANGELES 
WATERKEEPER 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

DANIEL COOPER, Bar No. 153576 
LAWYERS FOR CLEAN WATER, INC. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
(415) 440-6520 

Attorney for LOS ANGELES 
WATERKEEPER 



Pursuant to Part VI.A.6 of the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 

System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) ("2012 MS4 Permit" or "Permit"), the Natural 

Resources Defense Council ("NRDC"), Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay (collectively 

"Petitioners") hereby petition the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ("Regional 

Board") to review the Regional Board Executive Officer's action in conditionally approving nine 

Watershed Management Programs ("WMPs") prepared by dischargers regulated by the 2012 MS4 

Permit. Additionally, in accordance with Section 13320 of the California Water Code and Section 

2050 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, Petitioners hereby petition the State Water 

Resources Control Board ("State Board") to review the Executive Officer's action to issue these 

conditional approvals. 

The 2012 MS4 Permit regulates stormwater discharges from municipal separate storm 

sewer systems ("MS4s") for Los Angeles County and the 84 incorporated cities therein 

(collectively "Permittees"). The 2012 MS4 Permit is the fourth iteration of the MS4 permit for Los 

Angeles County. Unlike the prior 2001 Permit, the 2012 MS4 Permit provides Permittees the 

option of developing a WMP or an Enhanced Watershed Management Program ("EWMP") as an 

alternative mechanism to implement permit requirements. 

On April 28, 2015, the Executive Officer, on behalf of the Regional Board, conditionally 

approved nine WMPs that were submitted by Permittees. For reasons discussed below, Petitioners 

request that the Regional Board invalidate the Executive Officer's conditional approvals and deny 

all nine WMPs as required by the 2012 MS4 Permit. Absent such action by the Regional Board, 

Petitioners request that the State Board invalidate the Executive Officer's conditional approvals as 

such action constitutes an abuse of discretion pursuant to Cal. Water Code §§ 13220 and 13330. 

1. NAME, ADDRESS, TELEPHONE NUMBER, AND E-MAIL ADDRESS OF THE 
PETITIONERS: 

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
Attention: Steve Fleischli, Esq. (sfleischli@nrdc.org) 

Becky Hayat, Esq. (bhayat@nrdc.org) 
(310) 434-2300 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
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Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
Attention: Liz Crosson (liz@lawaterkeeper.org) 

Tatiana Gaur (tgaur@lawaterkeeper.org) 
(310) 394-6162 

Heal the Bay 
1444 9th Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
Attention: Rita Kampalath (rkampalath@healthebay.org) 
(310) 451-1500 

2. THE SPECIFIC ACTION OR INACTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD WHICH THE 
STATE BOARD IS REQUESTED TO REVIEW AND A COPY OF ANY ORDER OR 
RESOLUTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD WHICH IS REFERRED TO IN THE 
PETITION: 

Petitioners seek review of the Regional Board Executive Officer's action to conditionally 

approve nine WMPs pursuant to the 2012 MS4 Permit. Copies of the Executive Officer's letters of 

conditional approvals are attached as Exhibit B. 

3. THE DATE ON WHICH THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTED OR REFUSED TO ACT 
OR ON WHICH THE REGIONAL BOARD WAS REQUESTED TO ACT: 

April 28, 2015. 

4 A FULL AND COMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE REASONS THE ACTION OR 
FAILURE TO ACT WAS INAPPROPRIATE OR IMPROPER: 

In conditionally approving the nine WMPs, the Executive Officer failed to act in 

accordance with relevant governing law, acted inappropriately and improperly, and abused his 

discretion. Specifically, but without limitation, the Executive Officer: 

A. Improperly acted outside the scope of delegated authority in "conditionally" 

approving WMPs because the only authority explicitly delegated to the 

Executive Officer by the Regional Board was to approve or deny the 

WMPs. Such action, therefore, constitutes an abuse of discretion. (Cal. 

Water Code § 13223(a); see also California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board Los Angeles Region (April 11, 2014), Resolution No. R14-005 

amending Resolution No. R10-009, Delegation of Authority to the 

Executive Officer.) 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
Page 2 
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B. Improperly modified the 2012 MS4 Permit by failing to comply with the 

substantive and procedural requirements pursuant to state and federal law, 

and exceeded the statutory limits for delegation. (See Environmental 

Defense Center, Inc. v. EPA, 344 F.3d 832, 853 (9th Cir.2003); 40 C.F.R. §§ 

124.5-124.15; Cal. Water Code Section § 13223(a).) 

C. Improperly imposed conditions in the approvals that are inconsistent with 

Permit requirements and the federal Clean Water Act ("CWA"). 

5. THE MANNER IN WHICH THE PETITIONERS ARE AGGRIEVED: 

Petitioners are non-profit, environmental organizations that have a direct interest in 

protecting, inter alia, the quality of Los Angeles County's aquatic resources, including Santa 

Monica Bay, the Los Angeles River, and other Los Angeles area waters, as well as the health of 

beachgoers and other users. NRDC is a non-profit organization whose purpose is to safeguard the 

Earth: its people, its plants and animals, and the natural systems on which all life depends. NRDC 

represents approximately 72,000 members in California, approximately 12,600 of whom reside in 

Los Angeles County. Los Angeles Waterkeeper is a non-profit organization dedicated to the 

preservation, protection, and defense of the rivers, creeks and coastal waters of Los Angeles 

County from all sources of pollution and degradation. Waterkeeper represents approximately 3,001 

members who live and/or recreate in and around the Los Angeles area. Heal the Bay is a non-profi 

organization whose mission is making southern California's coastal waters and watersheds, 

including Santa Monica Bay, safe, healthy and clean. Heal the Bay represents approximately 

13,000 members in Los Angeles County. 

Petitioners' members recreate in and around the waters to which the 2012 MS4 Permit 

regulates discharges of stormwater runoff and are impacted by pollution in stormwater runoff and 

its resulting health impacts, and by beach closures which restrict the ability of residents and 

visitors in Los Angeles County to use the beach and local waters for recreation and other purposes. 

In particular, Petitioners' members directly benefit from Los Angeles County waters in the form o 

recreational swimming, surfing, diving, photography, birdwatching, fishing, and boating. 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
Page 3 



Petitioners' members are aggrieved by the Executive Officer's action to conditionally 

approve the nine WMPs pursuant to the 2012 MS4 Permit because such action is an obstruction to 

achieving the Permit's ultimate goal of meeting Water Quality Standards ("WQS"), as required by 

the CWA. Specifically, the Executive Officer's failure to deny the WMPs as required by the 2012 

MS4 Permit - and thereby failure to adequately control urban stormwater runoff through the 

Permit and to ensure that pollution in stormwater discharges will not degrade the region's waters - 
has enormous consequences for Los Angeles County residents and Petitioners' members. Urban 

stormwater runoff is one of the largest sources of pollution to the coastal and other receiving 

waters of the nation, and is a particularly severe problem in the Los Angeles region. Waters 

discharged from municipal storm drains carry bacteria, metals, and other pollutants at unsafe levels 

to rivers, lakes, and beaches in Los Angeles County. This pollution has damaging effects on both 

human health and aquatic ecosystems, causing increased rates of human illness and resulting in an 

economic loss of tens to hundreds of millions of dollars every year from public health impacts 

alone. The pollutants also adversely impact aquatic animals and plant life in receiving waters. 

Receiving waters in the Permittees' jurisdiction continue to be impaired for a variety of 

pollutants, and monitoring data show that stormwater discharges continue to contain pollutants at 

levels that cause or contribute to these impairments. Urban development increases impervious land 

cover and exacerbates problems of stormwater volume, rate, and pollutant loading. Consequently, 

Los Angeles County's high rate of urbanization and persistent water quality problems demand that 

the most effective stormwater management tools be required. Both the Regional and State Board 

have defined the WMPs as the means by which compliance with WQSs is determined. By 

conditionally approving clearly deficient WMPs, however, the Executive Officer is allowing 

Permittees to defer compliance with WQSs, resulting in zero improvement in water quality. 

All of these documented facts demonstrate the considerable negative impact on Petitioners' 

members and the environment that continues today as a result of the Executive Officer's failure to 

comply with the terms of the 2012 MS4 Permit. 

/// 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
Page 4 



6. THE SPECIFIC ACTION BY THE REGIONAL OR STATE BOARD WHICH 
PETITIONER REQUESTS: 

Petitioners seek an Order by the Regional or State Board that: 

Invalidates the Executive Officer's conditional approvals and Denies all Nine 
WMPs as required by the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Stormwater 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Order No. R4- 
2012- 0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001. 

7. A STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF LEGAL ISSUES RAISED IN THE PETITION: 

See, Section 4, above. Petitioners have enclosed a separate Memorandum of Points and 

Authorities in support of this Petition. 

8. A STATEMENT THAT THE PETITION HAS BEEN SENT TO THE APPROPRIATE 
REGIONAL BOARD AND TO THE DISCHARGERS, IF NOT THE PETITIONER: 

A true and correct copy of this petition was delivered by electronic mail to the Regional 

Board and the Permittees on May 28, 2015. A true and correct copy of this petition was also 

mailed via First Class mail to the Regional Board on May 28, 2015. 

9. A STATEMENT THAT THE SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES OR OBJECTIONS RAISED IN 
THE PETITION WERE RAISED BEFORE THE REGIONAL BOARD, OR AN 
EXPLANATION OF WHY THE PETITIONER WAS NOT REQUIRED OR WAS 
UNABLE TO RAISE THESE SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES OR OBJECTIONS BEFORE 
THE REGIONAL BOARD. 

All of the substantive issues and objections raised herein were presented to the Regional 

Board during the period for public comment on the draft WMPs. Petitioners submitted written 

comments regarding the revised WMPs on March 25, 2015. Petitioners presented testimony 

before the Regional Board on April 13, 2015. 

Respectfully submitted via electronic mail and Federal Express, 

Dated: May 28, 2015 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 

Becky Hayat 
Steve Fleischli 
Attorneys for NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. & HEAL THE BAY 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
Page 5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Dated: May 28, 2015 LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

Elizabeth Crosson 
Tatiana Gaur 
Attorneys for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
& HEAL THE BAY 

Dated: May 28, 2015 HEAL THE BAY 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18 
and not a party to the within action. My business address is: 1314 Second Street, Santa Monica, 
California 90401. 

On May 28, 2015, I served the within documents described as PETITION FOR. REVIEW 
OF LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER'S ACTION TO CONDITIONALLY APPROVE NINE WMPs PURSUANT TO THE 
L.A. COUNTY MS4 PERMIT and MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN 
SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR REVIEW OF LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S ACTION TO CONDITIONALLY APPROVE 
NINE WMPs PURSUANT TO THE L.A. COUNTY MS4 PERMIT on the following interested 
parties in said action by submitting a true copy thereof via electronic mail to the email addresses 
below: 

City of Agoura Hills 
do Ramiro S. Adeva III, Public Works 
Director/City Engineer 
Greg Ramirez, City Manager 
Ken Berkman, City Engineer 
radevaAci.agoura-hills.ca.us 
gramirez@ci.agoura-hills ca us 
kberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us 

City of Alhambra 
c/o David Dolphin 
Environmental 
Compliance Specialist 
ddolphin@cityofalhambra.org 

City of Arcadia 
c/o Vanessa Hevener, Environmental 
Services Officer 
Dominic Lazzaretto, City Manager 
Tom Tait, Public Works Services Director 
vhevener ,ci.arcadia.ca.us 
dlazzarettoAci.arcadia.ca.us 
ttait@ci.arcadia.ca.us 

City of Artesia 
do Susie Gomes, Assistant to the City 
Manager 
sgomes@cityofartesia.us 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
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City of Bell 
do Terry Rodrigue, City. Engineer 
trodrigueAcityofbell.org 

City of Bell Gardens 
do John Oropeza, Assistant City Manager 
cv11@bellgardens.org 

City of Bellflower 
do Bernie Iniguez 
Environmental Services Manager 
biniguez@bellflower.org 

City of Beverly Hills 
c/o Josette Descalzo, Environmental 
Compliance and Sustainability Manager 
Jeff Kolin, City Manager 
jdescalzo@beverlyhills.org 
jkolin@beverlyhills.org 



City of Azusa 
c/o Carl Hassel, City Engineer 
Daniel Bobadilla, Interim Director of Public 
Works/City Engineer 
chassel@ci.azusa.ca.us 
dbobadilla@ci.azusa.ca.us 

City of Baldwin Park 
do David Lopez, Associate Engineer 
dlopez@baldwinpark.com 

City of Calabasas 
do Alex Farassati, Environmental Services 
Supervisor 
afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com 

City of Cerritos 
c/o Mike O'Grady, Environmental Services 
mogrady@cerritos.us 

City of Commerce 
c/o Gina Nila, 
Environmental 
Services 
gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us 

City of Covina 
c/o Vivian Castro, 
Environmental Services Manager 
vcastro@ci.covina.ca.us 

City of Culver City 
c/o Damian Skinner, Manager 
John Nachbar, City Manager 
damian.skinner@culvercity.org 
john.nachbar@culvercity.org 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 
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City of Bradbury 
c/o Michelle Keith, City Manager 
rnkeith@cityofbradbury.org 

City of Burbank 
do Bonnie Teaford, Public Works Director 
bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us 

City of Carson 
c/o Patricia Elkins, Building Construction 
Manager 
David Biggs, City Manager 
Farrokh Abolfathi, Principal Civil Engineer 
pelkins@carson.ca.us 
dbiggs@carson.ca.us 
fabolfathi@carson.ca.us 

City of Claremont 
c/o Brian Desatnik, Director of Community 
Development 
Loretta Mustafa, City Engineer 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us 
lmustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us 

City of Compton 
c/o Hien Nguyen, Assistant City Engineer 
hnguyen@comptoncity.org 

City of Cudahy 
do Hector Rodriguez, City Manager 
Albert Santos, Acting City Manager, 
Assistant to the City Manager 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov 

City of Diamond Bar 
c/o David Liu, Director of Public Works 
dliuAdiamondb arca. gov 



City of Downey 
do Jason Wen, Ph.D., P.E. 
Utilities Superintendent 
Yvette M. Abich Garcia, 
City Attorney 
iwen@downeyca.org 
ygarciandowneyca.org 

City of El Monte 
do Frank Senteno, 
Director of Public Works 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov 

City of Gardena 
c/o John Felix, Assistant 
Engineer 
Mitchell Lansdell, City 
Manager 

gardena. ca . us 
mlansdell@ei.gardena.ca.us 

City of Glendora 
do Dave Davies 
Director of Public Works 
ddavies@ci. glendora. ca. us 

City of Hawthorne 
do Arnold Shadbehr, 
Chief General Service and Public Works 
ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org 

City of Hidden Hills 
do Kimberly Colberts, 
Environmental Coordinator 
staff @hiddenhillscity.org 

City of Industry 
do Troy Helling, Senior 
Planner 
thelling@cityofindustry.org 
planning@cityofindustry.org 
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City of Duarte 
do Darrel George, City Manager 
Rafael Casillas, Public Works Manager 
georged@accessduarte.com 
rcasillas@accessduarte.com 

City of El Segundo 
do Stephanie Katsouleas, 
Public Works Director 
skatsouleas@,elsegundo.org 

City of Glendale 
do Maurice Oillataguerre, 
Senior Environmental Program Scientist 
moillataguerreAci.glendale.ca.us 

City of Hawaiian Gardens 

do Joseph Colombo, 
Director of Community Development 
jcolombo@ghcity.org 

City of Hermosa Beach 
do Homayoun Behboodi, Associate Engineer 
hbehboodi@,hermosabch.org 

City of Huntington Park 
do James Enriquez, Director of Public 
Works/City Engineer 
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org 

City of Inglewood 
c/o Lauren Amimoto, 
Senor Administrative Analyst 
Barmeshwar Rai, Principal Engineer 
Louis Atwell, Public Works Director 
Artie Fields, City Manager 
lamimotoAcityofinglewood.org 
brai@cityofinglewood.org 
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City of Irwindale 
c/o William Kwok 
Tam, Director of 
Public Works 
wtam@ci.irwindale.ca.us 

City of La Habra Heights 
Shauna Clark, City Manager 

shaunacAlhhcity.org 

City of La Puente 
do John Di Mario, 
Director of Development Services 
idimario@lapuente.org 

City of Lakewood 
do Konya Vivanti, 
Environmental 
Programs Manager 
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org 

City of Lomita 
do Michael Rock, City Manager/City Clerk 
Mark McAvoy, Public Works Director/City 
Engineer 
m.rock@lomitacity.com 
m.mcavoyAlomitacity.com 

City of Lynwood 
c/o Josef Kekula, 
Public Works 
Association 
Elias Saikaly, Senior 
Public Works Manager 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us 
esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us 

City of Manhattan Beach 
c/o Mark Danaj, City Manager 
cm@citymb.info 
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latwellAcityofinglewood.org 
afieldsAcityofmglewood.org 

City of La Canada Flintridge 

c/o Edward G. Hitti, Director of Public 

Works 
ehittiAlcfca.gov 

City of La Mirada 
c/o Mark Stowell, Public Works 
Director/City Engineer 
mstowell(iicityoflamirada.org 

City of La Verne 
c/o Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works 
dkeesey@ci. la-veme. ca. us 

City of Lawndale 
c/o Nasser Abbaszadeh, Director of 
Public Works 
Steve Mandoki, City Manager 
smandoki@lawndalecity.org 
nabbaszadehAlawndalecity.org 

City of Los Angeles 
c/o Shahram Kharaghani, 
Division Manager 
shahram.kharaghaniAlacity.org 

City of Malibu 
c/o Jennifer Brown, 
Senior Environmental Programs Coordinator 
jbrown@malibucity.org 

City of Maywood 
c/o Andre Dupret, Project Manager 
andre.dupret@cityofrnaywood.org 



mdanaj@,citymb.info 

City of Monrovia 
do Sharon Gallant, Environmental Services 
Analyst II 
Oliver Chi, City Manager 
cityhall@ci.monrovia.ca.us 
sgallant@,ci.monrovia.ca.us 
ochi@ci.monrovia.ca.us 

City of Monterey Park 
do Amy Ho, Principal Management Analyst 
John Hunter, Consultant 
amhoAmontereypark.ca.gov 
jhunterAihla.net 

City of Palos Verdes Estates 
do Jack Rydell, City Engineer 
Sherri Repp-Loadsman, Planning and Building 
Director 
iackrydell@,caaprofessionals.com 
srepp(ipvestates.org 

City of Pasadena 
do Stephen Walker 
Principal Engineer 
swalker@cityofpasadena.net 

City of Pomona 
do Julie Carver, 
Environmental 
Programs 
Coordinator 
Linda Lowry, City Manager 
Julie carver@ci.pomona.ca.us 
linda lowryAci.pomona.ca.us 

City of Redondo Beach 

do Mike Shay, Principal Civil 
Engineer 

Mike Witzansky, Assistant City 
Manager 
mshayAredondo.org 
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City of Montebello 
do Danilo Batson, Director of Public Works 
Cory Roberts 
croberts@aaeinc.com 
dbatsonAcityofmontebello.com 

City of Norwalk 
do Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer 
William Zimmerman, Interim City Engineer 
dgarcia@norwalkca.gov 
administration(inorwalkca.gov 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov 

City of Paramount 
do Christopher S. Cash 
Director of Public Works 
ccash@paramountcity.com 

City of Pico Rivera 
do Rene Bobadilla, City Manager 
rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
do Douglas Willmore, City Manager 
Michael Throne, Director of Public Works 
citymanager@rpv.com 
dwillmore@rpvca.gov 
michaelt@rpvca.gov 

City of Rolling Hills 
do Greg Grammer, 
Assistant City Manager 
ggrammer@rollinghillsestatesca.gov 



mike.witzansky@redondo.org 

City of Rolling Hills Estates 
do Greg Grammer, 
Assistant City Manager 
ggrammer@rollinghillsestatesca.gov 

City of San Dimas 
c/o Latoya Cyrus, 
Environmental Coordinator 
lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us 

City of San Gabriel 
Daren T. Grilley, City Engineer 

dgrilley@sgca.org 

City of Santa Clarita 

do Travis Lange 
Environmental Services Manager 
ttlange@santa-clarita.com 

City of Santa Monica 
do Neal Shapiro, 
Urban Runoff 
Coordinator 
nshapiro@smgov.net 

City of Signal Hill 
c/o John Hunter 
Ken Farfsing, City 
Manager 
jhunter@jlha.net 
kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org 

City of South Gate 
do John Hunter 
jhunter@jlha.net 

City of Temple City 
do John Hunter 
ihunter@jlha.net 
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City of Rosemead 
do Matt Hawkesworth, Assistant City 
Manager/Acting Public Works Director 
mhawkesworth@cityofrosemead.org 

City of San Fernando 
do Chris Marcarello, Deputy City 
Manager/Public Works Director 
cmarcarello@sfcity.org 

City of San Marino 
c/o Chuck Richie, 
Director of Parks and Public Works 
John Schaefer, City Manager 
crichieAcityofsanmarino.org 
ischaefer@cityofsanmarino.org 

City of Santa Fe Springs 
c/o Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer 
Assistant 
smorales-choateAsantafesprings.org 

City of Sierra Madre 
c/o James Carlson, Management Analyst 
Elaine Aguilar, City Manager 
icarlsonAcityofsierramadre.com 
eaguliar@cityofsierramadre.com 

City of South El Monte 
c/o Anthony Ybarra, City Manager 
tybarra@soelmonte.org 

City of South Pasadena 
c/o John Hunter 
jhunter@jlha.net 

City of Torrance 
c/o LeRoy Jackson, City Manager 
Robert Beste, Public Works 
ljackson@torranceca.gov 



City of Vernon 
do Claudia Arellano, Stormwater and Special 
Projects Analyst 
carellanoAci.vernon.ca.us 

City of West Covina 
do Samuel Gutierrez, Civil 
Engineering Associate 
sam.gutierrezAwestcovina.o rg 

City of Westlake Village 
do Joe Bellomo 
Stormwater Program Manager 
ibellomo@willdan.com 

rbeste@torranceca.gov 

City of Walnut 
do Alicia Jensen, Community SerVices 
Superintendent 
aj ensen ci.walnut.ca.us 

City of West Hollywood 
do Sharon Perlstein, City Engineer 
sperlstein @weho.org 

City of Whittier 
do David A. Pelser, PE, BCEE 
Director of Public Works 
dpelserAcityofwhittier.org 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on May 28, 2015, at Santa Monica, California. 

Va/1/1/7/f/t 

Laura West 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This petition seeks review of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board's 

("Regional Board") Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve nine Watershed 

Management Programs ("WMPs") pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm 

Sewer System ("MS4") Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) ("2012 MS4 Permit" or "Permit"). The 

2012 MS4 Permit regulates the discharge of stormwater for Los Angeles County and 84 

incorporated cities therein (collectively "Permittees"). Petitioners request that the Executive 

Officer's action be reviewed by the Regional Board pursuant to Part VI.A.6 of the 2012 MS4 

Permit, which states that concerns with the WMP approval process must be appealed to the 

Regional Board. However, the California Water Code requires all improper actions by the 

Executive Officer be appealed to the State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") within 

30 day of such action. Therefore, Petitioners also file this appeal with the State Board and request 

that, absent Regional Board action, the Executive Officer's action be reviewed by the State Board 

in accordance with Cal. Water Code § 13320 and 23 C.C.R. § 2050 et seq. 

The 2012 MS4 Permit provides Permittees the option of developing a WMP or an 

Enhanced Watershed Management Program ("EWMP") as an alternative mechanism for meeting 

water quality-based permit requirements. The Permit requires that the Regional Board, or 

Executive Officer on behalf of the Board, must approve or deny the final WMPs submitted by 

Permittees by April 28, 2015.1 However, on April 28, 2015, the Executive Officer neither 

approved nor denied the final WMPs pursuant to delegated authority in the Permit; rather, the 

Executive Officer granted so-called "conditional approvals" for a total of nine final WMPs that 

were submitted by Permittees.2 For reasons discussed below, the Executive Officer's action in 

issuing the "conditional approvals" fails to comply with legal requirements. Petitioners therefore 

request that the Regional Board invalidate the Executive Officer's conditional approvals and deny 

1 Final WIVfl's were submitted to the Regional Board at the end of January 2015. Within three months of receiving the 
final WMPs, the Regional Board, or Executive Officer on behalf of the Board, must approve or deny the programs. 
2012 MS4 Permit, at Table 9. That deadline was April 28, 2015. 
2 See Exhibit B: Letters of Conditional Approvals from the Executive Officer. 
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all nine final WMPs as required by the 2012 MS4 Permit. (2012 MS4 Permit, at Part VI.A.6.) 

Absent such action by the Regional Board, Petitioners request that the State Board invalidate the 

Executive Officer's conditional approvals as such action constitutes an abuse of discretion 

pursuant to Cal. Water Code § 13330(e) and Cal. Civ. Proc. Code §§ 1094.5(b) and 1094(c). 

The Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs pursuant to the 2012 

MS4 Permit is an abuse of discretion for three principal reasons: 1) the Executive Officer acted 

outside of his delegated authority in conditionally approving the WMPs; 2) the Executive Officer's 

conditional approvals -a step nowhere allowed in the 2012 MS4 Permit - is an improper permit 

modification without notice, hearing, or Regional Board approval as required by law and 

furthermore, exceeds the statutory limits for delegation imposed by Cal. Water Code § 13223(a); 

and 3) the terms of the conditional approvals are inconsistent with core Permit requirements and 

the federal Clean Water Act ("CWA"), and therefore demonstrate that the only available course of 

action for the Executive Officer was to deny the WMPs. 

A. Legal Background 

In 1972, Congress enacted the CWA to "restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 

biological integrity of the Nation's waters."3 Because of the serious threats imposed by stormwater 

runoff, Congress amended the CWA in 1987 with a phased schedule for developing stormwater 

permitting regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") 

program.4 Twenty years later, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") has noted the 

continuing problems caused by stormwater, stating that "[s]tormwater has been identified as one of 

the leading sources of pollution for all waterbody types in the United States."5 

The CWA requires each state to adopt Water Quality Standards ( "WQSs ") for all waters 

within its boundaries, which include maximum permissible pollutant levels that must be 

sufficiently stringent to protect public health and enhance water quality. 6 States must also identify 

3 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a); Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 503 U.S. 91, 101 (1992). 
4 See 33 U.S.C. § 1342. 

U.S. EPA (December, 2007), Reducing Stormwater Costs through Low Impact Development (LID) Strategies and 
Practices, at 1. 

6 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C), 1313, 1313(c)(2)(A). 
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as impaired any water bodies that fail to meet WQSs for specific designated uses.' For impaired 

waters, states must establish total maximum daily loads ("TMDLs"), which set a daily limit on the 

discharge of each pollutant necessary to achieve WQSs.8 TMDLs assign a waste load allocation 

("WLA") to each source for which an NPDES permit is required, and "once a TMDL is developed, 

effluent limitations in NPDES permits must be consistent with the WLAs in the TMDL."9 

Beginning in 1990, the Regional Board issued a NPDES permit to cover stormwater 

discharges by the County and municipalities in the region. (2012 MS4 Permit, at Finding B.) 

Whenever a permit is reissued, modified, or revoked, a new draft permit must be prepared and 

fully comply with certain substantive and procedural requirements under state and federal law, 

such as being accompanied by a fact sheet, and providing public notice, comment period, and 

hearings.10 

B. The 2012 MS4 Permit 

On November 8, 2012, the Regional Board approved the current 2012 MS4 Permit for Los 

Angeles County." The previous MS4 Permit for Los Angeles County issued in 2001 (Order No. 

01-182) ("2001 Permit") set receiving water limitations ("RWLs") for Los Angeles County waters, 

stating that discharges from the municipal storm drain system that "cause or contribute" to 

violations of WQSs or water quality objectives are prohibited. (2001 Permit, at Part 2.3.) The 2012 

MS4 Permit contains the same RWLs provisions as the 2001 Permit, but unlike the 2001 Permit, 

incorporates several "safe harbors" that create an alternative means to comply with the RWLs 

provisions in certain circumstances. Specifically, under the 2012 MS4 Permit, Permittees may 

develop a WMP or an EWMP whereby they can select their own control measures, best 

management practices, and compliance schedules to implement permit requirements, subject to 

minimum standards set forth in the Permit. (2012 MS4 Permit, at Part VI.C.) Under certain 

circumstances, if a Permittee fully complies with the WMP development and implementation 

7 33 U.S.C. § 1313(d). 
8 33 U.S.C. § 1313(d)(1).) 
9 Communities for a Better Env't v. State Water Res. Control Bd., 132 Cal.App.4th 1313, 1321 (2005). 
I° See 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.5-124.15. 
I I Regional Board Order No. R4-2012-0175. 
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requirements pursuant to the Permit, it will be deemed in compliance with the RWLs, at least 

temporarily, whether or not such limitations are actually achieved. (Id., at Part VI.C.2.b.) 

On December 10, 2012, Petitioners filed a petition for review to the State Board 

challenging the Regional Board's adoption of the 2012 MS4 Permit. The State Board has yet to 

make a final determination on Petitioners' petition, but it has issued a Draft Order as well as a 

subsequent revised Draft Order on the various Permit petitions. In the revised Draft Order, the 

State Board continues to assert that the WMP alternative compliance approach "is a clearly 

defined, implementable, and enforceable alternative to the receiving water limitations 

provisions."12 Thus, the Revised Draft Order defines the WMPs as an acceptable means by which 

compliance with WQSs -a core CWA requirement for all NPDES permits - is determined. 

According to the 2012 MS4 Permit, once Permittees elect to participate in the Permit's 

alternative compliance approach and develop a WMP, the Regional Board, or Executive Officer on 

behalf of the Board, must approve or deny the final draft WMPs submitted by Permittees. (Id., at 

Table 9.) The Permit provides a clear schedule for WMP development, submission, and approval 

or denial as well as opportunity for public comments on the draft WMPs. (Id.) Furthermore, the 

Permit contains a detailed section specifying the minimum requirements that must be included in a 

draft WMP prior to approval, such as: 1) identification of water quality priorities; 2) selection of 

watershed control measures; and 3) compliance schedules. (See id., at Part VI.C.5.) The Permit 

does not allow for "conditional approvals" of final draft WMPs submitted by Permittees by the 

Regional Board or Executive Officer on behalf of the Board. (Id., at Table 9). 

The WMPs subject to this Petition were first submitted in June 2014. On August 18, 2014, 

Petitioners submitted comments on most of the draft WMPs, which, among other things, addressed 

the many deficiencies in the programs. Regional Board staff also reviewed the draft WMPs and in 

October 2014, sent a letter to each of the nine WMP groups identifying significant deficiencies to 

12 State Water Resources Control Board, Revised Draft Order: In Re Petitions Challenging 2012 Los Angeles 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175), April 24, 2015, at p. 55 ("Revised Draft 
Order"). 
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be corrected as a prerequisite to the Board's approval of the WMPs.13 The Permittees were 

directed to submit revised WMPs addressing the Board's concerns, and accordingly all nine WMP 

groups submitted revised plans in January 2015 - with the exception of City of Walnut, which 

submitted its revised WMP in April 2015 - for Regional Board review and approval." 

In all nine revised WMPs, Permittees failed to correct many, if not most, of the deficiencies 

that Regional Board staff had identified.15 Despite the revised plans' near complete disregard for 

the Regional Board demands and thereby Permit requirements, on April 28, 2015, the Executive 

Officer, on behalf of the Board, illegally issued conditional approvals for the nine revised WMPs. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

In reviewing the Executive Officer's decision, both the Regional and State Boards must 

exercise their independent judgment as to whether the Executive Officer's action is reasonable.16 

The Executive Officer's action constitutes an "[a]buse of discretion... if [he] has not proceeded in 

the manner required by law, the order or decision is not supported by the findings, or the fmdings 

are not supported by the evidence."17 "Where it is claimed that the findings are not supported by 

the evidence, . . . abuse of discietion is established if the court determines that the findings are not 

supported by the weight of the evidence." 18 

/ll 

/11 

13 See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs. 
14 See Exhibit C: Links to Revised WMPs. 
IS Petitioners have conducted a detailed analysis of draft WMPs, Regional Board staff comments, and revised WMPs 
for three watershed management groups: Lower San Gabriel River, Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, and Lower Los 
Angeles River. See Comments on Revised Watershed Management Plans under the Los Angeles County Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System Permit, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001, Order No. R4-2012-0175 submitted by 
NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, March 25, 2015. Petitioners' detailed comments on these three 
WMPs are representative of inadequacies in all nine WMPs that were conditionally approved pursuant to the 2012 
MS4 Permit. 
16 See Stinnes-Western Chemical Corp., State Board WQ Order No. 86-16 (1986). 
17 Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 1094.5(b); see also Zuniga v. Los Angeles County Civil Serv. Comm 'n (2006) 137 
Cal.App.4th 1255, 1258 (applying same statutory standard). 
18 Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 1094.5(c). 
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III. ARGUMENT 

A. The Executive Officer's Action to Grant Conditional Approvals Was Beyond Hi 
Delegated Authority and Thus Constitutes an Abuse of Discretion 

The Executive Officer "conditionally" approved nine WMPs when the only authority 

delegated to him by the Regional Board was to approve or deny the WMPs. (Id., at Table 9.) By 

granting conditional approvals, the Executive Officer has acted outside of his legally delegated 

authority as provided for in the 2012 MS4 Permit, and therefore has abused his discretion. 

The 2012 MS4 Permit allows Permittees the option to develop a WMP to implement permi 

requirements. However, the Permit provisions make it clear that draft WMPs must meet certain 

minimum requirements in order to receive Regional Board approval and thus before Permittees 

can begin implementation of the approved WMPs. (See id., at Part VI.C.5.) The Regional Board, 

or the Executive Officer on behalf of the Board, must approve or deny the final plans within three 

months after Permittees' submittal of those plans. (Id., at Table 9.) 

Under state law, a Regional Board can delegate any of its powers and duties, with limited 

exceptions, to its Executive Officer.I9 The Executive Officer's actions, however, are limited to 

only carrying out the duties that have been explicitly delegated and, in any event, may not exceed 

the statutory limits imposed by Cal. Water Code § 13223(a). As indicated in Table 9 of the 2012 

MS4 Permit, the Board delegated to the Executive Officer the power to approve or deny WMPs, 

which is a delegable duty under Section 13223(a). 

Permittees submitted their revised final WMPs at the end of January 2015, making April 

28, 2015 the date by which the Regional Board, or Executive Officer on behalf of the Board, had 

to approve or deny the final WMPs. In its October 2014 comments on the draft WMPs, the 

Regional Board staff required specific revisions that Permittees must make before their WMPs can 

be approved. 20 Unfortunately, there was not a single revised WMP that fully and properly 

19 Cal. Water Code § 13223(a); see also California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (April 
11, 2014), Resolution No. R14-005 amending Resolution No. R10-009, Delegation of Authority to the Executive 
Officer ("Resolution No. R14-005"). 
20 See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs. 
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responded to the Board's requests for revisions. In fact, as demonstrated by the Executive Officer' 

issuance of "conditional approvals" all nine WMPs failed to comply with the Regional Board's 

directive and thus fell short of meeting the Permit requirements necessary to allow Permittees to 

pursue the Permit's alternative compliance approach.21 Because the nine WMPs, as finally 

submitted, failed to meet the program development requirements by the designated schedule set 

forth in the Permit, neither the Regional Board nor the Executive Officer on its behalf could 

approve the fmal WMPs. Therefore, the only course of action available to the Executive Officer 

pursuant to the Permit was to deny the final WMPs by the April 28, 2015 deadline. 

Not only did the Executive Officer improperly issue conditional approvals instead of 

denying the WMPs, but by conditionally approving the WMPs, the Executive Officer also 

provided Permittees an additional 45 days to comply with the Permit's WMP development 

requirements and thereby improperly extended the Permit's WMP deadlines. Notwithstanding the 

fact that the conditions imposed by the Executive Officer are themselves insufficient (as discussed 

in Section III.C. below), they were aimed at correcting the WMPs' failures to comply with the 

Permit requirements and clearly demonstrate that the WMPs should have been properly denied on 

April 28, 2015. The Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve the fmal WMPs is thus no 

only contrary to the Permit requirements, but also outside the scope of the Executive Officer's 

specifically-delegated authority to only approve or deny the WMPs on or before April 28, 2015. 

Furthermore, the conditional approvals left the extension open-ended, specifying that "Nile 

Board may rescind this approval if all of the following conditions are not met to the satisfaction of 

the Board" by June 12, 2015.22 Thus, the "conditional approvals" left open the possibility that the 

Executive Officer/Regional Board may further extend the 45-day deadline and issue another round 

of conditional approvals beyond June 12, 2015. However, the Executive Officer did not have any 

authority to indefinitely extend the Permit's deadlines. More significantly, the Regional Board 

21 See Exhibit B: Letters of Conditional Approvals from the Executive Officer; Exhibit C: Links to Revised WMPs. 
22 See Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Notice of Approval, with Conditions, of Nine WMPs 
Pursuant to the LA County MS4 Permit, Order No. R4-2012-0174, Including Three WMPs Also Pursuant to the City o 
Long Beach MS4 Permit, Order No. R4-2014-0024, April 28, 2015 (emphasis added). 
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itself has repeatedly noted that the 2001 Permit's iterative approach has been ineffective at 

bringing Permittees into compliance with WQSs and therefore wants to avoid a process of 

continual WMP implementation and endless extensions without ever achieving Permit 

compliance.23 The Permit required that the Executive Officer must approve or deny the final 

WMPs by April 28, 2015. (Id.) Therefore, the conditional approvals' open-ended extensions are a 

further abuse of discretion. 

As a result of the Executive Officer's unauthorized actions, Permittees that have not 

complied with the 2012 MS4 Permit's WMP development requirements by April 28, 2015 - and 

therefore have not demonstrated that their WMPs will achieve the RWLs and TMDL-specific 

limitations - are nevertheless improperly allowed to continue to avail themselves of the Permit's 

"safe harbor" provisions. This directly undermines the Permit's scheme and shows the validity of 

Petitioners' long-standing concern that the WMP/EWMP provisions and process allow an endless 

loop of permit implementation without ultimate achievement of WQSs, specifically via the 

adaptive management process.24 Additionally, this is in direct contradiction to statements made by 

Regional Board staff themselves asserting their commitment to following the WMP 

approval/denial timeline.25 

While the State Board continues to claim that the WMP alternative compliance approach 

provides a finite, concrete, and rigorous process for meeting Permit requirements,26 it is quite 

evident that the exact opposite is happening here. By granting conditional approvals, the Executive 

Officer is creating yet another process and a new, unauthorized schedule that will only defer 

compliance with the Permit's RWLs and TMDL-limitations. Moreover, once a WMP is approved, 

Permittees must immediately begin implementing measures and actions proposed in the WMP. 

23 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, 2012 MS4 Permit Adoption Hearing 
Transcript, November 8, 2012, at pgs. 69-70, 326 ("2012 Permit Adoption Hearing Transcript"); see also Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments on Receiving Water Limitations Questions, August 15, 2013, at 4. 
24 See Comments on Proposed Draft Order SWRCB/OCC Files to A-2236(a)-(kk): In Re Petitions Challenging 2012 
Los Angeles Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) submitted by NRDC, Los 
Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, January 21, 2015. 
25 2012 Permit Adoption Hearing Transcript, at p. 69. 
26 Revised Draft Order, at p. 36. 
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(Id., at Part VI.C.6.) However, if the WMPs are approved in their deficient state, implementing 

such deficient programs will, by definition, fail to put Permittees on a rigorous path to achieving 

Permit compliance. 

B. The Executive Officer's Conditional Approvals Constitute an Improper Perini 
Modification 

By conditionally approving WMPs -a procedure nowhere provided for in the 2012 MS4 

Permit - the Executive Officer improperly modified the 2012 MS4 Permit in violation of the 

substantive and procedural requirements of state and federal law. Specifically, in issuing the 

conditional approvals, the Executive Officer created new permit terms by: 1) inventing an 

intermediate approval process not provided for in the 2012 MS4 Permit; 2) modifying the WMP 

provisions by imposing conditions inconsistent with the express requirements of the Permit;27 and 

3) providing for an open-ended extension to the deadline for complying with the Permit's WMP 

provisions (allowing Permittees at least an additional 45 days to satisfy the conditions outlined by 

the Executive Officer after which the Executive Officer "may," or may not, withdraw the 

approval). 

The 2012 MS4 Permit's terms specifically require that the Executive Officer, on behalf of 

the Regional Board, must either approve or deny the final draft WMPs by a date certain - in this 

case on or before April 28, 2015. (Id., at Table 9.) The Executive Officer did neither, and instead 

de facto amended the Permit terms, creating a new process, timeline, and set of standards by 

conditionally approving WMPs. The Permit's WMP provisions constitute the Permit's alternative 

compliance approach to meeting RWLs and TMDL-specific limitations and are therefore a key 

part of the Permit. (Id., at Part VI.C.6.) Moreover, once approved, the contents of the WMPs 

become enfOrceable, substantive terms of the Permit - terms that are at the core of the 2012 MS4 

Permit. (/d.)28 Thus, by conditionally approving the WMPs and thereby extending the deadline by 

which new substantive pollution control measures may be incorporated into the 2012 MS4 Permit, 

27 See infra Section III.C. 
28 See also Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. EPA, 344 F.3d 832, 853 (9th Cir. 2003) (where a submission 
establishes what the discharger will do to reduce discharges to the maximum extent practicable, it crosses the threshol 
from being an item of procedural correspondence to being a substantive component of the regulatory regime). 
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the Executive Officer is modifying the Permit terms, 29 but without circulation of a draft permit, 

public notice, fact sheet, or public hearing date, as required by law. 

When a NPDES permit is reissued, or as here, modified, the issuing agency must follow 

substantive and procedural requirements set out in the CWA's implementing regulations.3° While 

for modifications, the requirements apply only to those permit sections that are changed, the 

issuing agency must nevertheless prepare and circulate a draft permit reflecting those changes.31 

The draft permit must include, among other things, compliance schedules, monitoring 

requirements, and a fact sheet.32 The fact sheet accompanying the draft permit must include, 

among other things: 1) a brief statement of the activity at issue; 2) the type of waste discharged; 3) 

a summary of the basis for the changed permit conditions, including citations to statutory and 

regulatory authorization, and facts in the record; 4) a description of the procedures by which a final 

decision on the modification will be reached, including the beginning and end dates for the 

required notice to the public; and 5) procedures for requesting a hearing.33 The issuing agency is 

required to provide at least 30 days from notice of the draft permit modification to allow for public 

comment.34 Finally, under state law, modification of a NPDES permit is not delegable from the 

Regional Board itself to the Executive Officer.35 Therefore, any NPDES permit modification must 

be adopted at a properly-noticed public hearing before the Regional Board members. 

The conditional approvals constitute a modification of the 2012 MS4 Permit terms; yet, the 

Regional Board failed to follow the required permit modification procedure. Instead, the 

29 In certain circumstances where a permit modification satisfies the criteria for a "minor modification," which are not 
applicable here, the permit may be modified without a draft permit or public review. 40 C.F.R. § 122.62. For 
stormwater permits, minor modifications are narrowly defined as those needed to correct typographical errors, require 
more frequent monitoring or reporting by the Permittee, change an interim compliance date in a schedule of 
compliance, allow for changes in ownership or operational control of a facility (as long as no other changes are 
needed), or to terminate a discharge outfall. 40 C.F.R. § 122.63. Conditionally approving WMPs - which, once 
approved, become the enforceable, binding terms of the 2012 MS4 Permit - when the Permit only allows for approval 
or denial does not constitute a minor modification. 
30 See 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.5-124.15. 
31 40 C.F.R. § 124.5. 
32 40 C.F.R. § 124.6. 
33 40 C.F.R. § 124.8(b). 
34 40 C.F.R. § 124.10(b). 
35 Cal. Water Code § 13223(a); see also Resolution No. R14-005 ("...the Executive Officer is specifically precluded 
from...[i]ssuing, modifying, or revoking any waste discharge requirements."). 
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conditional approvals were issued as letters to the Permittees. The Executive Officer's action, 

therefore, failed to meet the requirements of the federal regulations for modifying a NPDES permit 

and constitutes an abuse of discretion. 

C. The Terms of the Conditional Approvals Are Inconsistent with Permit Requirement 
and the Federal CWA and Therefore Establish That the Only Available Course o 

Action for the Executive Officer Was to Deny the WMPs 

Following submission of the initial draft WMPs, Regional Board staff identified numerous 

and significant failures to comply with Permit requirements and therefore directed Permittees, in 

writing, to submit revised plans to address the deficiencies.36 Unfortunately, the revised draft 

WMPs failed to address virtually all of the identified non-compliance issues.37 Rather than denyin 

the insufficient WMPs as required by the 2012 MS4 Permit, however, the Executive Officer 

approved the WMPs with conditions - conditions that fail to address all of the WMP inadequacies 

previously cited by Regional Board staff itself.38 As such, the terms of the Executive Officer's 

conditional approvals are inconsistent with Permit requirements, and constitute an abuse of 

discretion. 

1. Reasonable Assurance Analysis 

Perhaps the most glaring deficiency in the WMPs is the flawed Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis ("RAA") in each. The 2012 MS4 Permit requires: 

(5) Permittees shall conduct a Reasonable Assurance Analysis for each 
water body-pollutant combination addressed by the Watershed 
Management Program. A Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) shall 
be quantitative and performed using a peer-reviewed model in the 
public domain. Models to be considered for the RAA, without 
exclusion, are the Watershed Management Modeling System 
(WMMS), Hydrologic Simulation Program-FORTRAN (HSPF), and the 
Structural BMP Prioritization and Analysis Tool (SBPAT). The RAA 

36 See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs. 
37 See Exhibit C: Links to Revised WMPs. 
38 While Petitioners' review of the revised WMPs and their correlating letters of conditional approvals was mainly 
focused on three watershed management groups (Lower San Gabriel, Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, and Lower 
Los Angeles River), Petitioners' argument about the illegality of the conditional approvals applies to all nine WMPs 
that were conditionally approved. 
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shall commence with assembly of all available, relevant subwatershed 
data collected within the last 10 years, including land use and pollutant 
loading data, establishment of quality assurance/quality control 
(QA/QC) criteria, QA/QC checks of the data, and identification of the 
data set meeting the criteria for use in the analysis. Data on 
performance of watershed control measures needed as model input 
shall be drawn only from peer-reviewed sources. These data shall be 
statistically analyzed to determine the best estimate of performance 
and the confidence limits on that estimate for the pollutants to be 
evaluated. The objective of the RAA shall be to demonstrate the ability 
of Watershed Management Programs and EWMPs to ensure that 
Permittees' MS4 discharges achieve applicable water quality based 
effluent limitations and do not cause or contribute to exceedances of 
receiving water limitations. 
(a) Permittees shall demonstrate using the RAA that the activities 

and control measures identified in the Watershed Control 
Measures will achieve applicable water quality-based effluent 
limitations and/or receiving water limitations in Attachments L 
through R with compliance deadlines during the permit term. 

(b) Where the TMDL Provisions in Part VI.E and Attachments L 
through R do not include interim or final water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with 
compliance deadlines during the permit term, Permittees shall 
identify interim milestones and dates for their achievement to 
ensure adequate progress toward achieving interim and fmal 
water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations with deadlines beyond the permit term. 

(c) For water body-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, 
Permittees shall demonstrate using the RAA that the activities 
and control measures identified in the Watershed Control 
Measures will achieve applicable receiving water limitations as 
soon as possible. 

(Id. at Part VI.C.5.b.iv.5.) 

Thus, the RAA is a detailed modeling exercise, intended to ensure that the WMPs 

implement stormwater pollution control measures of the correct type, location, and size to achieve 

compliance with WQSs in receiving water bodies. The RAA forms the bedrock for WMP 

development, and therefore for pollution control and compliance with the CWA for those 

Permittees that choose to develop WMPs. As noted by the State Board in the most recent Draft 

Order on the 2014 MS4 Permit, 
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...the requirement for a reasonable assurance analysis in particular is 
designed to ensure that Permittees are choosing appropriate controls and milestones 
for the WMP/EWMP. Competent use of the reasonable assurance analysis 
should facilitate achievement of final compliance within the specified deadlines.39 

Moreover, Regional Board staff has also recognized the importance of the RAA in WMP 

development and implementation and thereby need for a robust analysis.4° As a result, Regional 

Board staff generated extensive comments on the RAAs that were described in the initial drafts of 

the WMPs. For example, for the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, Regional Board staff's list of 

inadequacies included: 

1) No modeling of organics (PAH, DDT, PCB); 

2) No explanation for use of zinc as limiting pollutant and no assurance that zinc wil 

lead to compliance with other parameters; 

3) No predicted baseline presented for modeled pollutants; 

4) No summary or time series comparisons of baseline data and applicable limits; 

5) No measurable milestones for implementing BMPs in two year intervals provided; 

6) No table providing existing runoff volume, required reduction, and proposed 

reduction to achieve 85% retention, by sub-basin; and 

7) No table providing existing non-stormwater volume, required reduction, and 

proposed reduction by sub-basin.41 

For the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, Regional Board staffs list of identified 

inadequacies included: 

1) Dominguez Channel, LA and Long Beach Harbor Toxics TMDL completely 

omitted from WMP (and thus RAA); and 

2) San Pedro Bay itself completely omitted from WMP (and thus RAA).42 

For the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, Regional Board staff identified a litany o 

inadequacies: 

39 Revised Draft Order, at p. 41. 
4° 2012 Permit Adoption Hearing Transcript, at p 67. 
41 See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs. 
42 id. 
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1) Failed to separately calculate wet and dry weather allowable pollutant loading; 

2) Failed to provide any dry weather modeling; 

3) Failed to provide model outputs for interim WQBELs; 

4) Failed to provide justification for 90th percentile rain years for use in model; 

5) Failed to include category 2 and 3 pollutants in the RAA; and 

6) Failed to calibrate the model - to compare modeling results to real world data and 

adjust on that basis.43 

In each of the initial comment letters, Regional Board staff warned Permittees that failure 

to revise the WMPs to address the inadequacies would result in them being subject to the baseline 

requirements of the Permit - in other words, the WMPs would be denied." 

Despite the detailed comments from Regional Board staff, and the admonition that failure 

to conduct the required corrections to the RAA modeling would result in denials, the final draft 

WMPs for the Lower San Gabriel, Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, and Lower Los Angeles 

River watershed management groups either failed to meaningfully address or completely ignored 

all of the Regional Board staff's comments listed above. Furthermore, for the Los Angeles River 

Upper Reach 2 WMP, the revised plan confirms that the model had not been calibrated and is thus 

an almost entirely speculative exercise. 

Rather than denying the facially inadequate final WMPs as required by the 2014 MS4 

Permit, however, the Executive Officer, on behalf of the Regional Board, chose to conditionally 

approve nine final WMPs, ostensibly requiring corrections within 45 days. Yet, the conditions 

included in the conditional approvals fail to address any of the RAA inadequacies identified by 

RWQCB staff. Therefore, even if fully complied with, the terms of the conditional approvals will 

not ensure that the RAA - the basis for development, implementation, and evolution of the 

pollution control measures to be implemented via the WMPs - will provide any level of assurance 

that the WMP implementation will achieve compliance with WQSs and the CWA, let alone the 

43 Id. 
44 id. 
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"reasonable" assurance that the 2012 MS4 Permit and the State Board require. For this reason 

alone, the WMPs must be denied. 

2. Substantive Program Requirements 

In addition to the RAA-related deficiencies, Regional Board staff's review of the draft 

WMPs identified basic failures to comply with the program development requirements pursuant to 

the 2012 MS4 Permit. Unfortunately, similar to the RAA-related deficiencies, many of the other 

inadequacies that Regional Board staff originally identified in their October 2015 comments were 

not addressed by the conditional approvals. Notably, there is a lack of specificity with regards to 

types and locations of structural projects, as well as schedules for implementation in the Lower 

San Gabriel River and Lower Los Angeles River WMPs. The initial Regional Board staff 

comments on the WMPs directed the Permittees to at least "commit to the construction of the 

necessary number of projects to ensure compliance with permit requirements per applicable 

compliance schedules" and to "clarify that sufficient sites were identified so that the remaining 

necessary BMP volume can be achieved...";45 however, no changes were made in response to 

either of these comments, and the conditional approvals did not require any additional response. 

This lack of specificity makes it near impossible to track whether Permittees are making adequate 

effort towards compliance, or even to assess whether the WMPs present a path to compliance. 

A comprehensive list of the substantive requirements of the Permit that the conditional 

approvals fail to address is provided in Exhibit D. The failure of the revised WMPs to address 

these deficiencies should have resulted in denial of the WMPs. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, the instant Petition for Review should be GRANTED, and all 

nine WMPs that were conditionally approved on April 28, 2015 should be DENIED. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

45 See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: May 28, 2015 

Dated: May 28, 2015 
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From: Fordyce, Jennifer®Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 10:27 AM 
To: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: I left a message for Becky Hayat. 

Ok, thanks. 

From: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 7:25 AM 
To: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: I left a message for Becky Hayat. 

I explained the timing issue and the abeyance option. 
Just fyi. 
Phil 



From: Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:27 AM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: thomas.howard@waterboards.ca.gov; Daniel Cooper 

( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com); Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: Re: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

Hi Becky, 

Contact Emel, who is copied on this email. 

-maml 
MICHAEL A.M. LAUFFER, CHIEF COUNSEL 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

1001 I STREET, 22ND FLOOR 

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-2828 

PHONE: 916.341.5183 
FACSIMILE: 916.341.5199 
michael.lauffer@waterboards.ca.gov 

For tips on what you can do to save water, visit http://saveourwater.com 

On Aug 18, 2015, at 11:17 AM, Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> wrote: 

Hi Michael, 

I received a voicemail from Phil Wyels last Friday regarding the administrative petition we filed on May 
28, 2015 to review Sam Unger's conditional approvals of nine WMPs under the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit. We understand that under the State Board's new regulations, our petition would be dismissed 
by operation of law on August 26th unless the Board acted on it or if we placed the petition into 
abeyance. 

Phil explained that it is unlikely the State Board will act on the petition until the Regional Board first had 
an opportunity to review Sam Unger's decision on September 10th. We would consider putting the 
petition into abeyance for a limited period because Felicia Marcus, at the June 16th State Board hearing, 
stated on the record that the State Board would consider any appeal to the WMP petition on an 
expedited basis. However, we will need to negotiate the abeyance deadline with someone, and 
unfortunately Phil did not indicate who would be covering for him in his absence until next Monday. 
Please let me know who we can speak with about requesting an abeyance. Thank you. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

BECKY HAYAT 
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Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:52 PM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: RE: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

That sounds great. I'll send out a calendar invite. Thanks, Emel. 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards [mailto:Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:46 PM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel(alawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: RE: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

How about 2:30 on Thursday? 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:43 PM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel(alawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: RE: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

Hi Emel, 

Unfortunately, Daniel and I are unavailable today at the times you proposed. Are you available any time after 1pm on 
Thurs.? Thank you. 

-Becky 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards [mailto:Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:41 AM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: RE: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

Hi Becky, 

I am available now if you'd like to speak or any time between 1 and 3 this afternoon. 

Emel 
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Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:39 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: FW: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

Hi Emel, 

Please see email below to Michael. Is there a time you can get on the phone with me and Daniel to chat about this? If so, 
please let me know your availability. Thank you. 

Best, 

Becky 

From: Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards [mailto:michael.lauffer@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 11:27 AM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: thomas.howard@waterboards.ca.gov; Daniel Cooper (daniel(alawyersforcleanwater.com); Wadhwani, 
Emel©Waterboards 
Subject: Re: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review 

Hi Becky, 

Contact Emel, who is copied on this email. 

-maml 
MICHAEL A.M. LAUFFER, CHIEF COUNSEL 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

1001 I STREET, 22ND FLOOR 

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-2828 

PHONE: 916.341.5183 
FACSIMILE: 916.341.5199 
michael.lauffer@waterboards.ca.gov 

For tips on what you can do to save water, visit http://saveourwater.com 

On Aug 18, 2015, at 11:17 AM, Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> wrote: 

Hi Michael, 
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I received a voicemail from Phil Wyels last Friday regarding the administrative petition we filed on May 
28, 2015 to review Sam Unger's conditional approvals of nine WMPs under the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit. We understand that under the State Board's new regulations, our petition would be dismissed 
by operation of law on August 26th unless the Board acted on it or if we placed the petition into 
abeyance. 

Phil explained that it is unlikely the State Board will act on the petition until the Regional Board first had 
an opportunity to review Sam Unger's decision on September 10th. We would consider putting the 
petition into abeyance for a limited period because Felicia Marcus, at the June 16th State Board hearing, 
stated on the record that the State Board would consider any appeal to the WMP petition on an 
expedited basis. However, we will need to negotiate the abeyance deadline with someone, and 
unfortunately Phil did not indicate who would be covering for him in his absence until next Monday. 
Please let me know who we can speak with about requesting an abeyance. Thank you. 

My very best, 
Becky Hayat 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 2:56 PM 

To: 'Hayat, Becky'; Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: RE: Discuss WMP Petition Abeyance 

Becky and Daniel, 

I should have mentioned that I will be out of the office and out of e-mail contact after 12:00 noon tomorrow. I expect to 
be back in the office Monday morning, but may have jury duty, so do please cc Phil Wyels as well on any e-mails. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

Original Appointment 
From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhavat @nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:53 PM 

To: Hayat, Becky; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawversforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: Discuss WMP Petition Abeyance 
When: Thursday, August 20, 2015 2:30 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Conference Call Number: 212-727-4600; Participant ID: 4605045 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:06 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: WMP Petition Abeyance 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP CA Petition Abeyance Extension 8 20 15.pdf 

Hi Emel, 

Attached is our letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam Unger's action to 
conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance until November 9, 2015. Please confirm receipt of this request and if 
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 
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NRDC 

August 20, 2015 

Ms. Emel G. Wadhwani 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
emel.wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov 

Via Electronic Mail 

WATERICEEPEr 
LOS ANGELES Heal the Bay 

Re: Extension of Period for Review and Request for Abeyance of Petition of the Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for Review of the 
Regional Board Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to 
the 2012 LA County MS4 Permit 

Dear Ms. Wadhwani: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the 
Bay (collectively, Environmental Groups), I am writing with regard to our petition for review of 
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) Executive Officer's 
action to conditionally approve nine Watershed Management Programs pursuant to the 2012 LA 
County MS4 Permit, Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001. 

Pursuant to Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(e), our petition would be 
dismissed by operation of law on August 26, 2015 unless the State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Board or Board) reviewed and acted on the petition. At the June 16, 2015 State 
Board meeting, the Chair of the Board stated on the record that her Board will consider the 
petition on an expedited basis. However, given the fact that the State Board is unlikely to act on 
the petition until the Regional Board first gets the opportunity to review the petition on 
September 10, 2015, Environmental Groups take the following further actions in order to allow 
the State Board additional time to address our petition: 

1.- Environmental Groups agree to grant the State Board an additional sixty (60) day 
extension from September 10, 2015 for review of our petition under Title 23 of Cal. Code 
of Regulations section 2050.5(b). 
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2. Environmental Groups request that the State Board extend our petition's abeyance, under 
Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(d), until November 9, 2015. 
Environmental Groups reserve the right to remove the petition from abeyance prior to 
this time at their discretion. 

We look forward to working with the State Board to resolve the issues raised in our petition. 
Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions, and thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Becky Hayat 
Project Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 10:41 AM 
To: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com 
Cc: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: WMP Petition Abeyance 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP CA Petition Abeyance Extension 8 20 15.pdf 

Becky, 

This acknowledges receipt of your request to have put into abeyance until November 9, 2015, your petition for review of 
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve nine watershed 
management plans. I am transmitting the letter to Phil Wyels and Adrianna Crowl with this message. 

Thank you. 

Emel 

Emel Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:06 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: WMP Petition Abeyance 

Hi Emel, 

Attached is our letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam Unger's action to 
conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance until November 9, 2015. Please confirm receipt of this request and if 
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 

Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1 



1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 

2 



NRDC 

August 20, 2015 

Ms. Emel G. Wadhwani 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
emel.wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov 

Via Electronic Mail 

LOS ANGELES 
WATERKEEPEr Heal the Bay 

Re: Extension of Period for Review and Request for Abeyance of Petition of the Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for Review of the 
Regional Board Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to 
the 2012 LA County MS4 Permit 

Dear Ms. Wadhwani: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the 
Bay (collectively, Environmental Groups), I am writing with regard to our petition for review of 
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) Executive Officer's 
action to conditionally approve nine Watershed Management Programs pursuant to the 2012 LA 
County MS4 Permit, Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001. 

Pursuant to Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(e), our petition would be 
dismissed by operation of law on August 26, 2015 unless the State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Board or Board) reviewed and acted on the petition. At the June 16, 2015 State 
Board meeting, the Chair of the Board stated on the record that her Board will consider the 
petition on an expedited basis. However, given the fact that the State Board is unlikely to act on 
the petition until the Regional Board first gets the opportunity to review the petition on 
September 10, 2015, Environmental Groups take the following further actions in order to allow 
the State Board additional time to address our petition: 

1. Environmental Groups agree to grant the State Board an additional sixty (60) day 
extension from September 10, 2015 for review of our petition under Title 23 of Cal. Code 
of Regulations section 2050.5(b). 
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2. Environmental Groups request that the State Board extend our petition's abeyance, under 
Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(d), until November 9, 2015. 
Environmental Groups reserve the right to remove the petition from abeyance prior to 
this time at their discretion. 

We look forward to working with the State Board to resolve the issues raised in our petition. 
Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions, and thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Becky Hayat 
Project Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 1:55 PM 

To: 'Hayat, Becky' 

Cc: Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com); Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: WMP Petition Abeyance 
Attachments: abeyance letter.docx 

Becky, 

Per our phone conversation a few minutes ago, here is my recommended phrasing of the abeyance letter for 
consistency with the regulatory provisions. I created a word document from your pdf, but I hope it is still readable. 

Please also make sure to copy the letter to regional board and the dischargers. 

Thank you, 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 9:06 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Ernel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: WMP Petition Abeyance 

Hi Emel, 

Attached is our letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam Unger's action to 
conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance until November 9, 2015. Please confirm receipt of this request and if 
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
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Dear Ms. Wadhwani: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay 
(collectively, Environmental Groups), I am writing with regard to our petition for review of the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) Executive Officer's action to 
conditionally approve nine Watershed Management Programs pursuant to the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit, Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001. 

Pursuant to Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(e), our petition would be dismissed 
by operation of law on August 26, 2015 unless the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Board or Board) reviewed-an1-indicates that it will act on the petition by issuing a written 
notification pursuant to section 2050.5(ajacted on the petitionprior to that date. At the June 16, 2015 
State Board meeting, the Chair of the Board stated on the record that her Board will consider the 
petition on an expedited basis. However, given the fact that the State Board is unlikely to act on the 
petition until the Regional Board first gets the opportunity to review the petition on September 10, 
2015, Environmental Groups take the following further actions in order to allow the State Board 
additional time to address our petition: 

1. Environmental Groups agree to grant the State Board an additional sixty (60) day extension from 
September 10, 2015 for review of our petition under Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 
2050.5(b). 

2. Environmental Groups request that the State Board extend our petition's abeyance, request that the 
State Board place the petition in abeyance -under Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 
2050.5(d) effective as of the date of this letter. , until November 9, 2015. Environmental Groups 
further request that the State Board take out of abeyance and activate the petition on November 9, 
2015. Environmental Groups reserve the right to remove the petition from abeyance prior to this 
time at their discretion. 

We look forward to working with the State Board to resolve the issues raised in our petition. Please 
do not hesitate to contact us with any questions, and thank you for your attention to this matter. 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Emel, 

Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Monday, August 24, 2015 3:37 PM 

Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 
NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance 8 24 15.pdf 

Please find attached Environmental Groups' letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam 
Unger's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance, effective as of today, until November 9, 2015. Please 
confirm receipt of this request and if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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NRDC 
57-11 

August 24, 2015 

Via Electronic Mail 

Ms. Emel G. Wadhwani 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
emel.wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov 

LOS ANGELES 
WATERICEEPEr Heal the Bay 

Re: Extension of Period for Review and Request for Abeyance of Petition of the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the 
Bay for Review of the Regional Board Executive Officer's Action to 
Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit 

Dear Ms. Wadhwani: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the 
Bay (collectively, Environmental Groups), I am writing with regard to our petition for review of the 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) Executive Officer's action to 
conditionally approve nine Watershed Management Programs pursuant to the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001, Order No. R4-2012-0175. 

Pursuant to Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(e), our petition would be 
dismissed by operation of law on August 26, 2015, unless the State Water Resources Control Board 
(State Board or Board) indicates that it will act on the petition by issuing a written notification 
pursuant to section 2050.5(a) prior to that date. At the June 16, 2015 State Board meeting, the Chair 
of the Board stated on the record that her Board will consider the petition on an expedited basis. 

However, given the fact that the State Board is unlikely to act on the petition until the 
Regional Board first gets the opportunity to review the petition on September 10, 2015, 
Environmental Groups request that the State Board place the petition in abeyance under Title 23 of 
Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(d), effective as of the date of this letter, until November 9, 
2015. Environmental Groups reserve the right to remove the petition from abeyance prior to this time 
at their discretion. 
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We look forward to working with the State Board to resolve the issues raised in our petition. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions, and thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Becky Hayat 
Project Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 8:27 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Cc: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards; Daniel Cooper 

(daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: FW: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance 8 24 15.pdf 

Becky, 

This confirms receipt of the Environmental Groups' request to place in abeyance the petition for review of the Los 
Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs, effective as of yesterday, until 
November 9, 2015. With this message, I am transmitting the letter to Ms. Adrianna Crowl for processing. 

Thank you, 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 3:37 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Fleischli, Steve; 'rkampalath@healthebay.org'; ' daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com'; 
' jennifer .fordyce @waterboards.ca.gov'; 'renee.purdy@waterboards.ca.gov'; ' samuel .unger @waterboards.ca.gov'; 
'Ibond@rwglaw.conn'; 'clee@rwglaw.conn'; 'abrady @rwglaw.com'; 'jschaefer @cityofsanmarino.org'; 
'citymanager@rpv.conn'; tybarra@soelmonte.org'; 'administration@norwalkca.gov'; 'sgomes@cityofartesia.us'; 
'Ijackson@torranceca.gov'; 'rbeste@torranceca.gov'; 'jkolin@beverlyhills.org'; 'staff @hiddenhillscity.org'; 
'andre.monette@bbklaw.com'; 'bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'dlazzaretto@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; 'ttait @ci.arcadia.ca.us'; 
irnnontevideo@rutan.com", 'georged @accessduarte.com'; 'rbobaddilla@huntingtonpark.org'; 'wayne @leechlaw.com'; 
'city_manager@ci.glendora.ca.us'; iddavies@ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'mlansdell@ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'mkeith @cityofbradbury.org'; 'ray @wlv.org'; 'beth @wlv.org'; 'citycontact@cityoflamirada.org'; 
'cm@citymb.info'; 'vcastro @covinaca.gov'; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'rolivarez @ogplaw.com'; 
'cityhall@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 'gramirez @ci.agoura- hills.ca.gov'; 'tchen @agclawfirm.com'; 'Andrew@agclawfirnn.cornl; 
Twwynder@awattorneys.conn'; Trnhogan@awattorneys.com'; 'pquilizapa @awattorneys.com'; 'dboyer @awattorneys.com'; 
'wmiliband @awattorneys.com'; 'dbiggs @carson.ca.us'; 'fabolfathi@carson.ca.us'; 'pelkins@carson.ca.us'; 
'tisrael @awattorneys.com'; 'smandoki@lawndalecity.org'; inabbaszadeh@lawndalecity.org'; 
linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us'; 'Julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us'; 'thighsmith@cllaw.us'; 'hwhatley@cllaw.us'; 
' eaguliar @cityofsierramadre.com'; 'ygarcia@downeyca.org'; 'jyen @downeyca.org'; lamimoto@cityofinglewood.ory; 
'brai@cityofinglewood.org'; 'latwell @cityofinglewood.org'; 'ndupont @rwglaw.com'; 'afields@cityofinglewood.org'; 
'figalante@awattorneys.conn'; Ijkekula@lynwood.ca.us'; 'esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us'; 'wtam@ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 
lohn.nachbar@culvercity.ory; idaleshire@awattorneys.conre; 'kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org'; 'mbolanos@biasc.org'; 
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'sbeltran@biasc.org'; Tbdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'ahenderson @biasc.org'; 
lkberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'radeva @ci.agoura -hills.ca.us'; Iddolphin@cityofalhambra.ory; 
'vhevener @ci.arcadia.ca.us'; rchassel@ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dbobadilla@ci.azusa.ca.us'; idlopez@baldwinpark.conn'; 
'trodrigue @cityofbell.org'; 'cvll @bellgardens.org'; lbiniguez@bellflower.org'; Idescalzo@beverlyhills.org'; 
'bteaford @ci.burbank.ca.us'; ' afarassati @cityofcalabasas.com'; 'mogrady@cerritos.us'; 'gnila@ci.connmerce.ca.us'; 
'hnguyen @comptoncity.org'; 'vcastro@ci.covina.ca.us'; 'hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us'; Tasantos@cityofcudahyca.gov'; 
'damian.skinner @culvercity.org'; 'dliu @diamondbarca.gov'; 'jwen @downeyca.org'; 'rcasillas @accessduarte.com'; 
'pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov'; 'skatsouleas@elsegundo.org'; 'jfelix@ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'nnoillataguerre@ci.glendale.ca.us'; 'ddavies@ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'jcolombo@hgcity.org'; 'ashadbehr @cityofhawthorne.org'; 
'hbehboodi@hermosabch.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 'jenriquez @huntingtonpark.org'; thelling@cityofindustry.ory; 
lannimoto@cityofinglewood.org'; Idann@ci.irwindale.ca.us'; Tehitti@lcf.ca.gov'; 'shaunac@lhhcity.org'; 
'mstowell@cityoflamirada.org'; 'jdimario @lapuente.org'; 'dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us'; 'kvivanti @lakewoodcity.org'; 
'nabbaszadeh @lawndalecity.org'; 'shahram.kharaghani @lacity.org'; 'jkekula @lynwood.ca.us'; 'jbrown @malibucity.org'; 
' andre.dupret @cityofmaywood.org'; 'jhunter @jhla.net'; 'dgarcia @norwalkca.gov'; 'mshay @redondo.org'; 
'croberts@aaeinc.corre; 'amho @montereypark.ca.gov'; tzimmerman@norwalkca.gov'; ' allanrigg @caaprofessionals.com'; 
'ccash@paramountcity.com'; ' jcarlson @cityofsierramadre.com'; Tswalker@cityofpasadena.net; 'acervantes @pico- 
rivera.org'; 'ttlange @santa- clarita.com'; 'dgrilley @sgca.org'; 'crichie @cityofsanmarino.org'; 
' ggrammer @rollinghillsestate.ca.gov'; 'julie_carver @ci.pomona.ca.us'; 'mike.witzansky @redondo.org'; 
'Icortez@torrence.ca.gov'; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@cisolling-hills-estates.ca.us'; 
'Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'; 'rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla @omlawyers.com'; 'snnorales-choate@santafesprings.org'; 
'neal.shapiro @smgov.net'; 'sann.gutierrez@westcovina.org'; 'sperlstein @weho.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 
'pubwks @cityofwhittier.org'; 'ghildeb @dpw.lacounty.gov'; 'smith.davidw @epa.gov'; 'dpelser@cityofwhittier.org'; 
im.rock@lomitacity.corn'; 'rn.mcavoy@lonnitacity.coml; 'mdanaj@citymb.info'; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 
'ochi@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; ' jackrydell @caaprofessionals.com'; 'srepp @pvestates.org'; irbobadilla@pico-rivera.ory; 
'citymanager@rpv.com'; 'dwillmore @rpvca.gov'; 'MichaelT@rpvca.gov'; Trnhawkesworth@cityofrosemead.ory; 
'cmarcarello @sfcity.org' 
Subject: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Hi Emel, 

Please find attached Environmental Groups' letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam 
Unger's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance, effective as of today, until November 9, 2015. Please 
confirm receipt of this request and if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
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NRDC 

August 24, 2015 

Via Electronic Mail 

Ms. Emel G. Wadhwani 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
emel.wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov 

LOS ANGELES 
WATERKEEPER® Heal the Bay 

Re: Extension of Period for Review and Request for Abeyance of Petition of the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the 
Bay for Review of the Regional Board Executive Officer's Action to 
Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit 

Dear Ms. Wadhwani: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the 
Bay (collectively, Environmental Groups), I am writing with regard to our petition for review of the 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) Executive Officer's action to 
conditionally approve nine Watershed Management Programs pursuant to the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permit, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001, Order No. R4-2012-0175. 

Pursuant to Title 23 of Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(e), our petition would be 
dismissed by operation of law on August 26, 2015, unless the State Water Resources Control Board 
(State Board or Board) indicates that it will act on the petition by issuing a written notification 
pursuant to section 2050.5(a) prior to that date. At the June 16, 2015 State Board meeting, the Chair 
of the Board stated on the record that her Board will consider the petition on an expedited basis. 

However, given the fact that the State Board is unlikely to act on the petition until the 
Regional Board first gets the opportunity to review the petition on September 10, 2015, 
Environmental Groups request that the State Board place the petition in abeyance under Title 23 of 
Cal. Code of Regulations section 2050.5(d), effective as of the date of this letter, until November 9, 
2015. Environmental Groups reserve the right to remove the petition from abeyance prior to this time 
at their discretion. 
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We look forward to working with the State Board to resolve the issues raised in our petition. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions, and thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Becky Hayat 
Project Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 



From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 9:39 AM 
To: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Got it © 

From: Wyels, Philip®Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 9:37 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Ennel®Waterboards 
Cc: Crowl, Adrianna®Waterboards 
Subject: RE: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Thanks, Emel. 

Adrianna, this one is special (I keep saying that, don't I ?!) 
Please draft an "active to abeyance" letter, but instead of giving them two years of abeyance, give them just until 
November 9. They REALLY don't want it in abeyance longer than that. You can just plug in the actual dates (hold in 
abeyance until November 9, and if we don't take any action, will be automatically dismissed on November 10). Thanks! 

Phil 

From: Wadhwani, Emel®Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 8:27 AM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: Wyels, Philip®Waterboards; Crowl, Adrianna®Waterboards; Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: FW: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Becky, 

This confirms receipt of the Environmental Groups' request to place in abeyance the petition for review of the Los 

Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs, effective as of yesterday, until 
November 9, 2015. With this message, I am transmitting the letter to Ms. Adrianna Crowl for processing. 

Thank you, 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 
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From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayatOnrdc.orq] 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 3:37 PM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Fleischli, Steve; 'rkampalath@healthebay.org'; idaniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com'; 
' jennifer .fordyce @waterboards.ca.gov'; trenee.purdy@waterboards.ca.gov1; 'samuel.unger@waterboards.ca.gov'; 
'Ibond @rwglaw.com'; 'clee @rwglaw.com'; 'abrady @rwglaw.com'; 'jschaefer @cityofsanmarino.org'; 
'citymanager @rpv.com'; tybarra@soelmonte.org'; 'administration @norwalkca.gov'; 'sgomes @cityofartesia.us'; 
ljackson@torranceca.gov'; 'rbeste @torranceca.gov'; 'jkolin@beverlyhills.org'; 'staff @hiddenhillscity.org'; 
'andre.monette @bbklaw.com'; 'bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'dlazzaretto@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; ttait@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; 
'rmontevideo @rutan.com'; 'georged @accessduarte.com'; 'rbobaddilla@huntingtonpark.org'; 'wayne@leechlaw.corn'; 
'city_manager @ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'ddavies@ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'nnlansdell@ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'mkeith@cityofbradbury.org'; 'ray @wlv.org'; 'beth @wlv.org'; 'citycontact@cityoflamirada.org'; 
'cm@citymb.info'; Tvcastro@covinaca.gov", 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'rolivarez @ogplaw.com'; 
'cityhall@ci.nnonrovia.ca.usr; 'gramirez@ci.agoura-hills.ca.gov'; tchen@agclawfirnn.com'; 'Andrew@agclawfirm.com'; 
'wwynder @awattorneys.com'; 'mhogan@awattorneys.com'; 'pquilizapa@awattorneys.com'; 'dboyer@awattorneys.com'; 
'wmiliband@awattorneys.com'; 'dbiggs@carson.ca.us'; 'fabolfathi@carson.ca.us'; 'pelkins@carson.ca.us'; 
'tisrael @awattorneys.com'; 'smandoki @lawndalecity.org'; inabbaszadeh@lawndalecity.ory; 
linda_lowry@ci.ponnona.ca.us'; 'Julie_carver@ci.ponnona.ca.us'; 'thighsmith @cllaw.us'; 'hwhatley @cllaw.us'; 
leaguliar@cityofsierramadre.corre; 'ygarcia@downeyca.org'; 'jyen @downeyca.org'; lannimoto@cityofinglewood.orgl; 
'brai @cityofinglewood.org'; latwell@cityofinglewood.org'; 'ndupont @rwglaw.com'; 'afields@cityofinglewood.org'; 
'fgalante @awattorneys.com'; ljkekula@lynwood.ca.us'; 'esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us'; 'wtam@ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 
john.nachbar@culvercity.org'; 'daleshire @awattorneys.com'; ' kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org'; 'mbolanos @biasc.org'; 
'sbeltran@biasc.org'; tdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'ahenderson @biasc.org'; 
'kberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'radeva@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'ddolphin@cityofalhambra.org'; 
'vhevener@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; Tchassel@ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dbobadilla@ci.azusa.ca.us'; idlopez@baldwinpark.coe; 
'trodrigue @cityofbell.org'; 'cvli @bellgardens.org'; 'biniguez@bellflower.org'; 'jdescalzo@beverlyhills.org'; 
tteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us'; ' afarassati @cityofcalabasas.com'; 'mogrady@cerritos.us'; ignila@ci.commerce.ca.us'; 
'hnguyen @comptoncity.org'; 'vcastro @ci.covina.ca.us'; 'hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us'; 'asantos @cityofcudahyca.gov'; 
'damian.skinner @culvercity.org'; 'dliu @diamondbarca.gov'; 'jwen @downeyca.org'; 'rcasillas @accessduarte.com'; 
'pwmaintenance @elmonte.ca.gov'; 'skatsouleas@elsegundo.org'; Ifelix@ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'moillataguerre@ci.glendale.ca.us'; 'ddavies @ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'jcolombo @hgcity.org'; 'ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org'; 
'hbehboodi@hermosabch.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 'jenriquez @huntingtonpark.org'; 'thelling @cityofindustry.org'; 
'lamimoto @cityofinglewood.org'; 'ktam @ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 'ehitti @lcf.ca.gov'; ishaunac@lhhcity.org'; 
'mstowell @cityoflamirada.org'; 'jdimario@lapuente.org'; 'dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us'; 'kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org'; 
'nabbaszadeh @lawndalecity.org'; ishahram.kharaghani@lacity.ory; ljkekulagynwood.ca.us'; prown@nnalibucity.ory; 
'andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org'; Ihunter@jhla.net; 'dgarcia @norwalkca.gov'; 'rnshay@redondo.org'; 
'croberts@aaeinc.conn'; 'amho @montereypark.ca.gov'; 'bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov'; ' allanrigg @caaprofessionals.com'; 
'ccash@paramountcity.com'; ' jcarlson @cityofsierramadre.com'; iswalker@cityofpasadena.net; 'acervantes@pico- 
rivera.org'; ttlange@santa-clarita.conn'; 'dgrilley@sgca.org'; 'crichie @cityofsanmarino.org'; 
'ggrammer @rollinghillsestate.ca.gov'; 'julie_carver @ci.pomona.ca.us'; 'mike.witzansky @redondo.org'; 
Icortez@torrence.ca.govi; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg @ci.rolling -hills -estates.ca.us'; 
'Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'; 'rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla@omlawyers.com'; 'snnorales-choate@santafesprings.orgl; 
'neal.shapiro @smgov.net'; 'sam.gutierrez@westcovina.org'; 'sperlstein @weho.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 
'pubwks@cityofwhittier.org'; 'ghildeb @dpw.lacounty.gov'; 'smith.davidw @epa.gov'; 'dpelser@cityofwhittier.org'; 
im.rock@lomitacity.conn'; im.mcavoy@lomitacity.com1; Imdanaj@citymb.info'; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 
'ochi@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; ' jackrydell @caaprofessionals.com'; Tsrepp@pvestates.org'; 'rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org'; 
'citymanager @rpv.com'; 'dwillmore @rpvca.gov'; 'MichaelT @rpvca.gov'; 'mhawkesworth@cityofrosemead.org'; 
'cmarcarello@sfcity.org' 
Subject: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Hi Emel, 

Please find attached Environmental Groups' letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam 
Unger's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance, effective as of today, until November 9, 2015. Please 
confirm receipt of this request and if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 

2 



Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA; CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 9:13 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Thanks, Emel. 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards [mailto:Ennel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 8:27 AM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards; Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: FW: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Becky, 

This confirms receipt of the Environmental Groups' request to place in abeyance the petition for review of the Los 

Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs, effective as of yesterday, until 
November 9, 2015. With this message, I am transmitting the letter to Ms. Adrianna Crowl for processing. 

Thank you, 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 3:37 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Ennel@Waterboards 
Cc: Fleischli, Steve; 'rkampalath @healthebay.org'; ' daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com'; 
' jennifer .fordyce @waterboards.ca.gov'; ' renee .purdy @waterboards.ca.gov'; 'samuel.unger@waterboards.ca.gov'; 
'Ibond@rwglaw.conre; 'clee@rwglaw.com'; 'abrady @rwglaw.com'; 'jschaefer @cityofsanmarino.org'; 
'citymanager @rpv.com'; 'tybarra @soelmonte.org'; 'adnninistration@norwalkca.govi; 'sgomes@cityofartesia.us'; 
ljackson@torranceca.gov'; 'rbeste @torranceca.gov'; 'jkolin@beverlyhills.ory; 'staff @hiddenhillscity.org'; 
'andre.monette@bbklaw.corre; 'bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'cllazzaretto@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; ittait@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; 
'rmontevideo @rutan.com'; 'georged @accessduarte.com'; ' rbobaddilla @huntingtonpark.org'; 'wayne @leechlaw.com'; 
' city_manager @ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'ddavies@ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'cary@wkrklaw.com'; imlansdell@ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'mkeith@cityofbradbury.org'; 'ray@w1v.org'; 'beth @wlv.org'; 'citycontact @cityoflamirada.org'; 
'cm@citymb.info'; 'vcastro @covinaca.gov'; lcarellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; irolivarez@ogplaw.conre; 
'cityhall@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 'gramirez @ci.agoura- hills.ca.gov'; 'tchen@agclawfirm.com'; 'Andrew@agclawfirm.corre; 
'wwynder @awattorneys.com'; 'mhogan @awattorneys.com'; 'pquilizapa@awattorneys.corif; 'dboyer@awattorneys.com'; 
'wmiliband @awattorneys.com'; 'dbiggs@carson.ca.us'; 'fabolfathi@carson.ca.us'; 'pelkins@carson.ca.us'; 
'tisrael @awattorneys.com'; ismandoki@lawndalecity.org'; 'nabbaszadeh@lawndalecity.org'; 
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linda_lowry@ci.ponnona.ca.us'; 'Julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us'; 'thighsmith @cllaw.us'; 'hwhatley @cllaw.us'; 
' eaguliar @cityofsierramadre.com'; 'ygarcia @downeyca.org'; 'jyen @downeyca.org'; lanninnoto@cityofinglewood.org'; 
'brai @cityofinglewood.org'; latwell@cityofinglewood.org'; 'ndupont @rwglaw.com'; 'afields@cityofinglewood.org'; 
'fgalante@awattorneys.com'; 'jkekula@lynwood.ca.us'; 'esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us'; Twtam@ci.irwindale.ca.usl; 
'john.nachbar @culvercity.org'; 'daleshire @awattorneys.com'; ' kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org'; Trnbolanos@biasc.org'; 
'sbeltran @biasc.org'; 'bdesatnik @ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'Imustafa @ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'ahenderson@biasc.org'; 
ikberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us'; Tradeva@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'ddolphin @cityofalhambra.org'; 
'vhevener@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; 'chassel @ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dbobadilla @ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dlopez@baldwinpark.com'; 
'trodrigue@cityofbell.org'; 'cvll @bellgardens.org'; 'biniguez@bellflower.org'; 'jdescalzo @beverlyhills.org'; 
'bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us'; 'afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com'; 'mogrady@cerritos.us'; ignila@ci.commerce.ca.us'; 
'hnguyen @comptoncity.org'; 'vcastro@ci.covina.ca.us'; 'hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us'; 'asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov'; 
'damian.skinner @culvercity.org'; 'dliu @diamondbarca.gov'; 'jwen @downeyca.org'; 'rcasillas@accessduarte.com'; 
'pwmaintenance @elmonte.ca.gov'; 'skatsouleas @elsegundo.org'; 'jfelix @ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'moillataguerre @ci.glendale.ca.us'; 'ddavies @ci.glendora.ca.us'; Icolombo@hgcity.org'; 'ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org'; 
'hbehboodi@hermosabch.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 'jenriquez @huntingtonpark.org'; thelling@cityofindustry.org'; 
'lamimoto @cityofinglewood.org'; 'ktam @ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 'ehitti@lcf.ca.govi; 'shaunac@lhhcity.org'; 
'mstowell@cityoflamirada.org'; 'jdimario @lapuente.org'; 'dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us'; 'kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org'; 
'nabbaszadeh @lawndalecity.org'; 'shahram.kharaghani @lacity.org'; 'jkekula @lynwood.ca.us'; 'jbrown @malibucity.org'; 
'andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org'; 'jhunter @jhla.net'; 'dgarcia @norwalkca.gov'; 'mshay@redondo.org'; 
'croberts@aaeinc.corn'; 'amho @montereypark.ca.gov'; tzinnmerman@norwalkca.gov'; ' allanrigg @caaprofessionals.com'; 
'ccash @paramountcity.com'; ' jcarlson @cityofsierramadre.com'; 'swalker @cityofpasadena.net'; 'acervantes@pico- 
rivera.org'; ttlange@santa-clarita.com1; 'dgrilley @sgca.org'; 'crichie @cityofsanmarino.org'; 
' ggrammer @rollinghillsestate.ca.gov'; julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us'; 'mike.witzansky @redondo.org'; 
Icortez@torrence.ca.gov'; 'carellano @ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us'; 
'Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'; 'rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla @omlawyers.com'; 'sniorales-choate@santafesprings.org'; 
'neal.shapiro@smgov.net'; 'sam.gutierrez @westcovina.org'; 'sperlstein @weho.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 
Tpubwks@cityofwhittier.org'; 'ghildeb @dpw.lacounty.gov'; 'smith.davidw@epa.gov'; 'clpelser@cityofwhittier.ory; 
Trn.rock@lomitacity.com1; im.mcavoy@lomitacity.com'; 'mdanaj@citymb.info'; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 
rochi@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; ' jackrydell @caaprofessionals.com'; 'srepp @pvestates.org'; 'rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org'; 
'citymanager @rpv.com'; 'dwillmore @rpvca.gov'; 'MichaelT @rpvca.gov'; ' mhawkesworth @cityofrosemead.org'; 
'crnarcarello@sfcity.org' 
Subject: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter 

Hi Emel, 

Please find attached Environmental Groups' letter requesting that the State Board place our petition for review of Sam 

Unger's action to conditionally approve nine WMPs into abeyance, effective as of today, until November 9, 2015. Please 
confirm receipt of this request and if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 12:00 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC letter re Petition Addendum 9 24 15.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Hi Emel, 

Please see attached letter regarding our conversation on Wednesday, Sept. 22, 2015, about our petition before the 
State Board that is currently in abeyance. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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NRDC 

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, 

September 24, 2015 

Thank you for our telephonic discussion on September 22, 2015. On that call, we discussed 
NRDC, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (Environmental Petitioners) pending petition 
before the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board or Board), which is currently in 
abeyance until November 9, 2015. You indicated to me that you spoke with Phil Wyels and you both 
agreed that there is nothing under the California Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Title 23, Division 3, 

Chapter 6, section 2050.5 that prevents Environmental Petitioners from supplementing their 
current petition before the State Board in light of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's action on September 10, 2015. 

You further stated that should Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their 
current petition before the State Board, the Board would be required to issue a 30-day response 
letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 9, 2015, or the 
petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law. You also stated that while there is no 
format for how Environmental Petitioners may supplement their current petition, but something 
akin to an addendum would be appropriate. Finally, we agreed that the deadline to file such an 
addendum would be November 9, 2015. 

Consistent with this guidance from your office, Environmental Petitioners intend to submit 
an addendum to its pending petition to address the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 
on or before November 9, 2015. However, Environmental Petitioners will make best efforts to give 
the State Board at least two weeks to review the addendum before the Board has to issue the 30- 
day response letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation on these issues. If anything in this letter is inconsistent with 
your understanding, please contact my office immediately. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 2N0 STREET SANTA MONICA. CA 90401 T 310.434 2300 F 310.434.2399 NRDC.ORG 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:15 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Cc: 'daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com'; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC letter re Petition Addendum 9 24 15.pdf 

Becky, 

Thank you for your letter summarizing our phone conversation of September 22, 2015. 

In general, your summary accurately reflects our discussion. One point of clarification: You state that "should 
Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current petition before the State Board, the Board would be 
required to issue a 30-day response letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 
9, 2015, or the petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law." It is accurate that the petition will be 
deemed dismissed by operation of law two days after November 9, 2015, if the State Water Board does not issue a 30- 
day letter, but this is true regardless of whether Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current 
petition. The supplement does not alter the time frame for action on the petition, but rather serves to provide the 
State Water Board with a more complete submission on the issues raised by the Environmental Petitioners and of the 
procedural history at the Regional Water Board level in addressing those issues, and thereby assists the State Water 
Board in making a determination as to whether to issue the 30-day letter. 

Feel free to call me if you have any questions. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [nnailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 12:00 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Please see attached letter regarding our conversation on Wednesday, Sept. 22, 2015, about our petition before the 
State Board that is currently in abeyance. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 
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BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 
BHAYAT @NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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NRDC 

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, 

September 24, 2015 

Thank you for our telephonic discussion on September 22, 2015. On that call, we discussed 
NRDC, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (Environmental Petitioners) pending petition 
before the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board or Board), which is currently in 
abeyance until November 9, 2015. You indicated to me that you spoke with Phil Wyels and you both 
agreed that there is nothing under the California Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Title 23, Division 3, 

Chapter 6, section 2050.5 that prevents Environmental Petitioners from supplementing their 
current petition before the State Board in light of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's action on September 10, 2015. 

You further stated that should Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their 
current petition before the State Board, the Board would be required to issue a 30-day response 
letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 9, 2015, or the 
petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law. You also stated that while there is no 
format for how Environmental Petitioners may supplement their current petition, but something 
akin to an addendum would be appropriate. Finally, we agreed that the deadline to file such an 
addendum would be November 9, 2015. 

Consistent with this guidance from your office, Environmental Petitioners intend to submit 
an addendum to its pending petition to address the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 
on or before November 9, 2015. However, Environmental Petitioners will make best efforts to give 
the State Board at least two weeks to review the addendum before the Board has to issue the 30- 
day response letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation on these issues. If anything in this letter is inconsistent with 
your understanding, please contact my office immediately. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 2ND STREET I SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 T 310.434.2300 F 310.434.2399 NRDC.ORG 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:19 AM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC letter re Petition Addendum 9 24 15.pdf 

Adrianna, 

This is correspondence on a petition that is currently in abeyance (A-2386). Could you please keep the e-mail 
correspondence and the attached letter with the file. 

Thanks! 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Wadhwani, Ennel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:15 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Cc: ' daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com'; Wyels, Philip®Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 

Becky, 

Thank you for your letter summarizing our phone conversation of September 22, 2015. 

In general, your summary accurately reflects our discussion. One point of clarification: You state that "should 
Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current petition before the State Board, the Board would be 

required to issue a 30-day response letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 
9, 2015, or the petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law." It is accurate that the petition will be 

deemed dismissed by operation of law two days after November 9, 2015, if the State Water Board does not issue a 30- 
day letter, but this is true regardless of whether Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current 
petition. The supplement does not alter the time frame for action on the petition, but rather serves to provide the 
State Water Board with a more complete submission on the issues raised by the Environmental Petitioners and of the 
procedural history at the Regional Water Board level in addressing those issues, and thereby assists the State Water 
Board in making a determination as to whether to issue the 30-day letter. 

Feel free to call me if you have any questions. 

Emel 
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Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 12:00 PM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel©lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Please see attached letter regarding our conversation on Wednesday, Sept. 22, 2015, about our petition before the 
State Board that is currently in abeyance. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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NRDC 

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, 

September 24, 2015 

Thank you for our telephonic discussion on September 22, 2015. On that call, we discussed 
NRDC, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (Environmental Petitioners) pending petition 
before the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board or Board), which is currently in 
abeyance until November 9, 2015. You indicated to me that you spoke with Phil Wyels and you both 
agreed that there is nothing under the California Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Title 23, Division 3, 
Chapter 6, section 2050.5 that prevents Environmental Petitioners from supplementing their 
current petition before the State Board in light of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's action on September 10, 2015. 

You further stated that should Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their 
current petition before the State Board, the Board would be required to issue a 30-day response 
letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 9, 2015, or the 
petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law. You also stated that while there is no 
format for how Environmental Petitioners may supplement their current petition, but something 
akin to an addendum would be appropriate. Finally, we agreed that the deadline to file such an 
addendum would be November 9, 2015. 

Consistent with this guidance from your office, Environmental Petitioners intend to submit 
an addendum to its pending petition to address the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 
on or before November 9, 2015. However, Environmental Petitioners will make best efforts to give 
the State Board at least two weeks to review the addendum before the Board has to issue the 30- 
day response letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation on these issues. If anything in this letter is inconsistent with 
your understanding, please contact my office immediately. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 2ND STREET SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 T 310.434.2300 F 310.434.2399 NRDC ORG 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 1:44 PM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 

Cc: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: Env Groups' WMP petition addendum 

Becky, 

Thank you for letting me know. We will plan accordingly. I am cc'ing Phil Wyels, as well as Ryan Mallory-Jones, who is 

also with OCC and assigned to the review team for this petition. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 12:34 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Ernel@Waterboards 
Subject: Env Groups' WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Hope this email finds you well. I know we had previously discussed giving the State Board staff around two weeks to 
review our petition addendum on the WMP approvals before having to take action on our pending petition that is 

currently held in abeyance. Unfortunately, as of now, it's proving to be a little difficult for us to meet that internal 
deadline. Our hope is to submit our petition addendum by next Friday, 10/30. Please let me know if that would pose a 

huge problem for folks on your end. Thank you in advance for your understanding. 

Best, 

Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 7:34 AM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: updated email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 

Hi Adriana, 

Hope this email finds you well. Quick question for you - are the email and address lists for the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permittees that you sent me in May (see your email below) still the most current and updated versions? Thank you so 
much. 

Best, 

Becky 

From: Growl, Adrianna@Waterboards [mailto:Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 2:15 PM 

To: Hayat, Becky 
Subject: RE: updated email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Ok so Becky, 

I have the list of all the addresses, which I believe are the same. However, we have had to update the email addresses 
on a constant basis. Even so, some still bounce back. So I have a complete updated (as good as that gets) email list 
separate from the address list. The only difference is the emails are updated on the "email" list and the addresses on 
the actual mailing list are as far as we have checked still good. 

If I have not confused you totally (I may not be doing my job ©), however, I am attaching the email list of names and 
addresses AND my updated list of emails so you can just cut and paste. I hope that takes care of any confusion. 

Please let me know if I can make it any easier for you. 

Thank you. 

Adrianna M. Crowl 
Staff Services Analyst 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento CA 95814 
PH: (916) 341-5156 
E-Mail: Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov 
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From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orci] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 11:47 AM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: updatd email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

From: Hayat, Becky 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:10 PM 

To: 'adrianna.crowl@waterboards.ca.gov' 
Subject: updatd email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Hi Adrianna, 

At your earliest convenience, can you please provide me the most recently updated list of the email addresses for all the 
Permittees under the 2012 LA County MS4 Permit? Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 12:31 PM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: updated email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 

Thank you so much, Adrianna. 

From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards [mailto:Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 2:23 PM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Subject: RE: updated email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

I apologize I sent the wrong one . Please use this one. Thank you. 

'Adrianna 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto: bhayat @nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 7:34 AM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: updated LA County MS4 Permittees 

Hi Adriana, 

Hope this email finds you well. Quick question for you - are the email and address lists for the 2012 LA County MS4 
Permittees that you sent me in May (see your email below) still the most current and updated versions? Thank you so 
much. 

Best, 

Becky 

From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards [mailto:Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 2:15 PM 

To: Hayat, Becky 
Subject: RE: updated email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Ok so Becky, 

I have the list of all the addresses, which I believe are the same. However, we have had to update the email addresses 
on a constant basis. Even so, some still bounce back. So I have a complete updated (as good as that gets) email list 
separate from the address list. The only difference is the emails are updated on the "email" list and the addresses on 
the actual mailing list are as far as we have checked still good. 

If I have not confused you totally (I may not be doing my job 0), however, I am attaching the email list of names and 
addresses AND my updated list of emails so you can just cut and paste. I hope that takes care of any confusion. 

Please let me know if I can make it any easier for you. 
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Thank you. 

Adrianna M. Crowl 
Staff Services Analyst 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 1 Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento CA 95814 
PH: (916) 341-5156 
E-Mail: Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov 

From: Hayat, Becky [nnailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 11:47 AM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: updatd email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

From: Hayat, Becky 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:10 PM 

To: 'adrianna.crowl@waterboards.ca.gov' 
Subject: updatd email list for 2012 LA County MS4 Permittees 

Hi Adrianna, 

At your earliest convenience, can you please provide me the most recently updated list of the email addresses for all the 
Permittees under the 2012 LA County MS4 Permit? Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 3:50 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Thanks, Emel. 

From: Wadhwani, Ennel@Waterboards [mailto:Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 4:50 PM 

To: Hayat, Becky 
Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Becky, 

It will be fine to just submit the addendum without the "cover sheet," as long as we have the updated information 
relevant to any of those nine items somewhere in the addendum (i.e. you are now requesting that the State Board 
review the Regional Board action, in addition to Executive Officer action, the date of that action, etc.) It might be easier 
for you to just list them, but there is no particular format for an addendum, so I would organize it as it works best for 
you. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 12:28 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Hope your week is going well. Quick question about the WMP petition addendum we'll be filing this Friday - do we need 
to submit another "cover sheet" (listing the nine items pursuant to CCR section 2050) or may we file just the addendum 
only? Thank you. 

Best, 

Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 9:23 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Thank you. 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 9:14 AM 
To: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: WMP petition addendum 

Should have cc'd you on my response. 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Wadhwani, Ernel@Waterboards 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 2:50 PM 

To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Becky, 

It will be fine to just submit the addendum without the "cover sheet," as long as we have the updated information 
relevant to any of those nine items somewhere in the addendum (i.e. you are now requesting that the State Board 
review the Regional Board action, in addition to Executive Officer action, the date of that action, etc.) It might be easier 
for you to just list them, but there is no particular format for an addendum, so I would organize it as it works best for 
you. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 

Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 
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From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 12:28 PM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Hope your week is going well. Quick question about the WMP petition addendum we'll be filing this Friday - do we need 
to submit another "cover sheet" (listing the nine items pursuant to CCR section 2050) or may we file just the addendum 
only? Thank you. 

Best, 

Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:40 AM 
To: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC LAWK HTB WMP Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB WMP Petition Addendum 10-30-15 FINAL.pdf; NRDC LAWK HTB 

Exhibits A-B to Petition Addendum 10-30-15 FINAL.pdf 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards On Behalf Of WaterQualityPetitions 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:10 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC LAWK HTB WMP Petition Addendum 

See below. 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 4:05 PM 

To: WaterQualityPetitions; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Cc: Fleischli, Steve; West, Laura; Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawversforcleanwater.com); Rita Kampalath 
(rkampalath©healthebay.orq); arthur@lawaterkeeper.orq; bruce@lawaterkeeper.org; lbond@rwglaw.com'; 
'clee@rwglaw.coe; 'abrady @rwglaw.com'; 'jschaefer@citwfsanmarino.org'; 'citymanager @rpv.com'; 
'tybarra @soelmonte.org'; 'administration@norwalkca.gov'; Tsgomes@cityofartesia.us'; 'Ijackson@torranceca.gov'; 
lrbeste@torranceca.gov'; 'jkolin @beverlyhills.org'; 'staff @hiddenhillscity.org'; 'andre.monette @bbklaw.com'; 
'bdesatnik @ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'dlazzaretto @ci.arcadia.ca.us'; ttait@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; 'rmontevideo @rutan.com'; 
'georged @accessduarte.com'; 'rbobaddilla @huntingtonpark.org'; Twayne@leechlaw.com'; 
'city_manager@ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'ddavies @ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'mlansdell@ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
'cary @wkrklaw.com'; 'mkeith @cityofbradbury.org'; 'ray @wlv.org'; 'beth @wlv.org'; 'citycontact @cityoflamirada.org'; 
lcm@citymb.info'; 'vcastro@covinaca.gov'; 'carellano @ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'rolivarez@ogplaw.com'; 
'cityhall @ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 'gramirez@ci.agoura-hills.ca.govr; 'tchen @agclawfirm.com'; 'Andrew @agciawfirm.com'; 
'wwynder @awattorneys.com'; 'mhogan @awattorneys.com'; 'pquilizapa@awattorneys.coml; 'clboyer@awattorneys.conn'; 
'wmiliband @awattorneys.com'; 'dbiggs@carson.ca.us'; 'fabolfathi@carson.ca.us'; 'pelkins@carson.ca.us'; 
'tisrael @awattorneys.com'; 'smandoki@lawndalecity.org'; 'nabbaszadeh @lawndalecity.org'; 
'linda_lowry @ci.pomona.ca.us'; I.Julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us'; thighsmith@cllaw.us", 'hwhatley@cllaw.us'; 
' eaguliar @cityofsierramadre.com'; 'ygarcia@downeyca.org'; 'jyen@downeyca.org'; laminnoto@cityofinglewood.org'; 
'brai@cityofinglewood.org'; 'latwell @cityofinglewood.org'; 'ndupont@rwglaw.com'; 'afields @cityofinglewood.org'; 
'fgalante @awattorneys.com'; 'jkekula@lynwood.ca.us'; lesaikaly@lynwood.ca.us'; 'wtam@ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 
john.nachbar@culvercity.ory; 'daleshire @awattorneys.com'; 'kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org'; 'mbolanos@biasc.org'; 
'sbeltran@biasc.org'; Tbdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'Innustafa@ci.clarennont.ca.us'; 'ahenderson @biasc.org'; 
ikberkman@agoura-hills.ca.usl; Tradeva@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'ddolphin@cityofalhambra.ory; 
'vhevener@ci.arcadia.ca.us'; Tchassel@ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dbobadilla @ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dlopez@baldwinpark.com'; 
'trodrigue @cityofbell.org'; 10/11@bellgardens.org'; 'biniguez@bellflower.org'; 'jdescalzo@beverlyhills.org'; 
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'bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us'; 'afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com'; 'mogrady @cerritos.us'; ignila@ci.commerce.ca.us'; 
'hnguyen@comptoncity.org'; 'ycastro@ci.covina.ca.us'; 'hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us'; lasantos@cityofcudahyca.goy'; 
'clamian.skinner@culvercity.org'; 'dliu@diamondbarca.gov'; 'jwen @downeyca.org'; 'rcasillas @accessduarte.com'; 
'pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.goy'; 'skatsouleas@elsegundo.org'; 'jfelix @ci.gardena.ca.us'; 
Imoillataguerre@ci.glendale.ca.us'; 'ddavies @ci.glendora.ca.us'; 'jcolombo @hgcity.org'; 'ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org'; 
Thbehboodi@hermosabch.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 'jenriquez @huntingtonpark.org'; 'thelling @cityofindustry.org'; 
'lamimoto @cityofinglewood.org'; 'ktam @ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 'ehitti@lcf.ca.gov'; 'shaunac@lhhcity.org'; 
imstowell@cityoflannirada.ory; 'jdimario @lapuente.org'; 'dkeesey @ci.la- verne.ca.us'; 'kviyanti@lakewoodcity.org'; 
'nabbaszadeh @lawndalecity.org'; 'shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org'; 'jkekula@lynwood.ca.us'; 'jbrown @malibucity.org'; 
' andre.dupret @cityofmaywood.org'; 'jhunter @jhla.net'; 'dgarcia @norwalkca.gov'; 'mshay@redondo.org'; 
'croberts@aaeinc.com1; 'amho @montereypark.ca.gov'; 'bzimmerman @norwalkca.gov'; ' allanrigg @caaprofessionals.com'; 
'ccash @paramountcity.com'; ' jcarlson @cityofsierramadre.com'; 'swalker@cityofpasadena.net'; 'acervantes@pico- 
rivera.org'; ittlange@santa-clarita.corre; 'dgrilley@sgca.org'; 'crichie@cityofsanmarino.org'; 
'ggrammer @rollinghillsestate.ca.gov'; 'julie_carver @ci.pomona.ca.us'; imike.witzansky@redondo.org'; 
'Icortez@torrence.ca.goy'; 'carellano @ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us'; 
'Icyrus@ci.san-dinnas.ca.us'; 'rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla @omlawyers.com'; ismorales-choate@santafesprings.org'; 
'neal.shapiro@smgov.net; 'sam.gutierrez @westcovina.org'; 'sperlstein @weho.org'; 'jbellomo @willdan.com'; 
Tpubwks@cityofwhittier.ory; 'ghildeb @dpw.lacounty.gov'; 'smith.davidw @epa.gov'; 'dpelser @cityofwhittier.org'; 
im.rock@lomitacity.corre; 'm.mcayoy@lomitacity.com'; 'mdanaj @citymb.info'; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 
'ochi@ci.monrovia.ca.us'; 'jackrydell @caaprofessionals.com'; 'srepp @pvestates.org'; 'rbobadilla@pico-riyera.org'; 
'citymanager @rpv.com'; 'dwillmore @rpvca.gov'; 'MichaelT@rpvca.gov'; ' mhawkesworth @cityofrosemead.org'; 
'cnnarcarello@sfcity.org' 
Subject: NRDC LAWK HTB WMP Petition Addendum 

Dear Ms. Crowl, 

Please find attached a petition addendum submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, captioned: Addendum for Petition for Review of Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to the L.A. County MS4 
Permit. Also attached are Exhibits A-B in support of the petition addendum. 

Please confirm receipt of this email. Also, if you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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BECKY HAYAT, Bar No. 293986 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 434-2300 

Attorneys for 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

(Additional Counsel on Next Page) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION 

AND 
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay, for Review by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los 
Angeles Region, of the Regional Board Executive 
Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine 
Watershed Management Programs Pursuant to the 
Los Angeles County Municipal Separate 
Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Order No. 
R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001; 

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay, for Review by the State Water 
Resources Control Board of the Regional Board 
Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally 
Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal 
Separate Stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, 
Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001 

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR 
REVIEW OF LOS ANGELES 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER'S ACTION TO 
CONDITIONALLY APPROVE NINE 
WMPs PURSUANT TO THE L.A. 
COUNTY MS4 PERMIT 



ARTHUR PUGSLEY, Bar No. 252200 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 394-6162 

Attorneys for 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

DANIEL COOPER, Bar No. 153576 
LAWYERS FOR CLEAN WATER, INC. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
(415) 440-6520 

Attorneys for 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This petition addendum seeks review of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board's ("Regional Board") action on September 10, 2015 to ratify the Regional Board Executive 

Officer's final approvals of three specific Watershed Management Programs ("WMPs") prepared 

by dischargers (collectively "Permittees") regulated by the 2012 Los Angeles County Municipal 

Separate Storm Sewer System ("MS4") Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) ("Permit"). The 2012 

Permit gives Permittees "safe harbors," which under certain circumstances excuse their violations 

of water quality standards so long as they are developing and implementing voluntary WMPs. 

However, the approved, final WMPs for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabrie 

River, and Lower Los Angeles River contain significant deficiencies and fail to meet the explicit 

requirements of the 2012 Permit. 

Adequate WMPs are critical to protect water quality in the Los Angeles area, and are also 

the means by which the Regional Board, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"), and the 

public will determine compliance with the Permit and the federal Clean Water Act.1 As the State 

Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") stated in its precedential Order on the 2012 Permi 

("State Board Order"), 

...we are keenly aware that the success of the Los Angeles MS4 Order in addressing 
water quality issues depends primarily on the careful and effective development and 
implementation of programs consistent with the requirements of the Order...2 

The Regional Board Executive Officer conditionally approved all nine WMPs on April 28, 2015, 
despite the failure of the WMPs to meet Permit requirements, to address inadequacies identified by 
the Regional Board staff itself, and to protect water quality in area rivers and beaches. Moreover, 
the Executive Officer's action on April 28, 2015 was illegal because by "conditionally" approving 
the nine WMPs -a step nowhere allowed by the 2012 Permit - he acted outside the scope of his 
delegated authority and he improperly modified the terms of the Permit. This addendum focuses 
on the substantive failures of the WMPs, and their water quality impacts, rather than the flawed 
process, however, as that issue was fully addressed in our original petition. 
2 State Water Resources Control Board, In the Matter of Review of Order No. R4-2012-0175, 
NPDES Permit No CAS004001, June 16, 2015, at p. 7 ("State Board Order"). 
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Yet, on September 10, 2015, the Regional Board ignored facial deficiencies and ratified 

the Executive Officer's approvals of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel 

River, and Lower Los Angeles River final WMPs. The Regional Board's decision ensures that 

Permittees in those watershed groups, and therefore the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, will 

not achieve water quality standards -a core requirement of the 2012 Permit, the State Board 

Order, and the Clean Water Act. For these reasons and those explained in detail below, the 

Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 was inappropriate, improper, and an abuse of 

discretion. 

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

Draft WMPs for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel River, and 

Lower Los Angeles River were first submitted in June 2014. On August 18, 2014, Petitioners 

submitted comments on these three specific draft WMPs, which, among other things, addressed th 

many deficiencies in the draft plans. Regional Board staff also reviewed the draft WMPs and in 

October 2014, sent a letter to all three WMP groups identifying significant deficiencies to be 

corrected as a prerequisite to the Board's approval of the WMPs.3 The Permittees were directed to 

submit revised WMPs addressing the Board's concerns. Shortly thereafter, Los Angeles River 

Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel River, and Lower Los Angeles River watershed groups 

submitted revised plans in January 2015 for Regional Board review and approval.4 

In all three revised WMPs, Permittees failed to correct many, if not most, of the 

deficiencies previously identified by Regional Board staff. Nonetheless, on April 28, 2015, the 

Executive Officer issued conditional approvals for all nine revised WMPs,5 wherein Permittees 

were directed to submit final WMPs to the Regional Board that satisfy all of the conditions 

imposed by the Executive Officer. According to the conditional approvals, failure to satisfy all of 

the conditions would result in a rescission of the conditional approvals. 

3 See Exhibit A to original Petition: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs. 
4 See Exhibit C to original Petition: Links to Revised WMPs. 
5 See Exhibit B to original Petition: Letters of Conditional Approvals from the Executive Officer. 
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The final WMPs for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel River, and 

Lower Los Angeles River, unfortunately, did not satisfy all of the Executive Officer's conditions. 

Even if they had, however, the final plans still should have been denied because the conditions did 

not address all of the WMP inadequacies that remained - inadequacies that are in violation of 

explicit Permit requirements. Rather than rescinding the conditional approvals, the Executive 

Officer issued "final" approval letters for all nine WMPs asserting that the final plans satisfied all 

the conditions that were identified in the Executive Officer's conditional approval letters. 6 

On May 28, 2015, the Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC"), Los Angeles 

Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay (collectively "Petitioners") petitioned the Regional Board to 

review the Executive Officer's illegal conditional approvals, and pursuant to Section 13320 of the 

California Water Code and Section 2050 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, also 

sought review by the State Board. 

At the June 16, 2015 State Board meeting, the Chair of the State Board indicated that the 

board was unlikely to act on the petition until the Regional Board first had the opportunity to 

review the petition, and on July 1, 2015, the Regional Board gave notice that it would consider 

Petitioners' petition for review at its September 10, 2015 public meeting. On August 24, 2015, 

Petitioners placed their petition for review with the State Board in abeyance until November 9, 

2015, to allow the Regional Board review to proceed. 

On September 10, 2015, the Regional Board considered Petitioners' petition for review. 

Notwithstanding Petitioners' concerns, the Regional Board ratified the Executive Officer's final 

approvals for all nine WMPs. Petitioners now submit this addendum to challenge the Regional 

Board's September 10, 2015 decision and approval of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, 

Lower San Gabriel River, and Lower Los Angeles River final WMPs. 

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Petitioners' authority to seek State Board review of the Regional Board's action on 

September 10, 2015 is provided under Water Code § 13320, which states, "Upon finding that the 

6 See Exhibit A to this Petition Addendum: Final Approval Letters from the Executive Officer. 
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action of the regional board, or the failure of the regional board to act, was inappropriate or 

improper, the state board may direct that the appropriate action be taken by the regional board, 

refer the matter to any other state agency having jurisdiction, take the appropriate action itself, or 

take any combination of those actions." Moreover, in reviewing the Executive Officer's action 

pursuant to Water Code § 13320, the State Board must exercise its independent judgment as to 

whether the action was reasonable and in order to uphold a Regional Board action, the State Board 

must find that the action was based on substantial evidence.' 

IV. ARGUMENT 

The final WMPs for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel River, and 

Lower Los Angeles River do not comply with the express requirements of the Permit. As a result, 

these WMPs, which are intended to provide Permittees a finite, rigorous and enforceable pathway 

toward achievement of water quality standards, instead provide a mechanism for further delay, 

waste of resources, and continued degradation in receiving waterways in three of the most 

urbanized sub-watersheds in the Los Angeles region. Specific deficiencies identified in each of the 

three final WMPs are discussed in further detail below. 

A. The Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP Does Not Comply with the 2012 Permi 
or the State Board Order, and Does Not Ensure Compliance With Water Quali 
Standards 

Covering one of the most industrialized watersheds in Los Angeles County, and addressing 

a reach of the Los Angeles River impaired for ammonia, coliform bacteria, copper, lead, nutrients, 

oil, and trash, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP is a linchpin of the Permit's scheme to 

address impairment in the Los Angeles River. 

Yet the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP suffers from a litany of deficiencies, that 

go to the heart of the function of a WMP and the Permit's requirements, including: 1) inadequate 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis, receiving water quality data, model calibration and verification, 

2) no strategy to comply with interim water quality based effluent limitations ("WQBELs"), 3) an 

7 See State Water Resources Control Board, In the Matter of the Petition of Stinnes-Western 
Chemical Corporation, September 18, 1986, at 11. 
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inadequate and undefined adaptive management process, and 4) no enforceable commitment to 

meeting interim milestones and final deadlines. 

1. Inadequate Reasonable Assurance Analysis, Receiving Water Quality Data 
Model Calibration, and Verification 

The 2012 Permit requires Permittees to conduct a Reasonable Assurance Analysis for each 

water body-pollutant combination addressed by a WMP, with the objective of demonstrating the 

ability of the proposed control measure to ensure that MS4 discharges "do not cause or contribute 

to exceedances of receiving water limitations." (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5).) The 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis, therefore, forms the bedrock for WMP development as it is 

necessary to ensure that in the long-term, the WMPs will achieve the necessary water quality 

goals.8 As the State Board confirmed: 

... the requirement for a reasonable assurance analysis in particular is designed to ensure 
that Permitees are choosing appropriate controls and milestones for the WMP/EWMP. 
Competent use of the reasonable assurance analysis should facilitate achievement of final 
compliance within the specified deadlines.9 

The Reasonable Assurance Analysis is a modeling exercise, and modeling requires 

adequate data both to populate the model, and to calibrate and verify that model by comparing the 

modeling results to real world conditions. Thus, the confidence in any model - or the assurance it 

provides - is dependent on the volume and quality of available data. Unfortunately, the Los 

Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP does not contain sufficient receiving water data to provide the 

required reasonable assurance that the control measures proposed in the WMP will lead to the 

achievement of water quality standards. 

On October 27, 2014, the staff provided written comments on the Los Angeles River 

Upper Reach 2 group's draft WMP, which, among other things, identified and provided extensive 

commentary on the poor model calibration. Specifically, the staff commented that the plan did not 

8 See California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, 2012 MS4 Permit 
Adoption Hearing Transcript, November 8, 2012, at p. 67 ("2012 Permit Adoption Hearing 
Transcript"). 
9 State Board Order, at p. 37. 
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describe how the model was calibrated in accordance with the calibration criteria set forth Table 

3.0 of the Reasonable Assurance Analysis Guidelines.10 Moreover, no historical hydrology and 

water quality monitoring data were used for comparison with the model results for the baseline 

prediction. On January 27, 2015, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 group submitted a revised 

WMP, represented to have addressed all of staffs concerns from their October 27, 2014 letter. 

Specifically, in response to staffs comments about the inadequate Reasonable Assurance Analysis 

modeling, a new section (Section 4.5) was added to the revised WMP. However, all references to 

model calibration and verification were in the future tense - confirming that it has not been done 

for the WMP: 

For the RAA hydrologic series of 1986 to 2011, daily baseline concentrations and loads 
will be determined from the 90th percentile. The runoff values from the storm events will 
first be found, then any loads less than a tenth of an inch will be removed. From there, the 
load days from the 90th percentile will be retrieved. Once these values are found, the 90th 
percentile daily load reduction values can be identified for each pollutant. Also, once the 
loads for the pollutants are identified, a comparison of SBPAT and LSPC runoff volumes 
can be completed to show the difference between simulated and observed values to ensure 
the model can properly assess conditions and variables, as required from RAA guidelines.' 

This inadequate model calibration was noted again in the Executive Officer's April 28, 

2015 conditional approval.12 Yet the final Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP makes clear 

1° Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Guidelines for Conducting Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis in a Watershed Management Program, Including an Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (March 25, 2014), available at 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/watershed manag 
ement/docs/RevisedRAAModelingCriteriaFinal-withAtts.pdf. 
11 Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Area, Revised Watershed 
Management Program (WMP) Plan, January 27, 2015, at p. 103 ("Los Angeles River Upper Reach 
2 Revised WMP"). 
12 See Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Approval, With Conditions, of the Los 
Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's Watershed Management Program 
(WMP), Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
Permit, April 28, 2015, at p. 4 ("Section 4.5, Modeling Calibration, of the revised draft WMP 
discusses a comparison of SBPAT and LSPC runoff volumes "to show the difference between 
simulated and observed values to ensure the model properly assess conditions and variables." 
Provide this comparison of SBPA T and LSPC runoff volumes as an appendix or subsection to the 
model calibration section.") ("Conditional Approval Letter for Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 
WMP"). 

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW 
Page 6 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

that no calibration of the current model has been conducted in the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 

2 watershed using data from current conditions. The calibration information presented in the final 

WMP only address "...some of the broader hydrology and pollutant modeling and calibration 

efforts, to which LSPC and SBPAT were subjected and evaluated."13 In other words, only limited 

calibration is presented, which, to make matters worse, was all conducted by others and over the 

span of a decade, outside the river reach at issue. Given the irrelevance and inapplicability of these 

results to the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 watershed, the WMP's Reasonable Assurance 

Analysis cannot provide "reasonable assurance" of any outcome, and thus cannot serve as the basi 

for providing Permittees "safe harbor" benefits and excusing their violations of water quality 

standards. 

2. No Strategy to Comply with Interim WQBELs 

The 2012 Permit requires Permittees to incorporate the compliance schedules found in 

Attachments L through R of the Permit, consistent with implementation schedules for water body- 

pollutant combinations addressed by TMDLs, and to develop interim milestones and dates for thei 

achievement. (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.c.) Yet the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP 

lacks any plan to comply with interim WQBELs. In the Regional Board staffs comments from 

October 27, 2014, staff noted: 

The draft WMP does not clearly specify a strategy to comply with the interim WQBELs fo 
the LA River metals TMDL (January 11, 2012; January 11, 2020 and January 11, 2024 
deadlines). Table 3-1 presents a phased implementation plan, which suggests that Phase 2 
activities will be conducted to meet the 2020 deadline and Phase 3 activities, to meet the 
2024 deadline; however, the draft WMP needs to be revised to include documentation that 
the 2012 past deadlines have been achieved or specify an appropriate strategy for achieving 
compliance with the past due interim WQBELs.14 

13 Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Area, Watershed Management 
Program (WMP) Plan, June 12, 2015, at p. 75, available at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/watershe 
d management/los angeles/upper reach2/Upper LA River R2 FinalWMP.pdf ("Los Angeles 
River Upper Reach 2 Final WMP"). 
14 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Review of the Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 Watershed Management Group's Draft Watershed Management Program, Pursuant to Par 
VI.0 of the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, October 
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In response to this staff concern, a single line was added to Section 5.1 of the Los Angeles 

River Upper Reach 2 group's revised WMP: "The Los Angeles River Trash TMDL will be 

implemented by October 1, 2015, in order to meet the annual compliance assessment date on 

September 30, 2016."15 Furthermore, the revised WMP maintains from the draft WMP the 

following caveat, "The WMP, including the schedule aspect, will be updated through the adaptive 

management process, therefore the schedule identified is always tentative. "16 While there is now 

acknowledgment that requirements existed prior to 2020 in the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 

group's final WMP, there is still no provision of an actual strategy for future compliance or a 

documentation of past compliance. Rather, the final plan states: 

Interim and final compliance dates in the LAR Metals and Bacteria TMDLs are the primary 
drivers for the LAR UR2 WMA RAA and WMP Plan implementation schedule. The dates 
identified in this WMP Plan are subject to the procurement of grants or other financing 
support commensurate with the existing and future fiduciary responsibilities of the 
Pennittees. They may furthermore be adjusted based on evolving information developed 
through the iterative adaptive management process identified in the 2012 MS4 Permit or 
similar Parts within future MS4 Permits." 

The final WMP for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 provides neither a 

documentation of past compliance nor any future commitment to meet interim WQBELs. As such, 

implementation of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP cannot ensure the achievement of 

interim milestones or final compliance deadlines for water body-pollutant combinations addressed 

by TMDLs - an outcome in violation of Permit requirements. 

3. Inadequate Adaptive Management Process 

The 2012 Permit requires Permittees that participate in a WMP to implement an adaptive 

management process - evaluating sampling data and adjusting program elements to ensure that 

receiving water limitations and TMDL compliance can be achieved. (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.8.) 

27, 2014, at p. 2 ("Regional Board Staff Comments on Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Draft 
WMP"). 
15 Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Revised WMP, at p. 104. 
16 Id. 
17 Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Final WMP, at p. 116. 
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The Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, however, fails to describe how adaptive 

management will be carried out, or to commit to any real program change as part of adaptive 

management. Regional Board staff identified this shortcoming in October of 2014: 

While the draft WMP notes revisions will occur as part of the "Adaptive Management 
Process" in referral to multiple proposed actions it does not include a comprehensive 
strategy for the Adaptive Management process. The draft WMP should provide more detail 
on how the "Adaptive Management Process" will be implemented.18 

Despite staff's explicit instruction to the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Permittees to provide 

more detail on the adaptive management process, the adaptive management process section was 

resubmitted unchanged in the revised WMP. Nonetheless, the Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 

conditional approval letter required no adaptive management process improvements, and the final 

WMP as "officially" approved included no new language to address this problem. 

The 2012 Permit relies on the adaptive management process as a backstop to correct other 

program inadequacies and to ensure the "reasonable assurance" of ultimate receiving water 

limitations and TMDL compliance that underpins the "alternative compliance approach" scheme. 

In its final Order approving the 2012 Permit, the State Board cites to adaptive management as a 

means to ensure the appropriate rigor and accountability in the WMP approach,19 and to ensure 

that the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event retention approach will actually achieve compliance 

with receiving water limitations and TMDL-based limitations, despite a lack of current data or 

analysis to demonstrate that it will.2° Because the adaptive management process in the Los 

Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP fails to meet the requirements of the Permit, it cannot serve as 

an adequate backstop for the WMP's modeling shortcomings. 

Acknowledging the lack of data for model calibration and verification described above, 

Regional Board staff at the September 10, 2015 public meeting argued that any existing WMP 

18 Regional Board Staff Comments on Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Draft WMP, at p. 2. 
19 State Board Order, at p. 38. 

/d. at p. 43. 
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deficiencies will be corrected in the future via the adaptive management process.21 Yet the Los 

Angeles River Upper Reach WMP relies on a vague and circular adaptive management process to 

fix, in the future, a currently inadequate program. Like the previous permit's failed "iterative 

process" condemned by the State Board,22 the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP's adaptive 

management process will be nothing more than a paper process, leading to an endless loop of 

WMP implementation without producing real progress towards permit compliance. 

4. No Commitment to Meeting Interim Milestones and Final Deadlines 

The initial draft WMP submitted by the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 watershed grou 

on June 26, 2014 failed to commit to any schedule for achieving interim milestones and final 

deadlines as required by the Permit (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.c.), yet the Regional Board staff 

did not raise the issue in their October 27, 2014 comments. When the Regional Board Executive 

Officer conditionally approved the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 group's revised WMP, he 

did note the plan's lack of commitment to meeting milestones and final compliance schedules. 

Specifically, he stated: 

In Table 5-.1 of the revised draft WMP, "Tentative Control Measure Implementation 
Schedule," delete all instances of the word "tentative." If you prefer, you can replace the 
word "tentative" with "approved" or "current." In the last sentence of the second paragraph 
of Section 5.1, change the sentence "The WMP, including the schedule aspect, will be 
updated through the adaptive management process, therefore the schedule identified is 
always tentative." to "The WMP, including the schedule aspect, will be updated through 
the adaptive management process; to that extent, the schedule identified is tentative unless 
the schedule is associated with TMDL provisions...23 

In the final WMP submitted on June 12, 2015, the word "Current" has been substituted, along with 

the insertion of "Final" (in quotes) to read "Current Control Measure 'Final' Implementation 

21 The final transcript for the September 10, 2015 Regional Board meeting was not made publicly 
available until the afternoon of October 30, 2015 - the date of this filing. Petitioners will provide 
citations to the transcript, and reserve the right to address additional arguments raised by Regional 
Board staff, as appropriate. 
22 State Board Order, at p. 14. 
23 Conditional Approval Letter for Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, at p. 4. 
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Dates."24 However, the requested sentence change was only slightly modified and now reads, 

"...the implementation schedules identified are tentative unless determined as a date certain 

associated with specific TMDL provisions"25 (as opposed to the requested "...unless the schedule 

is associated with TMDL provisions"). The final WMP also states: 

The dates identified in this WMP Plan are subject to the procurement of grants or other 
financing support commensurate with the existing and future fiduciary responsibilities of 
the Permittees. They may furthermore be adjusted based on evolving information 
developed through the iterative adaptive management process identified in the 2012 MS4 
Permit or similar Parts within future MS4 Permits.26 

In addition, most of the implementation actions in Table 5-1 will not occur or be complete 

until 2028 or later (and none prior to 2016). Thus, there remains no commitment to meeting these 

final deadlines, and no identification whatsoever of actions to meet interim milestones in the final 

WMP that was ultimately approved by the Executive Officer. Without such a commitment to 

achieving interim milestones and final compliance deadlines for TMDL-specific limitations, the 

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP cannot ensure a rigorous and transparent process toward 

the achievement of receiving water limitations, as required by the Permit and the State Board 

Order. 

Furthermore, the implementation of proposed control measures and meeting of compliance 

deadlines are conditioned on the procurement of funding.27 In other words, where Permittees of the 

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 group demonstrate a failure to secure funding for WMP 

implementation, for whatever reason, the enforceable requirements of the Permit's WMP 

provisions (e.g. the interim milestones and final compliance deadlines) are effectively rendered 

unenforceable. Given the financial constraints and conflicting priorities municipalities consistently 

complain of a claim of failure to secure funding for WMP implementation is a virtual certainty. 

24 Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Final WMP, Table 5-1, at p. 117. 
25 Id. at 116. 
26 id. 
27 Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Final WMP, at p. 116. 
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In reviewing the 2012 Permit, the State Board concluded that the Permit's WMP approach 

ensures "the appropriate rigor, transparency, and accountability... to lead to achievement of 

receiving water limitations."28 Yet the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP fails to commit the 

dischargers to anything, and instead conditions every element of the program on unidentified 

funding, permitting, government approvals, and other contingencies.29 As such, it violates explicit 

requirements of the 2012 Permit, and the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 to ratify 

the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 final WMP was inappropriate, improper, and an abuse of 

discretion. 

B. The Lower San Gabriel River WMP Does Not Comply with the 2012 Permit or th 
State Board Order, and Does Not Ensure Compliance With Water Quality Standards 

The Regional Board, on September 10, 2015, also ratified the Executive Officer's final 

approval for the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, despite Petitioners' presentation, which revealed 

significant inadequacies that continue to remain in the final WMP. As with the Los Angeles River 

Upper Reach 2 WMP, the Lower San Gabriel River WMP fails to comply with Permit 

requirements in numerous aspects, six of which pertain to core WMP requirements: 1) no clear 

schedule to demonstrate that compliance will be achieved "as soon as possible," 2) no commitmen 

or demonstration that receiving water limitations for pollutants not addressed by TMDLs will be 

achieved, 3) insufficient specificity with regard to structure and non-structural BMPs, 4) 

insufficient specificity with regard to the achievement of interim milestones, 5) lack of measurable 

milestones to evaluate compliance, and 6) unenforceable and contingent volumetric reduction 

targets. As a result of these deficiencies, Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River watershed 

group will engage in an endless loop of WMP implementation without ever achieving compliance 

28 State Board Order, at p. 33. 
29 For a complete list of all the deficiencies that continue to exist in the Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 final WMP, please see Exhibit B attached to this petition addendum. 
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with receiving water limitations - an outcome that the State Board has repeatedly stated it cannot 

accept.3° 

1. No Clear Schedule to Demonstrate that Compliance will be Achieved "a 
Soon as Possible" 

The Lower San Gabriel River WMP fails to provide a compliance schedule to demonstrate 

that receiving water limitations will be achieved "as soon as possible." The 2012 Permit requires 

that for exceedances of receiving water limitations, the WMP must provide a schedule that ensures 

compliance "as soon as possible." (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.a.iv.) Parts VI.C.2.a.ii.(4) and 

VI.C.2.a.iii.(2)(c) of the Permit provide further clarification on the meaning of "as soon as 

possible." In their review of the Lower San Gabriel River group's draft WMP, the Regional Board 

staff commented: 

Where data indicate impairment or exceedances of RWLs and the findings from the source 
assessment implicate discharges from the MS4, the Permit requires a strategy for 
controlling pollutants that is sufficient to achieve compliance as soon as possible. Although 
Section 3 includes a compliance strategy, the program needs to more clearly demonstrate 
that the compliance schedule (Section 5) ensures compliance is "as soon as possible. 
The WMP needs to provide a clear schedule that demonstrates implementation of the 
BMPs will achieve the required interim metal reductions by the compliance deadlines. The 
WMP schedule should at the least provide specificity on actions within the current and nex 
permit terms. 

...it would be reasonable to update the WMP to contain project milestones and 
implementation timeframes for projects that will be implemented under this grant.31 

In response to staffs concern about the inadequate compliance schedule, text was added to 

p. 5-1 of the Lower San Gabriel River group's revised WMP: 

Meeting the load reductions determined by the RAA results in an aggressive compliance 
schedule in terms of the technological, operational, and economic factors that affect the 
design, development, and implementation of the necessary control measures. Notably, as 

3° State Board Order, at p. 33. 
'Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Review of the Lower San Gabriel River 
Watershed Management Area Draft Watershed Management Program, Pursuant to Part VI.0 of the 
Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, October 30, 2014, at 
p. 2 ("Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower San Gabriel River Draft WMP"). 
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described in Chapter 6, there is currently no funding source to pay for these controls... As 
such the Group considers the compliance.schedule to be as short as possible... the 
aggressive schedule in place to target zinc provides an equally aggressive schedule to targe 
the remaining WQPs, and as such it is considered to be as short as possible for all WQPs.32 

However, this passage interpreted staff's requirement for "as soon as possible" compliance in 

strictly financial terms, with additional indeterminate delays added for acquisition and 

"conversion." Thus, there is no effort to show that compliance will occur "as soon as possible" - 
only an assertion that it is considered to be so. 

The Regional Board Executive Officer flagged this issue in his April 28, 2015 letter 

conditionally approving the Lower San Gabriel River group's revised WMP. Specifically, he 

wrote: 

1. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to state that for control measures listed a 
being a "jurisdictional effort," the Permittees that are responsible for completion o 
each milestone are identified in Table 3-11. 

2. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to include the milestones and mileston 
completion dates for the following targeted control measures (TCMs) as follows: 
a. TCM-PLD-2 (LID Ordinance): Remove the phrase "when practicable" and set 
milestone date for ordinance adoption to 12/28/17 (i.e., end of permit term). 
b. TCM-TSS-1 (Exposed Soil Ordinance): Remove the phrase "if practicable" from th 
milestone description. 
c. TCM-TSS-3 (Private Lot Sweeping Ordinance): Remove the phrase "whe 
practicable" from the milestone description. 
d. TCM-RET-1 (Encourage downspout disconnects): Identify interim milestone(s) an 
date(s) for milestone achievement and include in table.33 

While the requested wording changes were made for the Lower San Gabriel River group's 

final WMP that was submitted on June 12, 2015, none of the substantive comments (e.g. 

Permittees should propose an implementation schedule that will ensure compliance "as soon as 

possible") from the Regional Board staff's October 30, 2014 letter has been addressed. Without a 

32 Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Program, January 30, 2015, at 5-1 ("Lower 
San Gabriel River Revised WMP"). 
33 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Approval, With Conditions, of the Lower 
San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group's Watershed Management Program (WMP), 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, April 
28, 2015, at p. 3 ("Conditional Approval Letter for Lower San Gabriel River WMP"). 
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clear commitment and demonstration to achieve compliance as soon as possible, the Lower San 

Gabriel River final WMP is inconsistent with explicit Permit terms, and as importantly, the WMP 

cannot provide Permittees the ambitious, well-defined, and implementable alternative path to 

permit compliance that the Regional Board envisioned for the WMP approach - and that served as 

the basis for the State Board's ultimate approval of the Permit's WMP provisions.34 

2. No Commitment or Demonstration that Compliance with Receiving Wate 
Limitations for Pollutants Not Addressed by TMDLs will be Achieved A 
Soon as Possible 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the Lower San Gabriel 

River WMP does not commit to any schedule or strategy to achieve compliance as soon as 

possible. The 2012 Permit requires that for exceedances of receiving water limitations not 

addressed by TMDLs, Permittees must demonstrate that the proposed control measures will 

achieve compliance in the shortest timeframe possible. (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c); 

VI.C.5.c.iii.(3)(c).) Regional Board staff reviewed the draft WMP in October of 2014 and 

commented: 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the MS4 Permit requires 
that the plan demonstrate using the reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) that the activities 
and control measures to be implemented will achieve applicable receiving water limitations 
as soon as possible. The RAA demonstrates the control measures would be adequate to 
comply with the limitations/deadlines for the "limiting pollutants" for TMDLs and 
concludes that this will ensure compliance for all other pollutants of concern. However, it 
does not address the question of whether compliance with limitations for pollutants not 
addressed by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time frame.35 

In response to staffs concerns, changes were made to the Executive Summary of the 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis section (Section 4.1) in the revised WMP, stating that the 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis "determined that the metal zinc will be the primary or 'limiting' 

pollutant and that by implementing the structural and non-structural measures... to reduce zinc, the 

remaining pollutant goals will be achieved... The rationale for this modeling approach is included 

34 State Board Order, at 76. 
35 Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower San Gabriel River Draft WMP, at p. 3. 
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Section 5.3.1 of the RAA (Appendix 4-1)." However, the staff request was for the Lower San 

Gabriel River Permittees to determine if "compliance with limitations for pollutants not addressed 

by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time frame (emphasis added)" - this comment was not 

addressed in the revised WMP. 

No additional requirement was requested to address this issue in the Executive Officer's 

April 28, 2015 conditional approval letter, and consequently, no further changes were made to the 

final WMP to rectify this deficiency. The Lower San Gabriel River final WMP, therefore, will not 

ensure that compliance with receiving water limitations for pollutants not addressed by TMDLs 

will be achieved as soon as possible, and as a result, water quality improvement will continue to be 

delayed for the Lower San Gabriel River watershed. 

3. Insufficient Specificity with Regard to Structural and Non-Structura 
BMPs 

The Lower San Gabriel River WMP lacks the required specificity regarding the proposed 

structural and non-structural control measures to meet compliance deadlines. The 2012 Permit 

requires a WMP to identify specific structural and non-structural control measures and BMPs, 

including the number, type, and location(s), as well as the nature, scope, timing, and frequency of 

implementation. (2012 Permit, at Parts VI.C.5.iv.(4)(b)-(c).) Regional Board staff identified this 

as a deficiency in the Lower San Gabriel River group's draft WMP in their October 30, 2014 

written comments: 

The RAA identifies potential areas for green street conversion and assumes a 30% 
conversion of the road length in the suitable areas; however, the specific locations and 
projects are not identified. Although it may not be possible to provide detailed information 
on specific projects at this time, the WMP should at least commit to the construction of the 
necessary number of projects to ensure compliance with permit requirements per applicabl 
compliance schedules .36 

Despite staff's explicit request for Permittees to provide more details, the revised WMP did 

not include any changes to the section of the draft WMP that discusses green streets projects. Thus 

the paragraph continues to read: 

6 

36 Id. 
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Specific green streets projects were not investigated during this initial analysis for potential 
BMPs, therefore, the City-specific summary lists potential regional LID BMPs that could 
(emphasis added) be used to achieve the required interim milestones and targets. Since this 
WMP is a planning-level document, over time the Watershed Group will report and 
demonstrate that the summative effect of projects implemented add up to the required 
reductions for interim milestones and final targets."37 

Permittees' failure to revise this section demonstrates disregard for staffs concern and explicit 

instructions for revision. Section 5.1.3, however, was revised and now states: 

Uncertainties associated with the targeted nonstructural controls complicate establishment 
of specific implementation dates. Despite this uncertainty, the Group has made a diligent 
effort to provide a clear schedule of specific actions within the current and next permit 
terms in order to achieve target load reductions. In addition, the status of these controls will 
be included in the annual watershed reports as well as through the adaptive management 
process in order to assess their progress in attaining targeted load reductions."38 

Even though Section 5.1.3 was slightly revised, there is still no commitment made beyond 

self-proclaimed good-faith intentions and an asserted willingness to track progress (or its lack 

thereof) through the permit cycle. No additional changes were made to address the deficiency in 

the Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 conditional approval letter, and no further changes were 

made to the fmal WMP that was submitted on June 12, 2015, which was ultimately approved by 

the Executive Officer and ratified by the Regional Board on September 10, 2015. Lacking 

specificity on proposed control measures and BMPs, the Lower San Gabriel River group's 

Permittees cannot provide the required assurance that the implementation of their fmal WMP will 

put them on a well-defined, transparent, and finite path toward the achievement of receiving water 

limitations. 

4. Insufficient Specificity with Regard to the Achievement of Interim 
Milestones for TMDLs 

The Lower San Gabriel River WMP fails to provide any specificity on actions to ensure the 

achievement of interim milestones for receiving water limitations addressed by TMDLs. For each 

proposed structural and non-structural BMP geared toward the achievement of TMDL compliance, 

37 Lower San Gabriel River Revised WMP, at 5-5. 
38 Id at 5-2. 
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the WMP must provide interim milestones and dates, and sufficient detail to ensure adequate 

progress toward the achievement of interim milestones, and ultimately final compliance deadlines. 

(2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.b.iv(4)(d).) Regional Board staff, in their October 30, 2014 

comments, stated: 

In a number of cases, additional specificity on the number, type and general location(s) of 
watershed control measures well as the timing of implementation for each (emphasis 
added) is needed... there should at least be more specificity on actions within the current 
and next permit terms to ensure that the following interim requirements are met (1) a 10% 
reduction in metals loads during wet weather and a 30% reduction in dry weather by 2017 
and (2) a 35% reduction in metals loads during wet weather and a 70% reduction during 
dry weather by 2020.39 

There are no changes between the draft and revised WMP that directly address this comment. 

Given the vague nature of nearly all of the nonstructural "milestones" and provisional nature of 

virtually all of the BMPs, it is not surprising that there is no direct linkage between committed 

actions and achieving interim requirements by specified dates. 

In conditionally approving the Lower San Gabriel River group's revised WMP, the 

Regional Board Executive Officer did not identify this issue as one of the remaining deficiencies, 

thus no further changes were made to the final WMP to rectify this shortcoming. Consequently, 

the deficiency remains uncured in the officially approved Lower San Gabriel River WMP. As 

such, implementation of the final WMP will not provide Permittees a clearly defined, 

implementable, and enforceable alternative to TMDL compliance, as required by the WMP 

provisions of the 2012 Permit and mandated by the State Board in its final Order approving the 

Permit's WMP approach. 

5. Lack of Measurable Milestones to Evaluate Compliance 

The compliance schedules proposed in the Lower San Gabriel River WMP fails to include 

milestones based on measurable criteria or indicators. To ensure that a WMP provides "the 

appropriate rigor, transparency, and accountability"40 to lead to the achievement of receiving water 

39 Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower San Gabriel River Draft WMP, at p. 4. 

40 State Board Order, at p. 33. 
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limitations, the 2012 Permit requires measureable milestones and dates for their achievement 

within the permit term. (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.c.iii.) Yet the initial draft WMP for the Lower 

San Gabriel River watershed group only provided an implementation schedule for non-structural 

BMPs up to 2017. In response, in their October 30, 2014 written comments, staff requested: "The 

LSGR Watershed Management Group must provide measureable milestones for implementing 

each one of the proposed control measures that will allow an assessment of progress toward the 

interim and fmal WQBELs and receiving water limitations every two years."41 

The revised WMP included only minor additional "milestones": 

For Right-of-Way BMP's: "Every two years the adaptive management process will 
include an assessment of the effectiveness of both 1) right-of-way BMPs incorporated 
into CIP projects and 2) the STP in contributing toward targeted load reductions." 
For Regional BMP's: "The preliminary site assessments and feasibility study will be 
completed by March 2016. Field analysis at selected sites will begin in December 
2016." 
Near the end of this section, the following sentence has been added: "Even though not 
all projects can be specified and scheduled at this time, the Participating Agencies are 
committed to constructing the necessary regional and right-of-way BMPs to meet the 
determined load reductions per applicable compliance schedules."42 

However, these vague additions do not represent meaningful, let alone measureable, 

milestones for assessment of progress towards receiving water limitations compliance. There was 

no additional requirement to fix this deficiency in the Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 

conditional approval letter, and no further revisions were made with regard to this issue in the final 

WMP. Without clear and concrete milestones, the Lower San Gabriel River WMP cannot 

demonstrate - let alone ensure - the achievement of final compliance deadlines. 

6. Unenforceable and Contingent Volumetric Reduction Targets 

Confronted by Petitioners with the Lower San Gabriel River WMP's lack of commitment 

to meeting interim milestones and fmal compliance deadlines at the September 10, 2015 Regional 

Board public meeting, the Board staff responded that they interpreted the volumetric reductions set 

41 Regional Board Staff comments on Lower San Gabriel River Draft WMP, at Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis Memorandum. 
42 Lower San Gabriel River Revised WMP, at 5-6. 
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forth in the WMPs as enforceable requirements.43 The staff went on to assert that failure to meet 

these volumetric reductions on time would be a Permit violation, subject to enforcement by the 

Regional Board, U.S. EPA, and the affected public. The volumetric reductions in the Lower San 

Gabriel River WMP, however, are conditioned on obtaining funding; and, for pollutants not 

addressed by a TMDL, any deadlines are tentative at best 44 As soon as Permittees of the Lower 

San Gabriel River group demonstrate a failure to obtain funding for WMP implementation, the 

volumetric reduction requirements will be effectively rendered unenforceable. Given the financial 

constraints and conflicting priorities municipalities consistently complain of, a claim of failure to 

secure funding for WMP implementation is a virtual certainty. Permittees of the Lower San 

Gabriel River watershed group should not be allowed to evade enforceable requirements of the 

Permit; therefore, a fmal WMP containing such wavering and uncertain commitment should have 

been denied. 

The fmal WMP for the Lower San Gabriel River fails to comply with explicit Permit 

requirements for what ought to be included in a WMP for Regional Board approval.45 The WMP, 

therefore, should have been denied as required by the Permit. As such, the Regional Board's action 

on September 10, 2015 to ratify the Lower San Gabriel River final WMP was inappropriate, 

improper, and an abuse of discretion. 

C. The Lower Los Angeles River WMP Does Not Comply with the 2012 Permit or th 
State Board Order, and Does Not Ensure Compliance With Water Quality Standards 

The final WMP for the Lower Los Angeles River watershed group does not comply with 

the Permit's explicit program development requirements, and therefore, should have been denied 

43 The final transcript for the September 10, 2015 Regional Board meeting was not made publicly 
available until the afternoon of October 30, 2015 - the date of this filing. Petitioners will provide 
citations to the transcript, and reserve the right to address additional arguments raised by Regional 
Board staff, as appropriate. 
44 Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Program, June 12, 2015, at 5-1, 6-1, available 
at 
http://www .waterboards. ca. gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/watershe 
d management/san gabriel/lower sangabriel/LowerSGRiver Fina1WMP.pdf. 
45-For a complete list of all the deficiencies that continue to exist in the Lower San Gabriel River 
final WMP, please see Exhibit B attached to this petition addendum. 
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as required by the Permit. Yet, the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, in its deficient state, was 

approved by the Executive Officer, and then ratified by the Regional Board. As with the Los 

Angeles River Upper Reach 2 and Lower San Gabriel River fmal WMPs, the Lower Los Angeles 

River group's WMP suffers from a whole host of shortcomings, but four go to the heart of WMP 

requirements: 1) no clear schedule to demonstrate that compliance will be achieved "as soon as 

possible," 2) no commitment or demonstration that receiving water limitations for pollutants not 

addressed by TMDLs will be achieved, 3) insufficient specificity with regard to structure and non- 

structural BMPs, 4) unenforceable and contingent volumetric reduction targets. 

1. No Clear Schedule to Demonstrate that Compliance will be Achieved " 
Soon as Possible" 

The Lower Los Angeles River WMP does not provide compliance schedule to demonstrate 

that receiving water limitations will be achieved "as soon as possible." The 2012 Permit requires 

that for exceedances of receiving water limitations, the WMP must provide a schedule that ensures 

compliance "as soon as possible." (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.a.iv.) Parts VI.C.2.a.ii.(4) and 

VI.C.2.a.iii.(2)(c) of the Permit provide further clarification on the meaning of "as soon as 

possible." In their review of the Lower Los Angeles River group's draft WMP, the Regional Board 

staff commented: 

Where data indicate impairment or exceedances of RWLs and the findings from the source 
assessment implicate discharges from the MS4, the Permit requires a strategy for 
controlling pollutants that is sufficient to achieve compliance as soon as possible. Although 
Section 3 includes a compliance strategy, the program needs to more clearly demonstrate 
that the compliance schedule (Section 5) ensures compliance is "as soon as possible."46 

In response to staff's concern about the inadequate compliance schedule, text was added to 

p. 5-1 of the Lower Los Angeles River revised WMP: 

Meeting the load reductions determined by the RAA results in an aggressive compliance 
schedule in terms of the technological, operational, and economic factors that affect the 

46 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Review of the Lower Los Angeles River 
Watershed Management Group's Draft Watershed Management Program, Pursuant to Part VI.0 of 
the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, October 28, 
2014, at p. 3 ("Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower Los Angeles River Draft WMP"). 
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design, development, and implementation of the necessary control measures. Notably, as 
described in Chapter 6, there is currently no funding source to pay for these controls... As 
such the Group considers the compliance schedule to be as short as possible... the 
aggressive schedule in place to target zinc provides an equally aggressive schedule to targe 
the remaining WQPs, and as such it is considered to be as short as possible for all WQPs.47 

However, this passage seems to have interpreted staff's requirement for "as soon as possible" 

compliance in strictly financial terms, with additional indeterminate delays added for acquisition 

and "conversion." Thus, there is no effort to show that compliance will occur "as soon as possible" 

- only an assertion that it is considered to be so. 

The Regional Board Executive Officer flagged this issue in his letter conditionally 

approving the Lower Los Angeles River group's revised WMP on April 28, 2015. Specifically, he 

wrote: 

6. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to state that for control measures listed a 
being a "jurisdictional effort," the Permittees that are responsible for completion o 
each milestone are identified in Table 3-11. 

7. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to include the milestones and mileston 
completion dates for the following targeted control measures (TCMs) as follows: 
a. TCM-PLD-2 (LID Ordinance): Remove the phrase "when practicable" and set 
milestone date for ordinance adoption to 12/28/17 (i.e., end of permit term). 
b. TCM-TSS-1 (Exposed Soil Ordinance): Remove the phrase "if practicable" from th 
milestone description. 
c. TCM-TSS-3 (Private Lot Sweeping Ordinance): Remove the phrase "whe 
practicable" from the milestone description. 
d. TCM-RET-1 (Encourage downspout disconnects): Identify interim milestone(s) an 
date(s) for milestone achievement and include in table.48 

While the requested wording changes were made for the Lower Los Angeles River final 

WMP that was submitted on June 12, 2015, none of the substantive comments (e.g. Permittees 

should propose an implementation schedule that will ensure compliance "as soon as possible") 

from the Regional Board staff's October 28, 2014 letter have been addressed. Without a clear 

47 Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Program, January 28, 2015, at 5-1 ("Lower 
Los Angeles River Revised WMP"). 
48 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Approval, With Conditions, of the Lower 
Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group's Watershed Management Program (WMP), 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, April 
28, 2015, at p. 3 ("Conditional Approval Letter for Lower Los Angeles River WMP"). 
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commitment and demonstration to achieve compliance as soon as possible, the Lower Los Angeles 

River final WMP is inconsistent with explicit Permit terms, and as importantly, the WMP cannot 

provide Permittees the ambitious, well- defined, and implementable alternative path to permit 

compliance that the Regional Board envisioned for the WMP approach - and that served as the 

basis for the State Board's ultimate approval of the Permit's WMP provisions.49 

2. No Commitment or Demonstration that Compliance with Receiving Wate 
Limitations for Pollutants Not Addressed by TMDLs will be Achieved A' 
Soon as Possible 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the Lower Los Angeles 

River WMP does not commit to any schedule or strategy to achieve compliance as soon as 

possible. The 2012 Permit requires that for exceedances of receiving water limitations not 

addressed by TMDLs, Permittees must demonstrate that the proposed control measures will 

achieve compliance in the shortest timeframe possible. (2012 Permit, at Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c); 

VI.C.5.c.iii.(3)(c).) Regional Board staff reviewed the draft WMP in October of 2014 and 

commented: 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLs, the MS4 Permit requires 
that the plan demonstrate using the reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) that the activities 
and control measures to be implemented will achieve applicable receiving water limitations 
as soon as possible. The RAA demonstrates the control measures would be adequate to 
comply with the limitations/deadlines for the "limiting pollutants" for TMDLs and 
concludes that this will ensure compliance for all other pollutants of concern. However, it 
does not address the question of whether compliance with limitations for pollutants not 
addressed by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time frame.5° 

In response to staff's concerns, changes were made to the Executive Summary of the 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis section (Section 4.1) in the revised WMP, stating that the 

Reasonable Assurance Analysis "determined that the metal zinc will be the primary or 'limiting' 

pollutant and that by implementing the structural and non-structural measures... to reduce zinc, the 

remaining pollutant goals will be achieved... The rationale for this modeling approach is included 

49 See State Board Order, at 76. 
5° Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower Los Angeles River Draft WMP, at p. 3. 
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Section 5.3.1 of the RAA (Appendix 4-1)." However, the staff request was for the Lower Los 

Angeles River Permittees to determine if "compliance with limitations for pollutants not addressed 

by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time frame (emphasis added) " - this comment was not 

addressed in the revised WMP. 

No additional requirement was requested to address this issue in the Executive Officer's 

April 28, 2015 conditional approval letter, and consequently, no further changes were made to the 

final WMP to rectify this deficiency. The Lower Los Angeles River final WMP, therefore, will not 

ensure that compliance with receiving water limitations for pollutants not addressed by TMDLs 

will be achieved as soon as possible, and as a result, water quality improvement will continue to be 

delayed for the Lower Los Angeles River watershed. 

3. Insufficient Specificity with Regard to Structural and Non-Structura 
BMPs 

The Lower Los Angeles River WMP lacks the required specificity regarding the proposed 

structural and non-structural control measures to meet compliance deadlines. The 2012 Permit 

requires a WMP to identify specific structural and non-structural control measures and BMPs, 

including the number, type, and location(s), as well as the nature, scope, timing, and frequency of 

implementation. (2012 Permit, at Parts VI.C.5.iv.(4)(b)-(c).) Regional Board staff identified this 

as a deficiency in the Lower Los Angeles River group's draft WMP in their October 28, 2014 

written comments: 

The RAA identifies potential areas for green street conversion and assumes a 30% 
conversion of the road length in the suitable areas; however, the specific locations and 
projects are not identified. Although it may not be possible to provide detailed information 
on specific projects at this time, the WMP should at least commit to the construction of the 
necessary number of projects to ensure compliance with permit requirements per applicabl 
compliance schedules.5' 

Despite staff's explicit request for Permittees to provide more details, the revised WMP did 

not include any changes to the section of the draft WMP that discusses green streets projects. Thus 

the paragraph continues to read: 

51 Id. at p. 4. 
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Specific green streets projects were not investigated during this initial analysis for potential 
BMPs, therefore, the City-specific summary lists potential regional LID BMPs that could 
(emphasis added) be used to achieve the required interim milestones and targets. Since this 
WMP is a planning-level document, over time the Watershed Group will report and 
demonstrate that the summative effect of projects implemented add up to the required 
reductions for interim milestones and final targets. "5 

Since this wording elicited the initial staff comment on the draft WMP, Permittees' failure to 

revise this section demonstrates their disregard for staff's concern and explicit instructions for 

revision. Section 5.1.3, however, was revised and now states: 

Uncertainties associated with the targeted nonstructural controls complicate establishment 
of specific implementation dates. Despite this uncertainty, the Group has made a diligent 
effort to provide a clear schedule of specific actions within the current and next permit 
terms in order to achieve target load reductions. In addition, the status of these controls will 
be included in the annual watershed reports as well as through the adaptive management 
process in order to assess their progress in attaining targeted load reductions."53 

Even though Section 5.1.3 was slightly revised, there is still no commitment made beyond 

self-proclaimed good-faith intentions and an asserted willingness to track progress (or its lack 

thereof) through the permit cycle. No additional requirements were made to address this deficiency 

in the Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 conditional approval letter, and no further changes were 

made to the final WMP that was submitted on June 12, 2015, which was ultimately approved by 

the Executive Officer and ratified by the Regional Board on September 10, 2015. Lacking 

specificity on proposed control measures and BMPs, the Lower Los Angeles River group's 

Permittees cannot provide the required assurance that the implementation of their final WMP will 

put them on a well-defined, transparent, and finite path toward the achievement of receiving water 

limitations. 

I. Unenforceable and Contingent Volumetric Reduction Targets 

In responding to Petitioners' argument on September 10, 2015 about the Lower Los 

Angeles River WMP's lack of commitment to meeting interim milestones and final compliance 

deadlines, Regional Board staff stated that the volumetric reductions set out in the final WMP 

52 Lower Los Angeles River Revised WMP, at 5-5. 
53 Id. at 5-2. 
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represent an enforceable commitment from the Permittees.54 In other words, failure to meet these 

volumetric reductions in accordance with the provided schedule would be non-compliance, at 

which point Permittees could be subject to enforcement by the Regional Board, U.S. EPA, and the 

affected public. However, like the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, the volumetric reductions in 

the Lower Los Angeles River WMP are also expressly conditioned on obtaining funding; and, for 

pollutants not addressed by a TMDL, any deadlines are tentative at best.55 If Permittees of the 

Lower Los Angeles River group demonstrate a failure to obtain funding for WMP implementation, 

the volumetric reduction requirements will be effectively rendered unenforceable. Given the 

financial constraints and conflicting priorities municipalities consistently complain of, a claim of 

failure to secure funding for WMP implementation is a virtual certainty. Permittees of the Lower 

Los Angeles River watershed group should not be allowed to evade enforceable requirements of 

the Permit, thus their final WMP, by having such uncertain language, should have been denied 

The Lower Los Angeles River WMP fails to comply with core program development 

requirements pursuant to the 2012 Permit.56 As a result, the WMP cannot ensure the appropriate 

rigor, accountability, and transparency to put Permittees on an alternative path toward the 

achievement of water quality goals. The Lower Los Angeles River WMP should have been denied 

as required by the Permit, and therefore Permittees would have had to immediately demonstrate 

compliance with receiving water limitations. Instead, however, Permittees of the Lower Los 

Angeles River watershed group are given "safe harbor" benefits as a result of their WMP approval 

thereby allowing them to continue discharging highly polluted stormwater for years to come. 

54 The final transcript for the September 10, 2015 Regional Board meeting was not made publicly 
available until the afternoon of October 30, 2015 - the date of this filing. Petitioners will provide 
citations to the transcript, and reserve the right to address additional arguments raised by Regional 
Board staff, as appropriate. 
55 Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Program, June 12, 2015, at 5-1, 6-1, 
available at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/watershe 
d management/los angeles/lower losangeles/LowerLARiver FinalWMP.pdf. 
56 For a complete list of all the deficiencies that continue to exist in the Lower Los Angeles River 
final WMP, please see Exhibit B attached to this petition addendum. 
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V. REVISED REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

Petitioners seek an order by the State Board to invalidate the Regional Board's action on 

September 10, 2015 to ratify the Executive Officer's final approvals of the Los Angeles River 

Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel River, and Lower Los Angeles River WMPs. In addition, 

Petitioners request an order remanding the matter to the Regional Board with instructions for staff 

to require WMP compliance with Permit requirements and the State Board Order. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, the pending Petition for Review and Petition Addendum, 

should be GRANTED, and the Regional Board's ratification of the Executive Officer's final 

approvals for the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel River, and Lower Los 

Angeles River WMPs should be OVERTURNED. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: October 30, 2015 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 

Becky Hayat Hayat 
Attorneys for NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. & HEAL THE BAY 

Dated: October 30, 2015 LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

Arthur S. Pugsley 
Attorneys for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
& HEAL THE BAY 
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EXHIBIT A 



r11,41,1/ 
Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

August 13, 2015 

Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group' 

FINAL APPROVED LOS ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2 GROUP'S WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) 

Dear Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175. Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within the 
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the City 
of Long Beach MS4 (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit) The LA County MS4 Permit allows 
Permittees the option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an 
Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a 

watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best management 
practices (BMPs). Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to 
address the highest watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A 
(Receiving Water Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily 
Load Provisions), by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non-Storm 
Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land 
Development Program. 

On April 28. 2015, on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board. I approved, with conditions, the 
Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 (LAR UR2) Group's WMP. My approval letter directed the 
LAR UR2 Group to submit a final WMP that satisfies all the conditions listed in the letter no later 
than June 12. 2015. On June 12, 2015, the LAR UR2 Group submitted its final WMP, as 
directed. 

After review of the final LAR UR2 Group's WMP submitted on June 12, 2015, I have determined 
that the ULAR2 Group's WMP satisfies all of the conditions identified in my April 28, 2015 

Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group include the City of Bell, City of 
Bell Gardens. City of Commerce, City of Cudahy, City of Huntington Park, City of Maywood, City of Vernon, and the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District. See attached distribution list. 
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Permittees of the LAR UR2 WMP Group 2 August 13, 2015 

approval letter. The WMP dated June 12, 2015 constitutes the final approved WMP for the LAR 
UR2 Group. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LAR UR2 
Group in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit. If you have any questions, please 
contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at Ivai Ridgeway0water boards ca goy or by 
phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 

Enclosure: Distribution List 



LOS ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2 

Name City Email Address 
Terry Rodrigue Bell trodrigue@citvofbell.org 
Al Cab lay Bell acablav@citvofbell.org 
Philip Wagner Bell Gardens pwagner@bellgardens.org 
Young Park Bell Gardens ypark@infeng.co 
Chau Vu Bell Gardens cvu@bellgardens.org 
Gina Nila Commerce ginan@ci.comerce.ca.us 
Aaron Hernandez-Torres Cudahy ahernandez@citvofcudahvca.gov 
Elroy Kiepke Cudahy ekiepke@willdan.ocm 
Jose Pulido Cudahy jpulido@citvofcudahvca.gov 
Michael Ackerman Huntington Park mackerman@hpca.gov 
Christina Dixon Huntington Park cdixon@hpca.gov 
Angela George LA Co DPW ageorge@dpw.lacountv.gov 
Genevieve Osmena LA Co DPW gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov 
Jolene Guerrero LA Co DPW iguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov 
Andre Dupret Maywood andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org 
Lilian Myers Maywood Imvers@citvofmavwood.org 
Elroy Kiepke Maywood ekiepke@willdan.ocm 
Cladia Arellano Vernon carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us 
Kevin Wilson Vernon kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us 
Dr. Gerald Greene CWE GGreene@cwecorp.com 



Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

July 21, 2015 

Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group' 

-jt Int; 0 E311uvli4 j- 
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FINAL APPROVED LOWER SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE 
STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. 
R4-2012-0175) AND THE CITY OF LONG BEACH MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within the 
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the City 
of Long Beach MS4 (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). On February 6, 2014, the Board 
adopted Order No. R4-2014-0024, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System Discharges from the City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 
Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit allow Permittees the 
option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale 
through customized strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). 
Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to address the highest 
watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A (Receiving Water 
Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), by 
customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges) 
and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land Development Program2. 

On April 28, 2015, on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board, I approved, with conditions, the 
Lower San Gabriel River (LSGR) Group's WMP. My approval letter directed the LSGR Group to 

1 Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group include the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District; and the cities of Artesia, Bellflower, Cerritos, Diamond Bar, Downey, Hawaiian Gardens, La Mirada, 
Lakewood, Long Beach, Norwalk, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, and Whittier. 
2 The cited permit sections are from the LA County MS4 Permit. Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 
Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations), Part VIII (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part 
IV.B (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part VII.D-VII.M (Minimum Control Measures), 

ClIAla SAMUEL UNCErL ExECtMvE rrnCE, 

32C West 401 St . Suite 200. Los Angeles, CA 90013 www. waterboams.ca.gowiosengtfles 



Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River 2 July 21, 2015 
Watershed Management Group 

submit a final WMP that satisfies all the conditions listed in the letter no later than June 12, 

2015. On June 12, 2015 the LSGR Group submitted its final WMP, as directed. 

After review of the final LSGR WMP submitted on June 12, 2015, I have determined that the 
LSGR Group's WMP satisfies all of the conditions identified in my April 28, 2015 approval letter. 
The WMP dated June 12, 2015 hereby constitutes the final approved WMP for the LSGR 
Group. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LSGR Group 
in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit. If you 
have any questions, please contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at 

Ivar.Ridoeway@waterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 
Executive Officer 
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Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

July 21, 2015 

Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group' 
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FINAL APPROVED LOWER LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM (WMP), PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE 
STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. 
R4-2012-0175) AND THE CITY OF LONG BEACH MS4 PERMIT (NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CAS004003; ORDER NO. R4-2014-0024) 

Dear Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group: 

On November 8, 2012, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Los Angeles Water Board) adopted Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within the 
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, except those Discharges Originating from the City 
of Long Beach MS4 (hereafter, LA County MS4 Permit). On February 6, 2014, the Board 
adopted Order No. R4-2014-0024, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System Discharges from the City of Long Beach (hereafter, Long Beach MS4 
Permit). The LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit allow Permittees the 
option to develop either a Watershed Management Program (WMP) or an Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale 
through customized strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). 
Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and allows a Permittee to address the highest 
watershed priorities, including complying with the requirements of Part V.A (Receiving Water 
Limitations), Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), by 
customizing the control measures in Parts III.A (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges) 
and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land Development Program2. 

On April 28, 2015, on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board, I approved, with conditions, the 
Lower Los Angeles River (LLAR) Group's WMP. My approval letter directed the LLAR Group to 

1 Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group include the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District; and the cities of Downey, Lakewood, Long Beach, Lynwood, Paramount, Pico Rivera, Signal Hill, and 
South Gate. 
2 The cited permit sections are from the LA County MS4 Permit. Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 
Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations), Part VIII (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part 
IV.B (Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part VII.D-VII.M (Minimum Control Measures). 
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Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River - 2 July 21, 2015 
Watershed Management Group 

submit a final WMP that satisfies all the conditions listed in the letter no later than June 12, 
2015. On June 12, 2015 the LLAR Group submitted its final WMP, as directed. 

After review of the final LLAR WMP submitted on June 12, 2015, I have determined that the 
LLAR Group's WMP satisfies all of the conditions identified in my April 28, 2015 approval letter. 
The WMP dated June 12, 2015 hereby constitutes the final approved WMP for the LLAR Group. 

The Los Angeles Water Board appreciates the participation and cooperation of the LLAR Group 
in the implementation of the LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit. If you 
have any questions, please contact lvar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at 
IvarRidoewayawaterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, P.E. 

Executive Officer 
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poilutanc, as repulred.Category 2 WSW, can he 

revised ay. rnoniturRedata have been taunted, 
through the adaptive manaeernent prccess. 

The onneenuration-hased WOBELs for meta% Rued 

al page 28 or Ole MAP are inzorreet and should rot 
he used to set &bauble bad, the nctrent 
onotentrat'pt-based WC.. fix metals, which can 
he wed. lieu or caludatIruagovrabile loutsduring 
by weather.are IdentiRed In ArtaArnent 0,Part CI,. loadhasedWOBELs for mauls...linable 
during reet weather. which are identified in 
atuchnent 0,PartC.2,1 of the permit show be 

°senile...date the ...Retie ..demi req.. 
reduction for metals <lurkg wet weather eencedena 
in summary, allowabe pelluunt louirsgs should he 

naludated sePUsteWeeuPt....2........n. 
Ne WPM. listed In Atuchment 0, Pars C.2.cand 
LIel of Use permit.loads must be expessed as daily 
bad, non...A.6.e expression of the WORM: 
Table Re show he revised to specify that the loads 

presented are claTU ban. 

The previous!, noted statement arced tope Revised MAR "It 
sheidd hie noted Out the Cateso, 2 RokitaniS Onier4P 

slamiSnantly with 
Out 

1 or 2 pollutants and In some taus, 
such as reol oRilorm and E. colLor total dungen and ideate, 
they are essentially the same pollutant. (p. 33d the Revised 

Whir)ft presumably Intended tohe responsive . the 
comment, but is not. 

The referenced table (Table 4-4) isidemical In both Orate and 

Revised MAN. 

No addeRnal requeement to address 

0,224:er ...L2 Ruud ...men, 
Updated table (Table 46 In the Um, WNW) 

reePeuu2R2PluRdime2uste. 

(RI 'General 
comments') 

Plowable loads for metals based on the required 
WSEs and pRenUalWER/250 values,. WOO. 
and lead should he presented dearlyand separately 
in Sent. 4.2.13 el theWPAR since the copper 

W'''''''''''''''''''''' r''''''n .P.a b..."...n.".....rd .... 
'"*""cc"'"'""'"'W.E'..r....... 
he used to cab,late the abwable loads, and these 
alowahie loads are iSfIerent Rom the massbased 
PKIBes listed in Attachment O. thepadP ma 
proAde a clear explanation nu how the preeoRel 
concentration-based WORE. and abedable bad 
were derived from the WIPE. In Attachment O. 

Ifie onlyehange in the Revised WRIP In this section eiras the 

e.t.a a senunce.-Illeobsened or modeled dairy Raw 

udurnes can inn.. to translate concentration-based WCRIELs 

to loadhasd1WOBEls UV riRPMVP,R,heden',....... 
,s 

r'sl"n'''' 

Ronan the reiniseti draft MU to IR... 
allowable Rads...get bade...ins. 
and load reducUnns associated.. 
coned measures in units consistent with 
the respective TAX (e6.Lne AMU.. 
RRer Metals AM abivah. loads 

even shadd be ven asdally leads nos annual 
loads In,. 622 Pad table...on 
adimust Intlude units per time Rep 

lei, ihs/day) fix the numeric values . 
ay., 

This sea was substant.yrewar. a. 
'.'".....d. 

MI- ',A...cc 
=role." 

The mcdel predicted loads peesented In Tablee-Vor 
the basalt:lawn...mare notmnsistent with those 

results direulyfrom model eartput hied putesAand 
B. for eumde).11,ese ...Tea... b.duetin 
the wand the POth wend. year 2... 
predicted results of pollutant bads. Randier,. 
model results of pdlutant loads are presented in 

terms d lbsAear in Table 4-31..0 Tide Re. 
However, the results ror the UN should I. 
presented in units oanshuntrdth the cape.* of 
ead or the W0.821, 1n Attachrnent0 or the INSO 

Punic 

rancher, was mai:kindle lables. 
Tlissectlon was subsundeePI rewdrien aud 
Imertneed. 

Green =SubstantitelyAddressel 
Red = The darker the red, the =ire serious dnedeficiene, 



201.4Colymenn 
WS Angel. River Upper Reath 2 

War:. 
LLAII 

IND10( 
Analysis of Mavis. WMIllans, 27, 201S) In nespenst to 

Do. Commons 
cenmio.,.........nes 

14.as,aus) 
in ...43,xasuut urn 

Nespos Labor 
A.sivis el P.m.. latter 

ststemeott 
A.*. oi r Wel 

'WPM* 

Z' 
18.2....Mcdeing 
convoenti) 

For the baseline cond.,dae roc. peeemol 
runofl volume and the concern:m.41s f« Comer, 
lead, sire, rAtrogon.and Ante. should s.so he 

present...M.1,46.3 for As wet wes.e. 
con...For eadmluln, no model res. are 
Included InTakie .1.3. An explanation Is owLded for 
the caw., of cadmium from the madelitr. or 
altemar.y.sopporting docurnonuOon/analpis to 
demonstrate tlyt the mai resuft tor copper. lead 
sod goo . total sediment adequatehrePte... 

Su coodidon and required reduct. for 
cadmium. 

Nochnopm were nude...respect to Table ,,,3 . the Los of 
surtoestes (uranium. 

No stladorul repoiremeot to address 
October 27,2016 Board moment 

The table of Imseine Inds (Table .3 ,n the 
PeAsed WMP.Table 4-510 the En, WAV) 
Ms been rerlsetl to show daily reet.r.eaPes. 
bads. but not the pre.. n.nolf volume*, 
conoentrationt. 

Th snmerce on page 73 cillloIRMse0 WNW 
dlatrefereents...........,...^ 
(ooppef. Intl,. &IC Wil be used s 
,o,rolls,osl,ss ..plbeeerliminstod 
riry1WW.P. No Elimossbn of sselmium 11. 

presen MI in. final No. 

12 
(B.3.Mocleing 

oommente) 

.$1(eraices behmenbaselne 
concenostloos/bads and alowskie 
concentratlons/los. should be presented Ina tine 
series fa ea. Wilmot under long term oontlowus 
simulation and tllen as a sown, o(91. perosnole 
of thedifferenossbetweeo Ps.u.o, 
omsnostioro/loads and abwalale 
concenostIonsiba. for wet weedier periods. frt 
W. consistent wittabe app... W.. and 
Rec., Water Lirritatlonsie, mass or number 

... dsy)..stead of EohNolle pcodcted rest,. of 
selected year ;aslant.. only assn annual reduction 
In loa0 tor...ern. load redu-tIon tar, In 

abildm, a detailed explanation should be pro.. 
el the calculadons wed to derive the use load 
roJuttbos. 

There is no evIelen...st this tornnsent was conskierel or 
.don 1. No adddonal requitement to address 

Mobs 27.2016Board comment. 

..'..... w.......'".."..... Dope...Reslts ...tile desired ouotomo 
Re., shndated come...Win& n. 

ed, but the repowed time se.. 
oft. V.V. 

"Sectionof the Frwl We.wes 
signtlitantlyrevisei and 
expanded to...smelly. 
Ifie Board ROI identified 
comment, lockAng tiv inkial 
choke of pautant bed on. 
and analysis periods Int.*. 
.1.0.4;.r.,,,,.dguees...7,m5-bWefe 

oamments on the ,ollotant bed 
on...oter requested 
changes In the RAM 

-Urns y.ries data were 
pradded in moiel output Me. 

Total PAP bed reductkos that 
exceed tile urge bad 
reductions Indicate that 
reasone.assurance (of 
rnecing the pewit 1.131 lus 
been demonstrated for that 
pollutant for Thatdrainsr 
are.a.l. tables hl combinatlon v. are model output.. 
adequately address. Board 
vs fr s comment.' 

'Sett. 43.1, Tarp...0ml 
Reductims,tletans hood. 
Target Load lie...a...swore 
abolsted. The Grapprovided 
model Input and output lies 
Wt sk...ed Board supra 
verify.. calotlatetlIarget 
Load Reductions. The Groups" 
u0anation adeplately 
addressed BoaNauKs 

Green = Substantively Arkeessed 
Red = The darker de red, the more serious the deficiency 



Om. 2014 Common. 
101 Angeles River Upper Reath 2 

Oen. UM 

treb 

Permit Citation Board SUM ton... foam October 27,2014 
Armly. ol nmkod Mee Ono., 27, 201.01.1 response to lb. Comments 

Conclidonal /removal Requirement. 
(April 1., 20151 

M Anton 1,101$ lee OA, 
amps toner 

Arobl. Or IMP.... 
stotamols 

,,........ ,......,,s, An.re. ...., 
Oo spoon 

2.3 
/B.O. 'Madeline 

c 
TT* wort med. pollutant ImMbined aopoaM to 
main.. 010 performance and ormerrance MM 
ainerimblir WOBELs for wet wmMer to-MAW*. 
However... moon shook! aIso moo. oreoncrod 

concentrations in the receiving water or at the 

'''''.'""'"'''''''''''''' ''''''''' Adcbtlonally,1.1m417 to Tabre .420 need ro be 

rmisee to rlarify Me min for A. rarues presented 
M oath table. Frmy. It appears Mar model mop. is 

only woe. for Mal comoSarm deadlines blorler 
output Mould also be ormided for Pool Ob. 
imp...Matron tobemonstram Mat in... 
WOSEL. lot 'mob and bacteria dl be met 

Thor. no mMonce trot Mk moment Arm considered ce fro additional requirement ro address 
October 27. beta Bard comment 

IMIs sentlon was subsontrany rewritten and 
ice model outrun for luneria and 
me. Rader 2.23).11.10 nor Moro 
Interim meloromnm at Werner, mamma 
by Mo board comment. only...re 
performs...Note Mat E one Oh to meet the 
re:tubed red... under [below 125. 
permmale con... 

'Section el of Me Final MX, was 

Ognificantly resin. and 

to or.rm. rror 
common, Formes S-1 to SR 
...me (umber toss. to address 

comments on pollutant load 
units and other requested 
changes In Me e..A.- 

....Om., n onfilloonv 
rospoosim to Boards =mom.; 
.nalvris or Anal WNW :roll 
rood:bossed 

...Group submit... 
model Mout and output fie in 

in ressenso to Bood staff t 
Meuest Tv roMod WIMP 

rends on a norm water vdnone 

ume pp.. to 
clement.* ambiance or. 

7,..7'7::::%::::%::: 
cornoirancoMM W[Obts and 

. 
rot Moine won linitarmos. 
Soo. 4.3.1, Target toad 
embmions. Includes Me 
calculated volume came of 

.- . romoiance. Table SI of Me 
rovirerd VOAP Mena.. dne 

ememed coned measure 

iroolernonotlon sehodure 

!mod on M. progoe nom. 
to...my comotlanco nab 
inter. ..a finatec,no... 

s.t. (0, botil bacteria and 

meta, nne rmal WMP was 
reMed M response to. 
conditron In One Emorrire 
0111cer.. aomoval lerter to 
moldy writs* of Table 5-1 to 
f ontroOMMor. 
ImprementatIonScbodulb 
removing Me wmermradve- 
tram the MN, 

T.ricreri7ns:7"''orrr%*'-nne"."'Whiet' 

Imborme Mese.* 
seen, 1.71 be up.. 

tbootorb Me adaptive 
onnoneermmt prom: to 

......... 
ImikmenroMno 
sModoles k 1.,,,..e .,. 
tentathre ookoo 
Mmerrmned a. a at. 
certain. morobted wen 

Wed& PAX parr, 
Ta. removal or the word. 

'' .....'..... 
appear to aSen 

saan.. Mange. 

" (fl,brorMens 
onenrnents1 

Ow 10 ourobo for each or Me SO subwatembods 
born Me model rm. files.. . provided aml be 

shown In Me srmulanon domain to present Me 
geographic orradonslOo of Memormatersimis MMIn 
the wateshed area Jut are simulated in the UPC 
medal. 

Time is no evidence Ma Mrs comment was mbrielorml on 

Wok*. 
tie ariSirional requirement to address 
October 27. 201.10oard comment 

...repo* winnow-0ml ID 

numbers were ermicied, aim, 
wide Me Onaft and Om! ell 
model Mout and outputs MO 
files. to the Resiorml bcord 
wa. 

Tie Gomm orovidoci Me 

sulmotenhod 10 mambos as 

vr.1 m sublet. Memo., 
Mem and output fan In 

renponce to Bard starrs 
request.' 

- 
18.6. ModMne 
comments') 

The firm runoff volume and water OmOnV(Porboor 
cement...nand 014311 mass) rime mries 
Gomm at t. wombed oudet as won., for each 
rno.loti tub..er shook be pro ided using.< 900 
percent...MO, morgdon consistent with Me 
expression of the WOntris in Amcbmono IV and 0 
to en.. to the baseline condibon. In ...door, 
RM. GM..., Om model cutout MorArl Maude 
roommate. runoff volume and odiurant 
commons tron/load at Me meet and foe earn 
modeled ...bon Mom. 010 scenario "wee 
ime Table S. Model putout to be Process-baud 
BIAP Models and Emorricallmbased SAM Mod., 
NM 2041 el Me BM GuMonneri. 

Owen no entrionce Oot Ms comment wm bouldered or 
ariMenonl. 

No addltronal requirement to address 

October 41, 4014 earl commenb 

MO 'apt maton may be provided in an 

aperendb. but no such [AMIS. Is nrontriesi 

loonier 

"The subject 'Wm. tersheri Moe 

...now. voltam. and 

pollutant MO were provided, m 
part of Ole Drab and final DA 
model Mout and outputs data 
hies.... negbnal Board 

',Group submitted rho 
rno0M Inmt and WPM Om M 
In resew. to Board soff s 

moue.. no time series mama 
Is ormorned within Me 
submitted model Mos.' 

Timed.. are not 
ralabk kr review. 

Green n 

0.d =The darker dm red. Me more serious. donde, 



20.Convnenn 
LOS Angeles River Upper Reach 2 

, d117 

0 

itufrx 
OAR 

ROUE 

SIR 

Malivils or Aviv. WASP Panuary 27, 2011) in laspans to 
bard Comments 

ConintionalApperal Requirements 
pv012,2011) 

In Angier AVM 1.41111112 

Response Una 
Angola elnesperme lane, 

Menne. 
Analysiode Stali 

Repons 

26 
dine 

evinvents, 

Mello IIIINA000. COPPM.INtl,l111, nivoge0 
and banana 0..0,0,10. 00.. 

nal Inaba. in ...son needs to Fe 

addresser/ 

Two paragraphs were added to OvVPAP inset-Pon/3 
reasoning.. IN approved mos. are not appikaiRe is., 
w..aler.1..<onsultant who prep.. San 

Gatidel River PM cleaved maga:del, to simulate die 
weather evocation* and torksielop dry-weather vallevnt 
reg.. targets. 

Pa 8.0..41 ran tro sagrasa 
October 27, 201/ Bawd comment. 

Tv Simi WA1P pats the usisnale or Section 
43 ohne Re.. Whal I'm approved 
models are avelicaliel end 'mixer Real. 
she leiberine text (p. 71):1120111A Permit 
ranuhment to allinnata novavernpleA non 
...man., linanulari anew Pmts.,. 
lank upon sin. redevelop. arerIble 
pAntilathadrvweatina MA and sicsvpilance 

'nt"'''''"`"`"4"'"'"'"'d 
'''''''''''"*"*"...""*.'"d 
Saan0iVans..Thus, anv analysis of reasenkie 
sue an. Is deferred toot. p.p.., 

although No WPAP roamer the baste. InAil 
In observing sivreiravreather urban runoff 

and stormwater connived lassicem drains are 
Me primary aura. of Aerated bacterial 
iniricator densities to the ms Meeks River 

WAl'ild ,A7inedar and weriwnelar." 
iAnalW/A7, vi 201 

.Non-Stannwater idrvwecheri 
Parharet Control Measerirs are 
kiencified in Anal WIAP wean 
ALS men... 0v1Vii 

"..."'"'"`""°"" 
muse "'"' ''''''''" 
WIRA, and an asproaNvies 120 

Alaara rAianglaRivinAl"+'2.i& 
derwearlier ensnare rnimny 
absent horn the RA Monde 
Read liii 

PAS. 2.13 Is islentical In al 
ambits of Pie WHIR and ;taut.: 
'Pan VI.CSV.V.(2)of the PAU 
len. sines Our where earnanen 
lakintilv novstorrnivater revivers 
from sivIAS6 as sourced 
sdlinann elm cause or convex. 
Views...or nWssi els 
Pr vane. 
watershed control measures muss __. ___ 
".1`.7,..7.7....2: ''''''' '''''' ''''''' 

lenviernented to ..palm* ............d..d. 
wr0,0,00dwodoot 
the MSS Permit:Mese rnay Include 

"'" ' "t" d''''''.'''''''''. .detiota I Wes tom:live pee.. 
In the novsto-rnwiner dAhareeor 

cms":*'................. 
re saran, sawnfor trearanainti or 

022.A. ii.r.l......'' 
stamwater aseNrse role 
separately regulated limier a sane., 
20020 Penn, 

TVs fresansiletely nonvespanine to 
tiv cornrsinv_ 

General, modeling or our 

..rnwalrAAnntas n nor 
conducted Am an smartens. 
In predating dry weather 
run:Madame, 1011. ',driven 
by variata and unsaadistoirle 

actin. rather dun 
0.0. lacers. A27.2.. rev 

""d'''"°''"'''''6' 
"...'..."' n'''. 
enui/VAL-11v MIA WIAP 

ingsles new sectionl.1.5.3 
and reAarons to Table 1.6. 
...wife naps a., Pas 
Ion Invents..a outlier pashas 

L'aqiiier'rova.''IR'nr7'"nli6,11. ' 
The Ay weather AM ariviroash 

is averniPA, 

The new...lammed 

...°3-25.3 i.i.Ali ' d'we"'"'". 

...."......'en.... al the selprial comment 
haw our been 

volasientiselvaddressad. 

27 C" .'..cd". eranivienni 

The r mon... aimed...iv ila model was 

(8....10:14,, CMS,. eau. 07011Yed 10 

ealbation criteria in 7.11.2.0 or Pie MA 
Gaines. an:Innis...cal hydrology and water 

c't"'''''''''." we' u'''' ' s'''''''''' widstiv nodal rasa.. .tits tiasKne vivAction 
Asa 00ne t a ar I G. 1116011......... 

Gaines. mole salibratAn is necessary le ensure 
Vat the medal can propeArassess al derv.. 

and sonditiona Ina watershed system. 

en le 2) inia Alba Is 11. Sinned ,,,,..,,,. 
Mr.: Iv se AAA hvaireVels wring 1176 volumes, ulna earventratlena oral.. ar II to dux 

MIN grunt,. ilsa isevIr iiAes hem VA 

Acta thorn Po isve lava Ave 
ill Pe rerleivil. iv Mina. in 
ian made in tinvanu to Ws comment 

- -, 

on13, Madeline Cal Vivien. or. 
reAsavicirataWMP Ascussen a 

seinearivan el Sella and LSPC runoff 
snow the Allem. 

Warm arrnaaseal anal among. 
tri ensure end mole iiiiiiVnriv anvrn 
...mond vafialales.. PAM& 

non or SSW and 1520 0.100 

urrysaan aspen. or naverlion to 
Verne. alBarPanserrion. 

No Ardnional reviVernent to address 
Ottoirtr 27. 2014 Berl varravent 

1 
discussed In rave teflon ALA Pro AM 

Calibreinni wee. it Is made Ow 
nasal...nal Oa current volal liss 

rensActeri in Ina LAS Ve2 sitter,. 
Neva Vern [arrant tinniness, An 

AVn Infoonseen sum.. Pe Sir al 

SV,....ddran acme isr rev b... . '1 

avg. and pollutant nisaVilne an 

Una *Ave. is sinich UPC arA 
a atiAtpel aril aialm 
led salivation au p 

tad Or orivirs ova, 

" leie. ,Andaliss 
ovivnente) 

Pie Identification or the 9001 perces. years. 
Tatle4-2 needs take supported Pt Presanlinit 
lastorical Pricirobskal dm maims...ate. 
taken-dbl.! pee. will came Pie variability of 
Fatah. and venal aixeskandnienv The Input unIall 
sbuld Pe Ava preunteal In tne report alone waill 

.Ilstirkal seadvirPan lavncy analysis lot 
wet dap and rainfall depth. 

The vrefentation goat ma deniennnse rivi Olean* a 
......._,. '' ''''... T... 

. ." ''''''''" .r.".r."''Pr.'''''''''."''''''''.'""d ''' .evaninent WO.. rate heravanco. ere add.. in ea. 
V0A7 Eulnis Iry aspens.. 

11Vaapprooduna IsaapnIvialaandanael In 

thalami WPA, 

"Sectional ol.Rnal VAAwas 
sienificantlyrevised and 
expanded teasigtess weenie 
shelves...Arland 
Petitioner sommints. 00441 
and Sevres .15 and 6161n 

Parnaular address. 
comment' 

The AIR VAMP wan revised to 
include 7.1. Al. wt. lins 
Ne annual rainfall alvin. far 

each year. bar the saaVel et 
1939 to 2011. 711 comment 

was appreeduely ...see 

Green Sulastantively Addressed 
Rag a She darker the red. PA mom serious On delitiency 

10 



Oct 2014 Comments Los Angeles River Upper Radi 
PPM 

IAA 
PM 

Pan. Bord S. ommonfonOtonr1, Sem 
Aah ol P* MP Jaua 27,201) In epne Ss 

Board anals. 
Conditional Appro.! Require...an 

OW Se. SOSS) 
,,,,,ny , ,..., . AAP. na, U. ArA 

Response Lena. 
/Rata aiaa* ida 

stoma. 
,,,,,,.... ,..L..,20,,) eon's... so. 

Pagano 

is 

Remove the foncnving lanaLose in 

Section 13.11 of there...ran 
MAP (p.ISL The Ones are moving Al 
of Oen rIsno to subsequently assert 
that. Wend. sews need not ha 

'''''''''''.°"''''''''' 
are tedancany or econongonly 
feasnge. In other wards, that the BSA, 

.'''''''''''''.'"d'r'"''''''' 
MEP slarotod. and that It Is nos possible to.* Ole reasonable asoeanros 
reeving under AePermInn manner 
that Is consistent with the MEP nandard, 
If at all.The ales agree that It li not 
possane to orange As reasons., 
assurances Fee...order Pas Parr. In 

manner [etnews...moan Ose MEP 
standar.' 

The o.n.o. sentencso was *Int. 
Pen WfA,rbey were replaced wen. 

thee.... Lennon of d... as.. 
no shag anythns In ths MO monism a 

ther.,..,71.5) 

Reference the Los Amens R., garter. 
MOLLS*. wirchwas submitted byte 
Mann MSG lo December IMO In 
Sett. 3.1.5 of Ole sensed draft WS* 
and Murk spa,. steps and.. for 
than tote taken to 
knosesate poi. outran moment 
with en genus! soros. ea Po LPS. 

A new Sess. 3133 los Angeles Mow 
neon. TASOL Implementolos Maas nos 
aOSA1 to the non WAS na en *snots the 

December SOIS *Wel anisornits to Ow 
Insestlnolon. or a medals at bowels 
Moran. Lon... an .POnnLer .M 

St 

referense Want:ender and 
'Proposed, Table. and re...table 
too* Unlade spec. mann.. to 
nanotroctraISSAPenhansal 
Implemental:Ion areas, 
Ind,. each Panninee's speak 
comnanent(s) toes. att. En rade 3 
8 "notannall al OAP 

DOanced Implementation W.A. since 
these sonoso are [Felons for do 5% 
bad redact. hoes lasagne. 

The offenOns rivals have Lem ramrod. and 

(gammas, sin's. .V...100. Oates kw 

spank actions/per...in lose been agOoS 
For two par ma nsal and Araynooecit 
several salons nava .1Asoll ConstNnO. In Ina 

spare a.m. seemed recites. 

Green aSubstantivelynddressed 
Red = Asa der he the red,. mare sedan the deficiency 



Oa. 2014 Co n Los Angeles giver Upper Reach 2 

IS, I A l t 
UP2 

Penni, CAM. nerd Strn C o m m e n t : 0 n m Weber 27,2014 
Manna el Revised WMP Paw, 27,2015) I n response to 

bon Carrneets 
Condi.. Appro. Requirements In August A 201511All UR M. 2420251 Response Letter 

NeksIs al P.m* gem 
mermaids `'' 

Mans:*1R. 
Response 

n, de SI el the trnixcl draft 
Tent...ego/1nel measure 

Irrelemenlanal Schedule; delete al 
instances of Ne wad tencnne: Ilyw 
Pere, von un ;Ware . word 
tenonse. We) 'pesos., cr 

Intel sennsnre of the 
record swaps eh 0..0.5.1 dunce 
the sentence The MAP, .4.1( the 
scheAre aspnt wil be upland 
Wough the adaptive management 
process, therefore the schedule 
identifier. Ow. ys trAtadre. to Tr 
MAP, InrAxIng gle schen,. aspect...AI 
be up:IA.1..0 the actrethe 
inanagerrnnt protean tn [nu extent..< 
schedule Wennnee iy tentative unless 

the schedule Is associated within.. 
Gresrnons. Mawever _. 

Green = Substa ntivery Addessnd 
ern a T. darker the red. the more serbus the deficiency 



LOWnr 55n Gabriel RIVOP 

Cam 201/Comments 

lAn 
:11,2 

:Hay 
:UR 

Wt. 
MA Permit Ckadon bard Off CnentsItom October 30,2011 

Analystsof Revised MAP OM, 30.2015) in moon. to Bowl 
Comments 

Owdltional Approval Regulsemenbt 

04.54 5050 

An*. of Waal 

2015) 
statements 

' ' 
P4-C'4 
(F'P'''''' 
'''''''''d 
".n.en*" Program) 

Section 1.1 of Om draft VA. states, 'Ow Owl 0, 
Mew tenuirements Is to reduce We discharge al 

1.'...".....".'..''......".'4rn....'. 
nd '. ''''''''''."'" i'"'''''d IP' '4- Pr---i. LA 

'''''''"P""'----'. i'c'i."'"m"'''''" ''''mn...r.'"i'ern'''''...'. 
discharge of poll... W We...wen ...it 
Peattbable WU) pursuant to Part IVA.5.The 
revised WPM needs ta acknowledge dm bitweiet 
goids set Po.. t. permit 

5........ wag.. the aboe-A.e c gol o Me Rgloa 
Board, and as In Me Oak WPM (wt. ootes that The ultimate goats 
of Me WNW are hoed in Sem. 1.13,towever. no mmolon Melt.- 
dioft awe www monato ow inspection., am. Board, that %mods 
are Irwiemented to radiate We dtsolutge olpollwants to We 
,,,mfimmt eaten, praccfiable (PAW) porsowt to Part P/A., 

We...A requirement to addtess 
October 30. 2014 Board comment. 

. 

Pi ...Bo 

Part 

4.43Alt14 
4.4.44 41 

Polbytarns) 

...SA PM. mOwesWIAlts toirolotle the 
amileable numeric WOBEls foe ...lawn,* PAP. 
within WA WM.-these Would be dearly Ilsted *In dm WPAP. They are currently identified In Om 
RAA In Tab. 54 and 5-5.1ain do not appear 
presented in We main documenc 

143,,....0.da,...,..8.2.4 23 

P.O 

WififiAtPIP)-(5) 
ICetegoOes 2 

and 3 Poilutams) 

The Wt. needs to 141004 the awl.. reeetitng 
water 1108 00.1. tot Ca teary 0 wain body 
Licelistant combhations. These *Led bedew,/ 

Inted within the WM, It appears We. are listed in 
Tables 2-3 to 2-11in association with monitoring site 
spec. summed. 0 anon of wale. qua./ 
oittectivewittwever, would pro* greater daft 
to also summer. them Ina Angle table. 

ii.'iii" 

' 
Part'A.CSA 
09.111(a)(4) 

15owee 
Assessment) 

The IA. Petrnit requires a map of Ow PAW loducCmg 
malcit ...Is ancl major structural 
c000ds_Sect. NIA olAttachment 5 to the M. 

rewdres maps ateas 
assodated wId. Me cattails and these were not 

Plits has been addressed Innen as Rpm 3-16(Locatlons of Wining 
o 5A5) 

5 

Part51...aly 
(Wm 
Control 

, 

'''''''''' 

_Me program needs to mwe dearlytiernonstrale 
Mat tbewondiance sciwitAes /Session 5) ensure 
compliance is, scan as poss., 

The MAP needs to provide a clear schedule Mat 
demonstrates Implementation or We BIAPs .1 d". ow equed Inerim mtal redtctoos by. 
compliance deadlines. The WPM sdedide Would at 
Ole least provide sowifitity on actimss within the 
woent lind next Pm., tenfi5 

-it sinwicl be reasavb. W wide.. WWP to 
contain wolecunfiestwies and implementation 
minnyentss for wifiecti that. be Implemented 
mole.. grant 

Weribirod by the R5 notits m an a 

di* tssbroicera I. WA ta ii ',nab 
_ isn. W,eiccoenrd I 

ies.cutly, Amen. in Cbap 
Revise Table SI 00 Me revised dra ft 

WPAP to Include Me milestones and 
eit 

ibe milestone completiondates tor Me 
following targeted cony./ measures 

150.04 as follows: 
E. Ttlifin0.211.fit °Women): Remo. 
tbe ploase 'when practicable. and set a 

milestone... mcItionte adopt. 
to 12/25/17 (I, end ofcimmit wpm). 
x TCAT55i1 (Eve* ...in... 

We dram iiif practicable' inwn 
milestone dessOption. 

IYAXISS3 (Palate tot SweePoie 
OrtlInance): Renton* Om dome -.Wen 
practicable from the nilestone 
descriptlow 
441.41157-1 /Encourage ut 
&wanness.* Identify Interim 
mtlestooe(s) and Asters) tor ralestone 
a nt and Ind.. In table. 

Green Substantive! Addressed 
Red = The darker the .0, the mom serious the deficiency 



Lower San Gabriel River 

0, ZOW Comments 

l fil 
la 
tl 

).) 
alma 
',v.. Pe enntsm Board Start Commerrtafrom October 31/L 20111 

linahrsh of neviced WMPfianwer 30200) In response to Boanl condilicoel apprond W.V./was 
Comments ISOM aokS1 

analysis ol Noel 

NISI 

.....,.., MOP. W RP... L./. gollRespoose LeasoraZOIS) 
statements 

amlysholamfiRentweee 

. 
- 

Pan 

.C3.13 pito 
I 000 cd 

stashed 
Control 

Ohs ) 

,nr 000kod,Pcaumntcomblnetions not 
addressed by TAOls, the IOW Permicreatires that 
dm plan demonstrate Wog Me reasonable 
assuranu mewls PIPS) Mud/ea...and 
contra/measures totem/Women/W.1 achieve 

spalbable rectVOrwmal. SW..m sc... w 
posobie...fi aloes rocaddress Mem/a/non or 
whether compliance with iffnitatIOnS for pollocann 
nt addressed by TOOks could he aehieved Ins 
shorter rime frame. 

fro sckintwal renaement toaddress 
October 30, 201a Wan, comment. 

' ' ' 

" --.' 

' '. '. - / 

, - - 

/The IntroMaction to Section Saw 
rm.. co none clearly 

cotiotants not addressed W.A., 

'the resised WNW monk. an 
mamax of dm costor A/novel 
WAN and based on bat rol area 

cos, reiterates the Handal 
caftiositlesaWurcenairmesol 
angemenWoMeWHO 
IparkLiarly the lack of fundins 
sources tor commis), and 

...des that* ton... 
schechre lc as shon m mcsokfie w 
alms cane to both address 

tectmoloalcal and operators! 
challenges and to secuce Me 

nerds), ...BM non... 
LW watershed control measures In 

the Vint,Ille Grown existio3 
stratew to control pollutants -or 
sooner posfible Is sound: 

(emphasis added' 

i 

7 

Pan 

VI C5.6 (t RI 

pMHmum 
Coned 
me, 
mdusub /Gwyn 
each scalars 
P own ' 

The resisedWIAP Mould ensure that any Mere/five 
rstoritizaWn method used bra Orr mutt tiro be 

based on maw quality Impacc_The Group rho. 
evise their draft WMP to clearly Mate when Me 

WWI Morino/Woof infineswil mac 
Pekinonally,OkeRroupsbuldWesplWayelear cha 

duet' any repriodtbanon, thersactorlocepriodet 
toldsb petorlw hclittes most always rem.. at 3/1 
or loser to maintain inspeetton Rectum:1es 
identified in Me drab WISP. 

Illeseehanges have been made 

Green = Substantively Addressed 
led =The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 
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Lower San Gabriel River 

2014 Gammen. 

'... 
IAR 

lid 
raid 
Pen 

NOCC 

LS101 
Pend dude dud POICamments horn October 301014 neddsof dd. WSW Panted 30,2014 In Compare to bard 

Comments 
Caddied Approval Requirements 

Pd. a e. 2015/ 

Maids Wine( 
WNW pune 12, 

Toss) 
In Ben Response Utter NZ 

enelyes of Response Letter 
Statements 

UM Response Insignst10101 enalyslsof S. Pesperise 

IS 

Part 

...3..4') cp...,,,an,,4, , A,,,,. 
,ndus,, 
Faciltied 

-A Is mports. that theOreuid salons under In 
indomiel/Cornmertlel eddies nescrem- Indians 
tracking onl0al indasdel deed, ...nen dd.( (adds regeolingend rendements, end 
hooded irelustd1 Nodes -ensure Meal 
indeed( Pennies ere Implementing (Mesas 

r.T..di 

A substantial amount of new information was add( to Me lids 
although dediadeed le., muleple,etedment IV ...mend 
mad a deer understanding°, their imerreldonsIddeffdis Anew 
'Madded 0 Minimum Control Measure Gidance Irdeles 10 
demon Irriplementd en Industeal/Condendl Teddies Program, 
although thedeument edditleprodies guidance' reed. Man 
donne rendement of the WM, 

16 

Part 

.),,,,,,,,,, 
Slassuras, 
Rd OT) 

in Sedan 3.0.1.1,de deft Wenn states, 'pp 
recognized:nide roared In Atm:Pined I( a of de 
ermit,. Padden, Peened( hese ended Into 

an odendedConsent Deeded. de Unit.Seetes 
and the Tide d Ce(fornle, Medd& the Redd! 
Board, pursuando which de Regional Board de 
released the Perdidene Opened from 

idio...eke loon Pd... in the Caddo. 
Channel and the Greater Los Angeles end deeded 
.....' 
nd statement dented. the Reeds( Water 
deed lInclings-de statement In the e n d Wed 
inceetectly concludes Matt. aforementioned 
Come. deredeleases seal Permitted from env 
odd[ ireseement Me WOBELs in the Aid 
0,...m. 

.1015 reads been med. and now reeds -The footnote 
speedeliestedi The rendemenes el dis Order telmplerrent Me 
dlinetions of (.di-tinged C.d. and deep. los adds end 
Long Beech Puke WatersTesie Peastents 7MDLI do not apply to a 

Permitme to ideated edit is determined Medd Permitted." 
been reieesed fromtha °aped pursuant to de emended Consent 
Decree entedde United Seed v. /Amide Cherneel Cod, dse No. 
903122 del(les)..de submission al de WIN end in nodded 
GIMP e nd and eds. or dekerilen.de take Nodal milk.. Cot 
condtute a ward of anysid release of oteneelons mudded., 
del ArnendelConsent DeerePIp 3-221 

IT (Compliance 

nage PI notes Mat 'Me final isaisTmel wed 
eddy standard complierd date Is prodeteeto be 
sometime In 1010,roweee, dependent 
messed plan milestones In deed 5 disappear 
es .dip did der oioe sor ...plied priori!. 
reletedoebiressingedeedences dr reseedg 

. . doses wads (diodes, me puree rendes dodoes 
based on measureeble sited or Indicators. a 

schedule...odd,. adding de asides, 
end a dal ded for added Me...owes, 
limitatidis es soon es passed. These need tote 
Included in the revised WAR 

. 

deadens phase in Sect.. (The del norsTnIdseater 
donee decked complianee dare Is pollee. to be mmetird in 
2OPTI was doolydeleted in the Redd( Wh0T.The poly deems 
Odder 2010 In de Redd WACO is 0 Me deed section 1.4.14 (lid 
Stan of flectedli 'For betted.. eentid.eenneleselver dd. TAMP addable. Thts results In a rid pet and dry weeder 

deadline of PPP Week edends bedsit. 2016 deeded l « tad 
deed pollotendinc Olt le determined thoigh the ended 
nudged. swedes (e.g.skieto future model emulations( Id 

. . , . _. . rend...ea! deddions may not se weaned...id 
One. den Eed. rell be modeedo doodad betted 
milestones din measure*. eddies. Oared. with e dal 
deadline of TOM- 

lins is undid, to ke de tone odessonse did Me den,m seedy 
thought. comment. dere de sonde... based on 
measure...tea or Ind.., artevAit seltedule, nar a RIO Cote..agma, 

,m..,,,,....... _, 5,,,,,7,L, :, 
,.........- - . '''' ....:°_._ 

-r. '''''''''''''d --*- de added mendemeet process Mat 

b,.m,..,,,,,,,.. 
de WNW di d madded Incorporate 

died or Inelketorsconsetentsdiarry 
dla IMOL de the de GePIO 

der end with, et Me latest a final 
decide of20,10.. 

Section 5.4...res 
mean. aside:toe 
by the Cadona( 
bleed 
rendements. but 
these sedder. 
MI midden. 
tOonisidl oddest ,, Coon. 

din its men,. 
deed d 
neestspes based 
on meesureable '''''''''''' ......, 

ea. for adding 
mei milestones, and 
a dal date for 
added the 
mode, did 

dephesis added 

Green = Substantively Addressed 
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 



lower San Gabriel River 

Pep. Cast.n Ma. start commems horn October 30, 20. .."'"''''''d WM' i"""L"'"'"'' ' r"."'"'''"d 
Comments 

C'''''""Pr'''''.'n*"' 
(Apra ilk ZOISI 

Marsh 
WMP llune I2, 

HMI 
In ISM aprons letter. '''''''''''''..". ''" 

statements 
Stahl Response (August at.) Analysts at Ste Response 

" (A.1."General 

.1 

'''''"''''''''''''' ""''''''.'''"''' 
reductions from.. ocrustructural artiPs and 

source coned measures...a neat ha, to three 

veers... be provided. Increase Memo... 
'''''''''. rea.r..n .d."...'"''''''" interim... .1 SeMenther... 

The lieviaed WMP now states, empress. M 0e tables al... 
.4 the Par.osting 4.0e7 Can Tett the September ao, nu>, lox 

' 
milestone without ...el con., fo.S-6/ However. Ow malted 

. .'.......'.... n° .P..n....°.'"'''' '.C. 
milestone, everyone of there simply rtates Hanstrucepul pr... 
ea.. 10%,...... A ba. amnion ts not thew. as providing 
a.tional support 

Po adciPoral repueement ...ass 
October 30, 2014 Board comment "''g' 

Is (AI 'General 
O.MerILS1 

Section S Compliance Scher.. al the drat 
Watershed Management Plan orgy provided 
Implementation ...for nonsttoctural careered 

control measures op to 2017. The LaPit Watershed 

Management.oup mast prow. measure.. 
milestones for IMP..........che 
P.Posed control memor.Matwalagorr an 

assesune eat of progress toward the...nand final 
MIS. end tete.. water Imitations every 

. Pew stun, rtve`estorlei has been added 
Com. er. Sc... and new sett all 

Ir 

Seth. WMPI'Masce. to En-,.....1 
Secaon 53 IS vran Me W., additcus lot 

W. SPAP,Evetv two.. Me edam... 
les,e en asses...of tiweflectiva.as al 

,necepore,d .to CO ptgena Vol 27 VeSTO . 
taw. canted toed nub...... 

awl. -1,... v...14. anew.m... 
' y I. . otm.... by Mereft 2016 PM are - 

- Walt...int.... 101.6.- 

' or t. mal............... 
.cued r-ot e3 p.a. un be sp... and 

nand. ng Ag.. are sm.. ORI .gtetwv PAY to meet Me de. 
per amt.. comp.rce saw... 

ash, We-stores. imoren...... one of 

a 

No ...one repuaernent ma.. 
October 30, 20. Board corm.. 

cOm men Sal 

the IMP MAP shoadinclude a more specific 
strete.rtormelunent pcaltront commis necesury 
Wed....0..4 end other Category a 

pollutants pdor to these.. end thad adeptire 
Me.gement ord. 

Melbas not been adopted tor the tower S. Watershed...OA 
Gotelenes state Mat ...en ...cetera. and raltkal conditions 
from otherlIMP.In the melon should be utiped. For ham., the 

e.t.a los Angeles 11.r am.. 17.1. Is appiPable. No ether 
becterta-spedfle control ...ma apmeer to have been added Wt. 
2015 whin. 

Ths, this issue does notapmear to have been ...sad. 

0,,,,'::,,,nnre, No change . 

xt (8.1.-Modetng 
co.,...mi 

Based. the resulu of the *Polon. ...on 
shown In Table /a, de error difference between 

...............d ...". ... 
"".--3''''''''''''' P"''''''.cc'd ''''' 
Me eedusionorcon.autions or flow vol L. from 
upstream. for calibre. n ports...O0Stmem 
volumes.. be included._.Once rood. calibration 
Ian been oampleted, the upstream now volume can 
Non be excluded- 

a.m.., the Draft and Revised YeArs 0.01., the %error Irnprowes 

frorn-19.014.-33114.There Is. leat change to eaptein this 
mfference, nor any apparent differemes in Na Bra0.^.^.1" 
hOrogrephs for obsoned and model. ft., 

No ackational requirenxnt road.ms 
C.a., A ...tee...amens 

Nods... 

'It should be noted Put the entire 
watershed ma Include..e 
model tor ca... purposes, 
in.. .a eraa Wane. end 
outdde of the area aekkessed by the 

As such there. no absence 
doom-ream ibwoanothatIng to Mo 

d i l l e e n t e corn.... stated...n.41 the 

caliaration was completed, 
upstream are. were subtracted 
r ,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,n, pp, a, 
reduction urgers. Mani.. 
...meat E were updated ro show 
the daily caliwatIon resolts.The 
UM.. 5ect..t.1.1 and 4.1.2 

were updated to a... modeled 
versus observed volume error lor 
de dot, talibation rest. berms 
Me monthly Mar were... 
MeWatsw, 

"neer.. has... Mat 
upstream flows were .ten In. 
amaunt In the 1.A.A.Sgeuelh, 
the Group hese., thanad tit. 
...elates In Sections 6,1 and 
a.unrw be.nuode...* 
.......'.....n. 
volunteer., for the daily 
callitvadon results as oPPoted m 
t.m.thlycalibration rest. 
used. te.. WMP 

,,,,,,,,,,,..,,n.tnn,b,n,,,,n 

res......en awl.. 
re...me presunedcortecr. 
Mote Putnawhere InSecdon 

4.1.1h the arc et. ePtdarut 

Green = Substantively Addressed 
Red =The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 



Lothar San Gabriel River 

Ott 2014 Comments 

LAU 

1.1. 

14o WM 
Pennit bat. seed Stali Comments horn Ottobet 10,2014 

Ananias of Revised with (January SO. 201S) In response to thud 
Comments 

Conditional ithpnwetherrakethents 

1,4,...201.51 

Analysts el awl 
YAW Pule lb, 

MS/ 
In SSA Response Una ft Maly* ethane.. tan. 

mammas nen thathanth (August 2015) Analysis .stall .1,0117! 

II 01.2...thodealng 
comments') 

"._the predicted baseline ththentratIons and loads 
for era adlutants or ren. IndudingthS. 
shovkl be )xesented M summery 
weather conados.. 

"".'''''d n''''''""*"*F""""'" "*'"""'''''''"'"''...*"' car'n'n'"4' collutems am sham), however. 

No addltIcnalrthuirement to address 
/ 30. 20ta Board nt ''''''''.. 

'An additional table was added to 
NOUN to renew the bawkne 
Loads. Found co page 39 as Table 5. 

Table SS of the flan (Appendix A- 
a., pg,thl reflects basegne bath 
la aganth therak, and banana. 
Althou0h 255 Is not Included, the 
...rent associated pallutanthare 
Ircluded lOOT2S, and Nair 

23 15,.0520.2,4012 ,,,,,,,, 

_2110 Blferences between baseline 
rothentragons/loath and athwable concentrations/ 
loads shook). pesented In time series for each 

0.05M und0,0.01em 00.50)5,50, 0.0,..onsnd a.,,,,,,,,,,..d;/.20oxeen 0.110tent 

concentrations/loads a. alleorable 
concentratios/bads for 05e 01021 vet west.. 
Ge,,Od 

In the lievlsed 0.M, new section has been added,AsaAment F: 

toweled &kV). Vers. AVowebIe PdluuntLoadIngsPloci./as 
s000.5,0,1 5005e title, Itprovreles the reqwested time sedes of 115.ds, 

10)) not toneentratIons. No summaries, lust Onwier. 0,10..1). 
0.55..110s ha pa. Fesprnse 45005. WO.. ...seers reques1 

No Addeo.) requirement to address 

0.5.5.r ... 2.5.).......ent ''''''''' 

Se 

We note that modeling was not conducted for 
organics (CO, PCBs... Oths). It ls nut dear why 
these thalinents wne not nthieled or why pre.. 
mthleeng dines< culturann could ...be userl_nn 
explanation for the Ark ol mu...a Is needed' 

Hew thanks In Seth. S.S.Sol the Revised Mk suggest thatmodeing 

It should be owed that the °damn 

w"'..i.dulthg lbased on 
LSKIsuranthing the Dorninther 
Cbannai and Greater Loath,. 
and long Beadthattor Waters,. 
rollutann TAM did rant Include 
amnia..1d 001.151)2, and 00111. 

Rat., mode. uttmtmt was used 
as a surrogate to estimate 
watershed loadings. Therefore:Ow 
K. per untie ofeturved 
concannagons were assigned. 
weedily /ethane:nem, set forth by 
Rthguldanceprothied by the 
Regional Water Quality Control 

nhe Group has clarified thatthe 
Harker roaksTkath did not directly 
model these pollutants. but Ithwad 
wed sediment as a surrogate., 
earablIsh baseline ralluent 
leadng. tth Grovithths de 90th 
rereent0e of observed 
cathentrados lorlthr, ilths, and PI, . 

Green = Substantively Addressed 
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 



laver Sin Gabriel River 

Ocr_ 2010 Comments 

+seas 
sates 
Wit 

Week 
ISOR 

Maly. of Revised WMP Damian, 30,20157 in mane. to Board 
Comment, 

Cootlitiocal Approval Requirements 

loon124 2014 

Mats* of final 

2615) 
In LS. Flestronse Letter P2 

/Utah., of Resew. tenet 
statements 

State Response (august 201S) Mullah of Ste Response 

tee Wed., 
ammenti) 

"rho report reesentS the existing runoff volume, 
reouired whose reductions and proposed volume 
reductions hen We scenarios toad... eta 856 
Poems.. 21-lsour solorne retention standard for 

each major watershed area_rie sense 

infoonatios_elso needs to he presented tor.. 
modeled sohleasin-additicsolly, mare explanation Is 

needed as tosslot isonSetutes the 'Incremental. and 
Awned..., critical,' storm Worn. In table. 
and 9.7 and how these values tease dashed from 

Weems tables. 

the report needs to present Me same informanon,11 
evaebte, fo nneronaer uof. 

osinele sentence was adds. to Seaton 92 in 'expense to one Item. 
ties cmment: The Incremental onlonm shows Umlauted:anneal 
OW volume nen.. for ...milestone.. theoonotedie 
measures de total PAP volume required bye.. rolestona whit. 
One complier. watt, lei des Mange was made In the document 
In response to rise commens 

No adcariorol remieement to arlbess 
October SO. 20. Boardosennsere. "°chs.' 

'Regarding the re...i.e.:I information 
for the modeled subbases, 

net Sof the Res. a was 

uPd.. to Ind.. the requested 
tat*. Anne with a sentence to 
orosele some darificatton in IVA 
Seseon 9.23 (Mad peraaraoht 
Regan:leg norastorereeratee runoff. 
Me complete comment horn the 
Regboal Board hest...vs:The 
report needs to present the tame 
inforesolo, Fla variable, for non- 
uormwater moon. Alternatisely, 
the moon should frolude a 

commitment fondled the 
necessary data In each waters 

''''''...'rc".'....- 
stormwater meta screening and 

meoiroen6 Program.. that the 
model can he rearheated Mein 
the ado.. management process 
to ...ratter. nos- 
stounwae now volumes ends 
bernorotrate that proposeakehme 
retention Wes wit vesture ICO 

am of norsstormseater that 
would otherwise be 

through the IASel In each we rented 
area.' 

[to. recaribratico 
artemative seas Inducted In Wee 
Sento-ler 

"Attacment Ft to the reesad WM, 
includes cletailedjoessectional 

...Peen. tables that Include 
runoff volumes, required volume 
reductrorts.anci pressor. volume 
reducer:coke.. subwaterthert 
Language was ackled In wagon 
9.21 oat. RAelnooeners, peen) 
Mettler-West. Incremental and 

sumo.. Woo. InTablee. 
Ovough 9-7. Section 4.2 of the 
revised WNW commits 03 te- 
calbrate the PM based on data 
ceelecteel through the ntonitorete 

am fn.. Includes he nore 
stoerrovater outhel screening and 

monieratnelenagarnie 

The commitment o stated as 

fottows:Thelleasona. 
entrance arsetsse br the loves 
Los Angeles River war...Kits 
included Moment. A- 613. 
data h weeded through ex 
monitoring program the model 
veal be re-ealbrated during the 
actapose management tem., 
which. *Bow for Improved 
simulation of physlo.1 processes 
such as now volumes and sdume 
retention BM, Seam 9 of Ne 
WM% however redasethe 
ManagenemPexessl.bemer. 
provides od..say..eat 
such resale:vegan wit oseur. Iles 
teomentreene should he 

strengthened and made welkin 

26 
(6.6. leodelins 

The report needs to present the same information 
[see above comment en if avanahle. for nem 
stoernwater runoff. altantaetwery,. reports.. 
Mode a commitment tow. vie necessary data 
Meat watershed area. thronsh the non- 
ma/melees Duffel screening and monitoring 
program, Nat the model can be re-calexated *Mg. adapt., ose.nerarneess ...her 
characterize nonetormwater nowsceumes and to 
demonstrate that proposed volum.retention Shies 
wilI aortae of norsstormwater Mat 
would others.. he serschargel through the NIS In 

ea. watershed area. 

teochenge was made in the thasurnmo In r.OrterSe tO the sortehersh 
tiaal requirement to* 

cr:::0,;,,,,o,,,...rd 0,,,0,, ..d.^6.. 

Steen = Substantively Addressed 
Red The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 



laver S,n Ga 5,191 River 

Oct 201Commenes 

Index 

MI, 

index 

UAR 
diDIELl 

LSGR 

Anetteht ofitewhed Whit, (Lanuaq 30, ZOLS) In response to Sant 
Comment, 

Conditbnal Appoval Requirements 
(A0120.20151 

2.4.... 
white (lune li, 

2015) 
In LSGRPetteome Letter NE 

Analysis of Response Letter 
statements Matt Reponse (August 2015) Analysts °tit .1 Le 

I 

eds< Tabe SI d Me ree.ed draft 
WAY, touate Ow. control measures 
111.1 es bend+ loehe,ettont' ed.,. 

f ur e or 
milestone narepledon are telmtrRed in 

Table 3-5. 

dteLdvetrnt teet vols 
eye.* tenant. 

eevhe Section 5.2 of Me reNsed deer 
WV to Ind* a table Out.. 
dear/dee Inteden and final nekseene 
addevementdares and the moon.. 

sae, 
foe the Proposidon 84 

Peatecee [orient., the revised draft 
NOM only pentates 'expected' detester 
constr.kn and completion.The 
respornehle Peernietees *Min the ISGR Wt.. he resew.. tee mewing 
Liles. milestone achtevement dares. 

Oone. 

In Yak., 43 oldie revised drat WV, 
Include references usable datable , 
5.and antra. relevant rablesehae Om 

BettPs contributing totem ICA pollorant 
re...on assumption tor nonernodeled 
PAIL 

One sentence has 
been added,. 
rensInichteal 
measures ere 
tonenattled In 

Tables 3,2 and 1.5. 

/rove. further MI and L4..4...I to 
Seaton 30.1.3°1 the reAsedbaft WIN. 
on solos Ineenlivesare being Inducted M 

7.4115V/Plandwhetheeanv 
Ineenerves are bet, offered apart from 
Meerepolltan Water CLIserkds rebate 
Wore.. 

The Orval Long Beach *eel 02 
Statement 00 tegalAutheetry to de WS 
Angeles Water Board on February 25 

Include rt. Statement of legal 
...Iry In Me WIMP append. seceon 
wont...other Perini .eV kph 
Lunt.* sratemenu. 

Pone 

Green 0 Substantively Addressed 
Red e The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 



Oct. 201.4 Comments WW1. Ins Angeles River 
We, 

rAn 
tory 

Wu 
isire 

INDEX 

We p.n.. chaSm Board Wit Comae. October le,2014 
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, w.pomm o,y5) in rysporae to Board 

con... 
Conditional approval gerryWaryary 

W. gq gets) 

MAW of Final .4, 
201S) 

In A, ,,,,,,,, ,,,e,,,, ...hr... ....r Warw. wry wrywrie iaacryt cols) Analysis of Stahl earPon. 

' 
'''d l'r.".' 

W....'d ...se... 
mgr.r.' 

Seaton 1.1 or the draft WPM states, "the goal of 
Wu reguirernenci Is to reduce dry rascrwee or 
Poevranas iron, Wis to the maryrnurn wient 

.......'"'..'°.."....."..nd." ''''''..'..".....'..d .' '1".'-'" 
C..'n."P.....-'."_,...._,n.,._..""mr. Wig.... ara eaWn.n........... 
''''....''''..'"'.'"..n ..."' c.o.d. (MEP) pursuant toPartIV.0.1,11ve 
wised110.1P needs loacknoraiectire ifie broader 
goals set kW in W Pry,. 

Ward. arvl as wive Chaft WNW Wryer notes that The Wrnarewls 
°idle MAP are !kW in serum 1.2.3,Wrevewo wilt. In eitirer 
drahot Ore WhIP Irot.e. tn. Nv ...e. of tne so... tn. ...vas 
are inavryrnented to Wuce the disduree of pawner to the 
rnamum extent par (PAEP)purauant to Part rry/r.1.. 

Waddelonal requirement toaddras 
onaw za, 2......ent . "''''''' 

2 

Part 
VI.C.S.a.ii.gryary 
V) (WVme 

....Sn'en, 
page 60) 

The MS/ Pam. ores that Wet source 
Investleaalma be ccesklered In. source 
awrywaroat atrironch sever are &sowed 
In Wean 2.2rothers air. porentrally useful WOW 
such as the Los Angeles Wer metals TAU were not. 

T. g..L. ..Wilader the ante ICC InVeSUP.11 
fronW 'Want Thigis for warble Wets kW 
Important sources the night be useful In deryaning 
an erfactive prowm. 

There are rva arryvarera changes to Se.. 2.1 
wad:Wiwi raggiranWt i...r.. 
October 26201.18oard Warrant tinehirla. 

Part 

'""i14.1 
(Source 

s p a P". 
03) 

T. M.Peanit requites the scurceassessment to 
Include data and contluslons kw watershed model 
resler.The Regional Water Board red nor Card arri 
rascanartry Informarion In tire draft WHIP and an,. 
evaWle inbmvvrion W. tended In Wen, 
VW. For crawler relevant Wring prevented In 
the implementation piens. W. War metals 
Will submitted in Woke, 2010Ivy Reach I and 

Compton WAN.. itnalarediceona and ea.. 
2 participating furisdictionashould be Witiled. 

' 

Seaton 2.3 Source lisseSwent was slorytkant expand.. 

ParIVI.C.Sa 
.11.0ryaryory 

WinCri awry 

The my Permit requires a map of the Ana Inducting 
major outryes and nveor structural 
controls._Saction M.o., ettacivnerra to the MS/ 
Pa...reg.. mesa. *aim. areas 
awed. web theorelarls and these were not 
provided. 

Ms has been addressed In poles gm 3-16 itocatns of Existing 
Structural eare, o...). 

v.cvms,..10 
grylorerratten, 

Pa' 

The 055 Penne requires a strategy to Implement 
pram nr controls necessary to achtem Mega 

.ndi''''''''''''''''''''''''')'"' .'r.''.".........".." 'r"d......d and 

'''''..'"a" n..........''.'"." 
".." T'" ''''''''''''''""ndd"W.'" quallgreaved effluent linitatronswith a oornpliance 

'''''' ''''''' 'nd ''''''` '''''' 
''''..f".'..'".'...'''.."'''''' ncorrectly...dere. tire abementloned 
Consent Decree releases WIPernaterys (roma, 
obligation to Implement. 0001s In the MS 
pewits. 

the a ggle Wit report ...on 3A.0 we maw .Sparifkally. the 
artradv 2 implementation Plan Inersatei that...201Zr* weather 
lareela are currentielaryne mat and antryiasel tire Ready a WM.,. 
6... Includet the I. Panda Spreading 

. 20. rynimaraa Wg wr VC ea, 

nv.eff.tavon a 
tnaddeta 

Ileare I WitIcaval Prctra. and draconenued I 

that the 3013 treats la Mad 1 lar.:e risoten mai ' 
The asierece or release ...p.m has been corrected In the 

Green. Sularyntivell, ad 
Red =The darter the red, the more serious Wrier..., 



Ost.201Commenu LAW!, Los Angeles River 
t but 
JAR 
UR- 

it.. 
LIAR 

Pear& <Anion bard Staff Comments from Ostobet 211, 201.4 
Analysis of Revised Wlellstlanualy2A 3015) In response to Soars) Cooditbnal Apposyst Requirements 

Comments lApJ6 26..45) 

An bliss/Rut 

0.) 
AnalyAss.6AlAus ...Se, 

statements 
......,,,,,,,,,,,,.",,s.,,,te,.,,s. 

6 

Pan 
, , 

. 

I 

SW OM 

Wbereelata Infune Imp...east exesedances of 
V, and the On.. ham the source assessment 

Implicase discharges from the PAK site Remit 
requires a strategy for controllbg pat:anti Oasis 
sufficient to aeblese compltance as soon as poss.. 
Aldlcusts Section s tnclodes a compliance sasses, 
Ole pogrars needs sorrore dearNdernonstrase Out 
the compliance schedule pection5)ensures 

sump tance is as soanas Pos.., 

Reviselable5.1 of de revised draft 
MAP slat kr control measures 
Ines) as 

senate 
being a tindsdatorAl error: 

shelter-ine. oat ate responAble for 
complettco of ea. trAestase are 
Identified In Table AIL Teta Itss teen added pap. Usteettng,t1se tea 

rr. 
Reolse Table Slo(the revIseddraft 
WIMP to Include the mflestones and 
milestone sornpletion dates fee the 
folbwing urges. wood measures 
Rues) as foibles: 
ATOM-PS.2 610 OrdinanseIttiveow 
the phrasertben ;tactical, a net seta 
milestones... orsOnanoe adopt. 
to 12/28/17 0.e.. end *fuer. tenn). 

b. MitATSSI (Eposed ..name): 
Remove the phrased practicable from 
she milestone description. 
c 10.1-135-3 (Mums In Sweep be 
Ordinance): Remove tiles...se 'when 
PsuReatste. horn the rrilessone 
...pion. 
el. SYNIAE1,11EOsoage *AAP.. 
...sonnets): Identify Interim 
rellestonets) and muck) fa rsdlesSon 
a...amens nd Include In table. 

Part __ 
('' . :, `' 

atenhed 

C''.** " e. 

For wateAcdt-pollusanscombinattorts rt. 
addressed by 'MIAs, Ote JASOPeurit requires that 
the pan demonstrate using ffiernsonsble 
assurance analysts (AAA) Out tAe actiNstes and 
contra measures tote ImPlersuAod otOl ndslUt. 
applicable teselAng water lindssticsa as soon as 
pouble-dtdon nos address she question of 
whether sompliance rd. limAntIals for pollutants 
not addressed byTdCks could be add.. In a 

flume dote frame. 

<lunges to Ire EsutdAesottottu or theRAt (Seettin 
I the ISM 'duet to, ed Itat tJe me tat zirs AM, Its 
urst,t, pstltda nt and Jut by ph she structural 

irottutal Aeuvres .. so r educe dnc, tJe rem AnIng ; 
,g'ears wt. be act Aved .. Ite r m.o.. ...Is re<Ved, -' 

ROA (Apperd, 4-1). (see 412 tests). Usweser, t 

as Ict deterninIn g Veomottarce with Prdtatier s fd, 
not addtessed try IV elseou,d Le h. d In ash' 

irdtne. k.,,,,,r,o.e). Thrscorr.r.ntt.,,o, been : 

150essed. 

No addaldal testtjrennent to address 
October 28. 20. Board commenc 

The Introduesbn to Seaton 5 was 
modiBed tumors clearly 

deo.... dat tbstrutP6snCe 
schedule Is as scon as poss.. for 
pcilutants not addressed by PAD, 

cAotss: Wee, g °xisd 
oduttteor detern: resits she OA, 
gaols, In an aggressive compe ' 

"hedule in terms of the 
hndoUtat ootraOcral, a ' 
users, letters that Weer 

'Osdese'opotens, ard 
.0e,entagen of the nesesi 

Rol measstes. Noss., as 
mks, tn CJacte' 6. there 
...Cysts lusdng scocce tIO 

hese sonnds Assuming 
ruts are avasatte. mover 
eh Pe !and tnto a rag...Ie. 

' °Ratted oraess dtatenr, 
, ra, Vsars (jot a 

qu:sitlen, v..) c 

IA . Group scns, ' 

The ruttsedWMP provides an 
estimate of ...Aso/ Aructoral 
[MVPs and Lusatian ...Asa 
coss.reaetattss de financial MM and uncertairAiesol 
Implemensing Ox MAP 
ipartbsdady de lack of fooAs6 
sources. controls/And 
...des tbas Ox eomplians 
scbedade has abort as possble so 

arbor tine to buds address 

tuduso.6lso.nod °Pm... ...v.....":""' 
nersosary funding so Insplem,t 
Ole wines... °antral measures ., 

the WIMP,. Group's &sluring 

strategy totentrol pollutants as 
uno as pro.. Is same]: 
ruApha sis added] 

Green A Substantively Ac.essed 
P. s 71te darks, the red.. male sertous the deficiency 



Oct 2014 Comments Lower Los Angeles River 
Mdm 
WI INDEX 

LIAR 
Pert. Mellon floard Staff CommentsfromOdokon 211,2014 

Ar.i.0,...,1 wr,ri oanuani2e, 2p.) in response to So. 
Comments 

Conditional Opt., R.RoireiiieRR 
1.1.24,0,9 

...psis of iiinN . (1,.. 

2015) 

,,,,,,,,,,,,,.. ,...,. ...b....M....". 
strtemeets 

sun u.onz. (August MB) ',satchel Surf esigKese 

II 

Pan 
vt.C.S.b..ielid) 

Miners. 
Control Measures 

.....n.0 

The/A.0m. reptims Mat theWMP mcm.d. 
simdfleity with regard co structoral and neon 
stRactioal MP, Including the numb, type.and 
locedonisl. MC. admclum.Mesm.t........ 
number of cams additional speeMelty. Me 

r''''''' t'''''.'" '-'"."(''''''''''d control measures. meas.. ingo( 
Implemented. fee each is needeL(Redonal water 

,,,,_, B04.1 staff notes....m.....^V..emm". 
control measiureon the Implementation schedule 

c"V.4........r i.r ".".....'"'"r mllestace mil Im Implemented. This chould Ix 
revIsed to Include more speMficend/or mem dates 

*M.. ..m..0 l.... cm.. 2 n requires 

...F.cf.IVtbn the aniabg,,,,,,,,,,,,fr 
UM) 

Section 53 ncw includes the InUoductacy.sclerneCUrcertaintles 
nada./ Mch the structural omOds commlicate establiMment of 

A. uncertainty dm...plus ...'7..'''.'"''''''''''''. , 
nude a 61,ent Wort comm.:dee clear schedule asp...actions 

n d,..,,,,c.nd permit terms in order mach,. target 
Mad reductions...Within eact,nisPMMtant Pleducdon Man (Smtion 
5,1),mecific dates ham teen added to each year. 

'Sec., of the Revised lend RiVil 
WIN was rme6Red ...ease the 
d,,,,,e of clarity and sp....I 
...prangs...In and actions for 
ten:mem and nen tern.. 
The eorrecals to ilieRiul W. 
further refined these ociriimioneivr.. 

Group has aRoaddressecithe 
Inherent uncertainty.. ...II 
+1,,cRic FRAPs will be implemented 
to .0tress ...stones in the MR 
ocemalancetabLmOMPPacathment sp... 53 was revised to 
Include@ 2015-2016 schedule el 
hasealitv mai:sandeu 
.1%e/silents tedeterrnine specific 

The Remised.. provided mom 
specificity in Section 5 regardine 
structural and non-strut-twill best 
sivriaeerilent emetic. WARR,. 
eeN.R1WMP .not =Rain 
definitive milestonedates. Da did 
it specify the Penne*. 
responsible for the rirojeia.The 
ExecueveOfficers approval letter 
intivieii a condiRixttliat the Group 
add ...edam,. for these U0 
FiNtlis._71le RIO WRIR addresses 

this mink. by 
inclieneadditiortal milestones and 
dates foe theilr achievement.' 

AMMicoally, many watershed control measurs in 
the Impkmentatk. stile* am ongoing measures 
...Ire not new Interim milestones (e.s. 
N442.1sAndemmnatIon of 58346, enhansd street 
sweeping, Mc,. For ......nclIA.6...W.., 
Board Staff recommends Matcmgang measures 
dearlyte separated from interim milestones for 
structural =nags and nomstructwal PAY... 
Implernenugon schedule. 

Tad. SI INointrucurtal 'CCM CocnOance Schedule).,,,mply ackted 

M,..flome Wei.. WM. bottom of Mem. IM of planned 
molems, and added Me latrel 'Ongo,ng. In Me column for start da, 

. MN bentliles potential areas for green sweet 
conversion and assumes a 30%wriviteRen ol die 
nuil leegiii In tew... area. bewever.. 
spec:ick...sand WOO. ar........... 0..0 It may not be pails. Wpm...Riede... 
Informailon on specific poi... this time. the 
WAR Thould at least cony. to the caul:rm., or 

neussaiy number of pcciects to ...in 
compliance.. per. reeidements per ismilable 
to-npliance schedules. 

rIETINIFIr.r"="Lr ' 

,p. It Drsh and Re,. NIMPI--avett, loPmvIra mat (wmout 
,arges kehmen velticr 0 l[mI, UM', .....Moi...... cct 
Immstcgeted Mon, tl,Mitlal 0,1,, fel totential g 

Me City.smecIlle mum...1,1.s potent:al tegmcal cm SNM, Mat cm, 
be IA. to achlem Me requCced InCeren mresmres ard tegem5Mce 
13,1 WPCs a plarnmemei dixisrent...iirtiire 0, Watt,. 
Occup.,11 /aprt and eern cm.. tilli it.. iiimmallini effect of 
pref cc. ImiNementeo aed up te Me ramwrecl reductkon fm paw *,, 

Aril ried wpm. ienvilin I in e.ipiialf 

mei, 06,1 0, In.1141Boerd ccmmer, c 

'Ma me In me Reviled VAM I, Mafh 

mccmd ard rm. Ostmc.Ur mt. 
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,ci.,,,,,. 
ent.i:cri date, C.O. Ws sure 

t age. to pm. a clear .Y.2,4 
nt ore 3551,00151n, In tide 
in ...lieu, .e starts ol ii-eili 
nrreal= afers,. are m wet! 

.ri-trit [rectal In order temzeM 
gme,d Itacketl,..,rs.'1.,31 

Itment 0.5 been ma Mekey<rd good Intl ,,e. to IIa,(reIS In I. la,11,ce 

No addnonal requirement to acMress 

October 28, 2014 Board comment. 

,fiemenrilt.rrient language was 

Included in vie Revised lanciRnal) 
NUM Sertice63.Alsointhicied 
iiiem mod/Rations to Increase die 
degree iNciaritv and speaci7 
regarding schedules and actkiRs for 
Me amen, and nem peen. tem. 
Of particular i.e. win!, Section 53 
was revised era Include a 2015-2016 
scheduled feasibility studies and 

tea era to deteimine 

.e.d.Picriecti toad..s the 
milegccies In the meneilance tables 
GI. RAli. Attachment.' 

"Me Final WNW indixies nixi new 
tables, Taties S2 arid S., which 

Pior.e detail on the Po-mitten 
response:4.a eull UDBFIR and 
died.. .es and maws for Ole 

peolect tasks (pci.5-4teS5).Thei 
ei.ei. iic.i.r.d......i. 
that the in...m.0ton contained in 
Stttlan S. is the maximum 

vocable even Lanai-Wm. and 
that greater cenaintv MI be 
provkled thieve ....PR. 
nurReement pieces, 

.. 

marry del,* ii.te 
...Re. Viiiii.,.., 

ii. .ei eon 9). M.S., 
5850 t r.,....d. 

Sakatentivelykicimssed 
Red ...dark.... red, tie mmesmiousthecklidency 



Ott 201.ComrrAants 
Lower Los Angeles River 

tVes 
cSaIR 

ISOM 
UAR 

P.m... 11........from October 242014 
Anervalsol Revised WhIP11.........1..9....... 

Cann.. 
*Approval Requirement. 

(4.121,2015) 

Analysis... 
MAP (rune 12, 

20151 

in ILAR Rasp.. Inner w Ana... Response lens 
swum. Staff Rearronse...201.5) Arnaysisof Ref Memo. 

The Warta... 101V pVlount reduction from ...........-.......1. 
Wisest...ion should be... or-. 
Pennine. shook...It to evaluate dria 

mun,.." du.......P.e..n..n.. 
deverop alternate snook A it becomes apparent 
that the ass.npeon Is not supported 

The fol...., wa. added to Se....3:.rwrently Ow. rt Intr.. InforrnatIon to wcurawly med. An loWernenutIon of 
the controls V1.11 In Sea 3.23 rlyough 3.1.1 Thew now... 
ea...aware Instead assigned ow. ftutIon.1014.1.. 
cumulative lood m.o. At pm of tile adeatteemanagernent 0.............non ell wake. the as... .dude 
.....nentatito aral ...wrap a.m. moods if it become, 
apparent Ow the as... Is nor swoon,. I.., cgs.. ...Int, Arrow... ttre spank bad redo.. for Owe 
controls, Owe Is sup. ID smear that. astunwoon Is in fa.. 
roxlwr oe." W.. 

.Sealan A3 was.. to the 

Warts. MAP road.. We 
Regional e.r. ...ant. The 
Regional Ward also states thaVas 
pond the adaptive management 
protest .Parnette. should 
commit tro evaluate this assume. 
...A PrOt.. Implerrentanon and 

develop gramme oantrols If it 
becomes apparent that the "we.. Is not supported: TVs 
oommitmentwu also Included. 
Section ea. 

...co /3 agoala Ages the 

...for Ow 10% pollutant 
rad.. and oar.. to a 

mewl.. of We assomptIon: 

'NI.. .1 valuate We 
a...on Amine Program 
towlementatIon and der. ...re controls if Ithecom. 
apparent that ...... g 

, 
Part 

gC......, 
1. 

ror dry weather:the.. assumes a 251Waducoon 
to irrigation WIWI. res.:sine 60/4 red.. In P.................... Le Or.............. part.. ........................ 
to own. toetelsore lids assumption... 
peSam Implemntal. and dersk. mu. 
conttds enter.mes apparent.. assume. 
Iscot swoon.. rnnestavaidearrInev..We 
Permit-Ms need to corm* to evalune the ...................nd 
develop Awnau gonads ile Intones apparent 
...assume. Is not supporratt 

A new seteon 0.211 mad to .... Out sum... Own... wades 1.97.199A 2C0a, 3010). mgr.. In 
residannal.ur tov whIth wegen nterSAredouronna 0wwwa 
coleorne.The raler...Asetnon ks or411 page and was not 
dune.... We 20.and POO.. 
re Wsteradon fo 2514 reductos s pa.e.as oaren re,onse. 
emergency... rn....veterentlytlemorntratwi.lt e 
hararcoservative. f as s t a. In die teril; Ft also presuppmed 
iroprementadm of acrees ..two. lead We., an outcome.. 
ogaggwreency einwert meow.. as an example ...put. 
solute ton can reduce... use, eke.. oyes.... 
appkability to untAnable.rorwrerm rec... 

No 

Ooa.ber 

l 

0 1, Bard 
n 

o 

t 

mto m 

aetlncht ss Nov., 

Secdon 1./.2 of Aaa.rne. ik to dead pants prt 
that addigonal potential region. Amos was .0. to pro.. ...Wu SNP v.. 
noted In Tat.94-7.11AAshould daffy. 
sufficient lees were idendred so ...airline 
necessary... solar. motes... by.o. ...at.a noresIoded for..., 

No .angew..... document Inter.. tot...new_ No adagecoal ree.arn.t roar.. 
October PAL 201. Board comment No.,. 

.........c addresses were nor pr.. In We VON,. 
...mare OM paterWal Wear. 
.8.1stwevaral BMW a... 
be used as v10.7be temple. ha of 
potentials. in.-non. of the 
WAW incitarne those ...re We 
address Pas benne...for P...... Ow nevus., WO 
wok. need. as Wad.. 
hr tough . C . RA 

The Group has Ira.. to Board 
slarrdatthearwAerellst of 
W.W.I sires - ir.udne .0. 
the (or..." - 
Pronne . necessary...4Am 

_, _, '''''''''''''''''' sr... he considered sInce 
...rarest. poundal regonal 

AP1 Wes wt.. 
waters... .e Group's 
Pogunon Reduction Mois . 
Initial a:anat....may... 
overt. by subset.. Bras Mar 
prod. an ...lent volume 
reducgort the above Information 
poem by the Woop Is suffseen. 

This rasp.. .y....... 
we rev.. darnonstration War non... sees are sulfide. 
to meet IMP volumetweao.or 
as aufnelent ......... 
.evare nor ...enc. . purpose of . orig., 
comment Is therefore code. 

_It is Impeclant that dleGeoup, anions under I. 
Induselallgommerrial Wolines Prow.. W.dng 
tractingulecal forrust.lsourow etlocanng 
Wow.. facilities resin... requirements.. 
insp..ev incloarial la.tlesensure that all 
Irv:kr...II facilites are Implementing BAAPs as 

revue.. 

Asubsonnal amount of new Information was... to Ow RAIL 
allgoorPatheaganitagon ice, muelpla .Attettament IC document. 
mate. dear orglersta.neof Weir Werteladonships APP. Anew Wad.. Fr Agrimurn Control Measure Gorda. Ind.. 10 
pages on Awalernen. an Indestre1/...... Facill.sProgra. 
alrhougli Wed... wel................. 
sue.a ...wed ...P. 

e.= Subsrandwry Makes. 
Red= ...art. rha red. dew ma. serious .e def., 
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Pew& Otadon Semi SUM Comm. Own Mobs 211, 2014 
Pawksisd PO. PIMP y.....nza.2oss) mroom.....* 

Cammants 
ComPabnat oPlawatwOWWW. 

MPA Pet Wm) 

...WM of MIN 
WMP Pune 12. 

POLS) 

In PIM Response Latta IR 
Malaria or Response Letter 

mum.. He Rem (....s12013) analysis el PM Response 

Part 

V.."."',40) 
(Selection Ot 

Wa.... Coo. 
Measures - SEI 

346 Cop, 
RaduCti0.1) 

The draftWMP appears ta rely moolyort Me Maw 
.... a cc.,.. I....0We Wake paart-to a shrew 
tt,. ne,e,,,,,,,,, twat radowsoor_.[Opher 

structural and noortwooral BMW may WO to 
needed to rectum. loads sufficiently to arlaaw 
1.1nOance deadlnes fro Inter. ard/o. final 

"...'"' 

...not was made In Ow document. moon. to Me comment "*."''''' "."''''''''"' October Pla rOM Ward ownment. No clange 

As explained Ma response tattle 

pro to We Repowattleartl 
aboo whit We Report, WM., 
dwnorme tkdocument war not 
necessary. The OM approach or 
woo., dream worm with Me 
modeled effect of copper load 

rmluatons anticta. Ovottah SO 

SWAPO:Mmes.:Irate appaatron 
of We Wwerrhed toward at...my 
awiComproloreaderMeotOwprer 
3 and S. respectively..I wimp 
comm. loads sdficiently to a..< 
complawrodearanes tram Interim 
and/or final WOBEW. 

The response tatae was not +vadat. 
lot rm., bwl. remorse 
waves out We &wort Mewl 
ludomeat (The Wart WPM appears 
rarely mosayan Ma plum-moot 
moon in autornoWe Ma Ye outs-to 
CoNew Me necessary copper load 
radocoos) war irraPtr PwarrmWS 
Wt Is Me prosenwoodoloo al We 

oaf( it..SSW dearly articulated 
maw, 

The RAW &ppm. ol wing zinc 

as a !MO. pellutant,Me 
anticrpatN traPPor MM... 
tWough Senate IMISPa wan 
adequate wpm. to compirame 
mato:mow WOOF, Therefore, no 

co...own MO.... the 
Pr Sate Other's approve, loner 
to address this comment" 

71w twit ot the Parrs reversal al 
judgment from. first review Is 

unclear. 

.` 

Pan 

'....."14" "'""."'"' ."'"'" 
....V."`". 'dl Facilltles 

.11111.1) 

Thwart sed WMP Would ensure Mat any ahem..< 
Prtaratration met. used W a MtParort atta tra 
pawn:law...atm manly impart-11w Group* WI 
wise.. Waft wMP to clearlystate when Ow ,wise 0.0...a mai......... 

peadonamhe Gana 51.4...akithr a., kh. euar,n,...... the ra. of low pd., 
alwrw remain at St1 

al kne2 to maNten Impecfloe frequencies 
Wentaned W Me Walt SWAP 

r''''''''''''''''''''' 

12 Parts/LC.5121225) 

na WM Mr... raw as Ma Pattatta Pollutant and 
norm Mat MP pautant wa Wive reductbra of 
other pollutants 

If the Group bellern Nat NW.' Mir approach 
aternalstrades that activities and contra marmot 
roll achieve applicatIetectiving water...1,11 
Would molOirly pare aorliwrify Ws for old 
.2.,21. and 11.01,01/1,, 

microscopic Mange In worded hat Wenn*. p..1 behrew 
the [Ingram, Wel...! WMP. 
DWI,. 11/1A1us.e.mine0 Jut the metal zinc won be the 
pnmaryor livuote pollutant and dat1221mplementingsouttural 
a orl nowwwwral measures too:rce anr. We ramintog odlutant 
goats wit Wart**, 
REVISSM Tx Ma haramermined Mat Ow rnmatana was be We 
1.,....2.1.7ting-Olutant and tha022.02...2..1r.21.11, 

and nowstoatural manures Inflamer 3 to replica star. the 
rarnalMnopollountamitmli IreachleverMa Ow Wm. Cloaliw 
2.1ties defined In Chapter 2.The rationale for . modeling 

approach Is Included Seaton S.3.1tala) a! the 0.414,2endia.-12. 
11.21e .21.1. We Is present In Ae Mt San Ga.. River 
Revised MAP.] 

The fewest for err...planarian for.. P.P.nt twt am Wan 
Wowed. 

No ackatroaal moritemem tor.... 
October 28.101a Want comment. '''' n.' 

Sen. 5.2.1al the 11,1.04W1.1 

.12.^.1,1-1/101,fies how cat., 

.._"_....',._"t'r__."., c''''''d 
'..."."'''''''''..."'"'"' approadrairstarentrowletw 

with reference to the RIM For 

justifkalion,ls Indal in 
Oa The re...dint:rata.. see 

Section S of We SWAP two... 
mirt Mt statements regarding We 
imOenrentatIon of this gp.oc... 
order to mtge. apolteable rec.., 
water 11.1adorai 

The m*421.21052.. 5 states 
.n. Is true ler all WOW-try We 
oatmeal We Wilting pollutant 
appec...expect.1 Nava. of 
Me remain.. WISP. w01 be 

conooned at a Mow rata Man One 
...,,,,.11daSMOon MM.. 
11111Inant appal but notIllng 

"'"' 

'Me Wow On added arIMPonat 
dar.211on on its limiting ptllutant rm. tn Sealer, Ma SI)o 
Me WMP ard M Section 53.1 of 
../112..11.11-.1-1,2,122 
The revised WMP doer not maw 
and /wrap tWs approach tor emit 

mrrItts, in Lana a pollutant, 
homes,. ,snot necesary 
Oven Me Woup, lirattna pollutant ,.. 

Section 3J al We WM nom 
'Orem.... of the wady 

ama. Amor Ow 
anthropogrok sources or wpm 
apperharely SS parent are 
attributad to Eqite pad releases 

12. 20102 Ewen 11. reduction 
was way helot dis amount. 
acqvskrnent10121.1..d 
copper reduction wothl WI molt 
in Om ...paw WPM, pollutant 
111.21.ancILSG12. Senlng 
adds whether .onty NIP Is a 

mascot. expectation far wow 
mambos from SO NW It 
suggens tlmt other pc1luunn 
Woht Paw stmaarly slanfficant 
required reduatans relative to 
ant. Inca.. th e y weft net 
mortalml OW mon. Pe assumed. 
Sim* gowning 'harem o 
P.M. Ian. co only taw 

sumo land Wen.... 
Ow arm! does nor spook.* 
pmet 

wen = Substanavely Addressed 
11.1.1112 planer Ae red. the mem wean the deficiency 
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OAR 
Permit MP. Mani MP Conmewle from October MU. ilarsisoIllevbetl POP Mowry SS 16151 ...PP...* 

Cornmeres 
rad.................... 

14.1....) 
Re*** Reel 

Via 1.2. 

MR 
le ll........1.11.111 R.RPOPRRReit."....... 

Petenteas 
epee.... oar. MLR PPR. PRP! Response 

" ertroobee"..G.''',/ 

For appeal PAN general implement..., 
Porefornn posh. la Pe Preetesidat Se Grant 
Award prePeN (section 5.21...PorPRP Roe ode 
'''''''''''''''''''.'"*.n.".'".''''''. 
P'''''''' (''''"""'"'"d '''''''''"''''''"' r''''''''''''''3""''''''''''''' tweet 2017and SOK ,Poo*. ooreetow 
greater sed., sPrAti be rept. PP PRP, P 
Pep date, and acketional rneestcoes and does for 
their ecNirvement between 2017 and 2024 Pored 
be Intipled. 

Sea 53.111. been *nab real. but PIN to tiwevtere thet 
2017 dates Par meSepternber 30, MD ...12014 Peet rPre need 

"oorter11. M Neadeetbnal nelerreetes and dates fee Pp 
seieverrent. have teen provided. 

No additional reePernent P.P., 
PPP, 211. 2014 Board prootent 

" (ILL 'Nedeirte 
ntei 

eased. th. 'es.. a. Md.m ......^ *In TAP., meltable... new 
attempt between modeled tbw wtomes and 

observed PP ere 1111811 tor Pe Lower Los Angeles 
Ner. For abaten purposes. tiptop.. flow 

Opp INN. be includei t o determine wheeler P. wet tile model perbroupa to volNo Pe 
'Got, or 'Very., epee. per the RAA 
Go:Pete., Once needel calbrat. hp been 
completed. Pe upsoearn row volume Pn Pen be 
excluded *en preseneng P. volume reduoNn 
urges in Tables 11-1 to N. 

Proper. Pe 2014 and IPS RNet, Pe X. error improveseront 11J.B% 
to SIM There Is no ten change to extttPn Po 6 Hemp., nor any 
appreot ref1ereoors tr. Pe ONO. PCPNONPopatthe in 
observed and model. flow, 

No ar1drilonal repiremere to saps 
October 211, 2014 Board compel 

0.......11 
oerrenente) 

'. Predtedasee'necom 
nvatlw '''''*". ."......""rn.....'"."'d.g 5. Poole!. presented In summary tables for wet 

weather op.., 
neW Set Ci tbletandrilapS (Se.101153.1 a the MAI Iv, Wen 

added to the Revised W1N,Nat Fr repave to . PP..., OoN1 ". r" .r"' October 18, 2014 Board moment Roe,Rote 

.01.n arkittocel table vas ePlerti lo 

Pe:N.. co Pete. PT... , 

'URN Ne or the RNA PPR., A. 
NI. pe.60, refleos bateline lowis 
Neap., metatt,and bade.. 
repough 1n5 1s not ple0. the 
so:Relent associate, PP..' e't 
included (COT, ITHand Rx)." 

,e - 1.1.Motleeng .,......) 

Pe differences between boeine 
6ap/Iwd.ro allows. eoncentrolos/ 

loads shouti be presented In Poe seen tor each 
pollutant ender log -term conempossimutatia, and 
p e ...peg of PePflereoces Popp, pollutant 
coneentrattonsiloaric and alowab4 
ottneentratepOloadt for Perri...rept weather 
pried 

.......................0..*0.00..... ..........;;;............0.............02 
eRee cert., epees. 

erPtded.TIN Ns pantti response to Nu part of Pre Bowes Popp 

N.... ...r 
October 18. 2014 Board comment 

No change. 

. (......"."4.". 
ear rowe.11 

'We note at modeling was not concloPed for 
peen. (Dor, PS, and PeltsbRisoot dear wed 
Pete pellopner were nopooPINIP cony pp.n 
rgain. of Pere pollutants could opt be uteciJut 
explanalew for the 1.1 of mole.. kneaded.. 

0.............00 
1,1.1001-071... r.,.... 

'It Pooki be noted Pm Pe °penal 
*trowelled meeNlins (based. 
LSRCIPPeorPe Pe ...P.' 

Channel andPeater loseneeles 
and long Beach tlartor Paten Teak 
Pollutants MP del non.* 
melet. of DOT. Pees, and PAHL 

Ratber.moleted seamen! wee wed 
asa surrogate toner... 
watershed Nlogs. Twerp, ew 
90titereentled observed 
coneentrattone were asap., 
meeting reePernents ut fp. bv 
RAN Oda TIP proPleci by ex 
Reto. Water Ovary Coml. 

Tot Group bat clazifiol Piet. 
Rubor TosieseNtel.Pri not Prettly 
model tbse pollutants. but Instead 
toed seamen! as a sterclate., 
estakebb barmen. pollutant 
losdne. PeGroup rex Pe ROP 
pipet. a observed 

concentrations Nr DOT. PCBs. and 
Ms.' 

Green e Sobstantivelv 
Red e 1Ne PPe doe red, the more serious Pe PPP, 
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Pen. Citation Board StmelCornments from October 211., Sam 
Anew., of Revised WM. pane, 23, 2015) In seMemm to Meed 

Comments 
Conde* ADMMen ...Me... 

00.2420LS) 

ememis of Final 
'gr.. ,....gg..g 

2015) 

gs,sg gggggggg semss. A''''''......"....'' 
statements Stelf gasmen. Posmst201g) Marled Melt Mel.= 

xl 0.5...Modeling 
commerce) 

The report presents ex mdsengsmolt .1:Scenes, 

remdred volume reeks-Moro and poposed rokene 
seductions from eble scemeosteaMleve Mel.. 

rondo, Mdsom sMorne retention stands.. 
IM major watershed erer-lbesarne 
Infommeomalso needs to be presented for es. 
model. subbasse.mitiecnall, mom explanation Is 

needed as sexism cons... .Incrementer and 
'comts., otesal year storm Mimes MUM. g- 
through 47 and how Mete salueswere decked Irons 
prey... a 
The report needs to present Me same informanon. 
ilaragable. Ms nommosenwster runoff.' 

A single sentence was added [p.o.e. in response toone Mm in 
OM moment,. Immementakolurnn Mows Me total additional 
IOM volume required Ms ea. rnilestme Mlle Mecum/Mee 
measures ex totel MAIs *some requited Elea. milestone to bit Me 
rinse compeance tame, Moot. Mange was made In Me document 

in response to the comment 

Hoadditionel requirement to address 
October 28,201Boardoonvnent '' 

Regensems Me required infosmatlon 
for Me modeled subbasins, 

Attachment 8 of Me ISM was 

og.Med Wind. ...e,. 
tables, along Mel a sentence 

msto 

M.. some derificatlon In MA 
Malan 9.21 (Med caraVeMst 
Regardirm nonmormwater smolt 
*mom,. oomment from Me 
Regime...Ism Meows,. 
report needs to pm...Menne 
Mama., Ilea*, for nms- 

stormwater nesoff. Alternatively. 
therm:met shoold Include 
commitment to coneembe 
necessary* in each watershed 
Orem thsough Memo-stamens. 
mars2 screening and moritosing 

momarn.so tiut Me model rani 
remebrated during timed.* 
management process to better 
charafteffie non-statrrwate fbw 
volumes and to demonstmee that 

WK. volume retention &Ms 
svitupture SCO gement of nom 

stormwater Mat wouldothenvise be 

.Marled bromsb Me PAM in each 
watershed area, 

imommitment to Me remlibragon 
...wive was Ma M WPM 

Section 4.2.e 

Mttaehnent SI to. ceased mem 
Includes...M*1 
compliance mbles Met Ind. 
sway...es. required...me 
red.., and proposed voMme 
reduceore fos eaM *mows,. 
lemmage was added Us seceon 
9.2.1o(MeISM MOM., IM 55) 
Mat dangles Me increment.. and 

osemisMecciumns in Tables SA 
Me g-2.5ectlon 4.1 of Om 

revised MAP commits to re, 

ealMate Me Mg basedon dam 
collected through the moMtosing 

OmPam (Mecry Include. nom 
Mamma., out( all screeMng. 
monitorMs program), 

Iles commitment is steed as 

(Mows: The Reasonable 
Assurance Anehois for Me Lower 
Los Mgeles Myer Watershed 
Included In Appendix A- LiM 

data tmonected grove Me 
monitoring program chem.! 
wil be remdbrated Meng Me 

Meg. management process, 
which mli avow for Immo. 
simulation orplemeal processes 

so. asilow *urn. +Ms.:Some 
retention PM, Sectioned em 
WASP. however Cedapitse 
Management grosessl, bowmen, 
panicles nod...summon Mat 
such reeMbrationmeg ocur.This 
"cormienent. Ma. M 

soengesened and made expecit 

22 ''''''' , -. 
mr''''''''' ' 

The report needs to present Me same Information 
[see above, comment 1154 If rabble, for non 
mamma., runoff.Mtemativeig. *report Mo. 
Include a commitment toosilem Me neceme0 Mm 
m eads watershed area...ouch Me nom 
gasometer Duffel sae...card moMtoring 
program so Ma Me model ran here-celibates! 
during Me adaptive management process tobettes 
characterise nomstoormeter Pow volumes and to 

crnssme Met proposed %dome retention &Ms 
will capture Ile pessnt of non-moony/atm Mat 
mak] *Mee be climbs,. ememes Me ... 
eamb watershed arm. 

tio Menge was made M Me dmument in moonset...menet. tmadditionalreguirement to address 
Notenge. 

COMITIMMI 

23 

ASIMCSYMACCUSI 

Include .ere.. IRS schedule forum 
Angeles River am:try (14...). 
Chapter Sof Me reeked draft wee es 

PM cetheLLAR WMGMeneeeme 

35Me . M nem 
resecduse0 as Table . (Me eM Memel 

forma WM 3-2 able reMeddraft 
sow lac 3d) so dm it Moms!. Me 
styes Paramount wiellogSement . 
new f co...term nouveau. minimum 
mob° I measores....fitionally.m. 
a M.O.. eon. mem, es 

inany drestendyested fottMCFCD. 

au.o.... 

Green = Substantively Addressed 
Red = The darker merN,tle mere serous the de Wens 
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.252 
7122 

PorrnS 2.2.1.2 Board SUS Comments fronOlotober 22,2014 
Analydsol 22212721.22 panuary212 2012)1272.22727. Ss* 

Comments 
OOs.7....7272,7s..O.'".... 

MVO 22.2071 

227722212121221 
2.. 2 pone IS, 

20121 

In 1.225 Response letter 22 ...7.......... 
statements 

2721/ 22,2272s isugost 2022) AnaNsis 212071 Rep.. 

n zs 

Revise Section 23 of to re777221717aft 

WSW to Include a tablethstlian 
dellnittve Ins...and final nolemone 
achlerement67727 and Sr responstble 
erminseS) for 22211 OD SW in the 

221 project .m722.1712 
22722E72a within the LIM WARS 2.12 to 
responsible 1. meetly .222 77.2nOo 

achlerernent dates Currently... 
ohseW210 21yoo .d 22 

cmp2de des 12onstston anoetic. 

26 

Correa the units for de ...on 
tralons S sO SS me2l. d 0f .26 

m2efeenen Secion 2ow 
revised dealt WAY los 7-237 

''' 

27 

Remove Smewlde Trash knendments 
- from 7.12,121. rerlsed draft 
727.10.71... arnesSoents are 

Inapplicable to . 22214.2122 212er 

Wstashed given the existing tta.77202 
. and thane the C*7777 3 ID. 
Increased greet sweeping Sequa, or 
routes' to 7C222.2. 
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From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:13 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 

Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Thanks! Adrianna Crowl just forwarded to me. 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 

State Water Resources Control Board 

1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

Original Message 
From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:12 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Just wanted to let you know that we submitted our petition addendum on Friday to 
waterqualitypetitions@waterboards.ca.gov. Please let me know if you've received it. Thank you. 

-Becky 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:13 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 

Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Thanks! Adrianna Crowl just forwarded to me. 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

Original Message 
From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:12 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Just wanted to let you know that we submitted our petition addendum on Friday to 
waterqualitypetitions@waterboards.ca.gov. Please let me know if you've received it. Thank you. 

-Becky 



From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:47 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

I meant to forward them the email on Friday, but it seems like it didn't go through. I just tried re-sending. My sincerest 
apologies. 

Original Message 
From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards [mailto:Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 1:40 PM 

To: Hayat, Becky 

Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Becky, 

Did the regional board receive a copy? I did not see their names on the distribution list. If not, could you forward it to 
them? (At least to Jennifer Fordyce, Sam Unger, Deb Smith, and Renee Purdy). 
Thanks. 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

Original Message 
From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:12 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Just wanted to let you know that we submitted our petition addendum on Friday to 
waterqualitypetitions@waterboards.ca.gov. Please let me know if you've received it. Thank you. 

-Becky 



From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:47 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

I meant to forward them the email on Friday, but it seems like it didn't go through. I just tried re-sending. My sincerest 
apologies. 

Original Message 
From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards [mailto:Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 1:40 PM 

To: Hayat, Becky 

Subject: RE: WMP petition addendum 

Becky, 

Did the regional board receive a copy? I did not see their names on the distribution list. If not, could you forward it to 
them? (At least to Jennifer Fordyce, Sam Unger, Deb Smith, and Renee Purdy). 
Thanks. 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 

1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

Original Message 
From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat @nrdc.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:12 AM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: WMP petition addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Just wanted to let you know that we submitted our petition addendum on Friday to 
waterqualitypetitions @waterboards.ca.gov. Please let me know if you've received it. Thank you. 

-Becky 
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From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 3:06 PM 

To: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel@lawyersforcleanwatercom; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 
Samuel@Waterboards 

Cc: Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Ridgeway, 
Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, 
Philip@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw@epamaiLepa.gov; McChesney, 
Frances@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Coupe, David@Waterboards; 
Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; 
trodrigue@cityofbelLorg; acablay@cityofbelLorg; biniguez@bellflower.org; 
lgorecki@bellflower.org; cyll@bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; 
ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; ygarcia@downeyca.org; 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj @citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 

jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter @cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; nnrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittienorg; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
Jones, Keith K@DOT 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 

Attachments: A-2386 Complete Petition 30-Day Response Letter [11- 10- 15].pdf; Attachment A _ 

A-2386 Permittee list 11-10-15.pdf 

Good afternoon, 

Please see the attached Complete Petition (30-Day Response) Letter for Petition A-2386. If you cannot open the 
attached or if you have questions, please let me know. 



Thank you. 

Ads ia~ta- M. Growl, 

-57a# Ati-ez-Lypf- 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

November 10, 2015 

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayatnrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

EDMUND 3 3,4 JP 
IOVEMA, 

ROORIOUE2 
lC:RE7AR, 

,p,PCAPAE,TA, ,p4 

Arthur Pugsley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthur(@Jawaterkeeper.orq 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Unqer©waterboards.ca.gov 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugsley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The above-referenced petition is complete and the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) will begin its review. 

The Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board) and other interested 
persons may file a written response to the petition, filed May 28, 2015, and to the petition 
addendum, filed October 30, 2015. Responses are due within 30 days of the date of this letter, 
addressed to my attention. In addition, all responses must be sent to the Petitioners at the 
addresses listed above, to the Los Angeles Water Board, and to the Permittees listed in 
Attachment A.1 Please also copy all persons listed on the cc list below. Electronic submissions 
and copies are strongly encouraged. Copies of the petition are available at the State Water 
Board web site at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.qoy/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losancieles wmp.shtml. 
The Los Angeles Water Board is requested to file the administrative record (copied on both 
sides) within this 30-day period. The Los Angeles Water Board is encouraged to file the 
administrative record electronically (e.g., on compact disc or flash drive) if feasible. 

1 Permittees listed on Attachment A are those permittees participating in the challenged watershed management 
programs. 

FEL CIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento. CA 95814 I Mailing Address' P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 I www.waterboards.ca.gov 

RECYCLED PAPER 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 2 - November 10, 2015 

The administrative record to be filed by the Los Angeles Water Board constitutes the evidentiary 
record for the State Water Board's review of the petition. Any person requesting that the State 
Water Board consider evidence that was not part of the administrative record before the Los 
Angeles Water Board must do so in accordance with California Code of Regulations, title 23, 
section 2050.6. 

Prohibition on Ex Parte Communications 

The matters addressed by the petition are subject to the prohibition on ex parte 
communications.2 Interested persons, therefore, may not communicate with State Water Board 
members regarding the above questions except through submission of timely written comments 
and through oral comments at any future workshop and meetings. 

Future Correspondence 

IN ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE, PLEASE REFER TO 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 
AND SUBMIT COPIES TO 

PETITIONERS, THE LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD, & PERMITTEES LISTED IN 

ATTACHMENT A 

Future correspondence regarding this matter will be sent in hard copy only to the 
addressees of this letter. Permittees and interested persons (including those who 
received this letter via e-mail) will not receive future correspondence unless they either 
(1) subscribe to the electronic mailing list named "A-2386 NRDC, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper and Heal the Bay [R4-2012-0175]" under "Legal Notices" on the internet at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/resources/email subscriptions/swrcb subscribe.shtml to 
receive future correspondence via e-mail or (2) request to receive future correspondence 
in hard copy by writing to Adrianna M. Crowl at the Office of Chief Counsel at the 
address in the letterhead above. You should act as soon as possible to ensure you 
receive all items of future correspondence. 

The Petitioners may not file a response to the petition. Additional submissions regarding this 
petition will only be allowed upon written request and approval of such requests is at the 
discretion of this Board. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or 
ryan.mallory-jonespwaterboards.ca.qov. 

Fie ---3" 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc Attachment A (Permittee List) 

2 Gov. Code, § 11430.10 et seq. 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 3 November 10, 2015 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.00v 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussen@waterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.ca.qov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyelswaterboards.ca.qov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.gov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 4 November 10, 2015 

cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.gov 



A-2386 
List of Permittees/Partners for Watershed Management Programs 

City of Artesia 
do Susie Gomes, Assistant to the City Manager 
sgomes@cityofartesia.us 
acecivil@aol.com 

City of Bell 
c/o Terry Rodrigue, City Engineer 
trodrigue@cityofbell.org 
acablay@cityofbell.org 

City of Bellflower 
do Bernardo Iniguez 
biniguez@bellflower.org 
lgorecki@bellflower.org 

City of Bell Gardens 
do John Oropeza, Assistant City Manager 
cvll @bellgardens.org 
pl,vagner@bellgardens.org 
ypark@infeng.co 
cvu@bellgardens.org 

City of Cerritos 
do Mike O'Grady, Environmental Services 
mo grady@cerri to s. us 

City of Claremont 
do Brian Desatnik, Director of Community Development 
Loretta Mustafa, City Engineer 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us 
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us 

City of Commerce 
do Gina Nila, Environmental Services 
gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us 
ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us 



City of Cudahy 
do Hector Rodriguez, City Manager 
Albert Santos, Acting City Manager, Assistant to the City Manager 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov 
jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov 

City of Diamond Bar 
do David Liu, Director of Public Works 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov 

City of Downey 
c/o Jason Wen, Utilities Superintendent 
Yvette M. Abich Garcia, City Attorney 
jwen @downeyca.org 
ygarcia@downeyca.org 

City of El Monte 
c/o Frank Senteno, Director of Public Works 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov 
ejeng@elmonteca.gov 

City of Hawaiian Gardens 
do Joseph Colombo, Director of Community Development 
jcolombo@ghcity.org 
inoorbaksh@hgcity.org 

City of Huntington Park 
do James Enriquez, Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org 
mackerman@hpca.gov 
cdixon@hpca.gov 

City of La Mirada 
do Mark Stowell, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
mstowell@cityoflamirada.org 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org 



City of La Verne 
do Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works 
dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us 
lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us 

City of Lakewood 
do Konya Vivanti, Environmental Programs Manager 
kv i vanti @lakewoodci ty. o rg 

City of Long Beach 
do Anthony Arevalo 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov 

City of Los Angeles 
do Shahram Kharaghani, Division Manager 
shahram.kharaghanitalacity.org 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org 
hubertus.cox@lacity.org 
hamid.tadayon@lacity.org 

City of Lynwood 
do Josef Kekula, 
Public Works 
Association 
Elias Saikaly, Senior 
Public Works Manager 
jkelcula@lynwood.ca.us 
esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us 
abeltran@lynwood.ca.us 

City of Maywood 
do Andre Dupret, Project Manager 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org 
mdanaj@citymb.info 
Imyers@cityofmaywood.org 
ekiepke @willdan.com 

City of Norwalk 
do Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer 
William Zimmerman, Interim City Engineer 
dgarcia@norwalkca.gov 
administration@norwalkca.gov 
bzimmemian@norwalkca.gov 
afigueroa@nonvalkca.gov 
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City of Paramount 
do Christopher S. Cash, Director of Public Works 
ccash@paramountcity.com 
sho@paramountcity.com 

City of Pico Rivera 
do Rene Bobadilla, City Manager 
rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org 
gderas@pico-rivera.org 

City of Pomona 
c/o Julie Carver, Environmental Programs Coordinator 
Linda Lowry, City Manager 
julie_carver aci.pomona.ca.us 
linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us 

City of San Dimas 
Latoya Cyrus, 

Environmental Coordinator 
Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us 

City of Santa Fe Springs 
c/o Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer 
Assistant 
smorales-choate@santafesprings.org 
sarinamoraleschoate@santafesprings.org 

City of Signal Hill 
do John Hunter 
Ken Farfsing, City Manager 
jhunter@jlha.net 
kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org 
smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org 

City of South Gate 
do John Hunter 
jhunter@jlha.net 
acervantes@sogate.org 

City of Vernon 
do Claudia Arellano, Stormwater and Special Projects Analyst 
carellano aci.vernon.ca.us 
kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us 



City of Walnut 
do Alicia Jensen, Community Services Superintendent 
ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us 
mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us 
MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us 

City of Whittier 
do David A. Pelser, Director of Public Works 
dpelser@cityofwhittier.org 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org 

County of Los Angeles 
do Paul Alva 
pal va@dpw .lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
do Tern Grant 
tgant@dpw.lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
c/o Gail Farber 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty. go v 

ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov 
jguerrero gdpw.lacounty.gov 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov 
gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov 
jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov 

California Department of Transportation 
c/o Keith Jones 
kjones@dolca.gov 
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From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 11:16 AM 
To: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards 
Cc: Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Ridgeway, 

Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, 
Philip@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw @epamail.epa.gov; McChesney, 
Frances@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Coupe, David@Waterboards; 
Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; 
trodrigue @cityofbell.org; acablay @cityofbell.org; biniguez@bellflower.org; 
Igorecki @bellflower.org; cvll @bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; 
ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; ygarcia@downeyca.org; 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
mackerman @hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj@citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman @norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 
jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter @cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT 

Subject: Correction on link: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY 
RESPONSE) 

Attachments: A-2386 Complete Petition 30-Day Response Letter [11-10-15].pdf 

Good morning, 

This is coming to you again (already sent 11-10-15) as the link on the last notice did not work for everyone. If 
you have any questions, please let me know. 

1 



Thank you. 

Aolrim4-Lez- A1. Growl, 
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From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 3:02 PM 

To: 
Cc: Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - COMPLETE Pb III ION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 

Good afternoon, 

Please see the attached Complete Petition (30-Day Response) Letter for Petition A-2386. If you cannot open the 
attached or if you have questions, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

A dria.9144(a, M. Crawl, 

.57-aheServt:ce-f, AkLategy/- 

Offi:c-ev of CIAZef Gov-Pt-set 

1/a--le-r Re-i-ovu-c-&p Go trot 86-42-rot 

1001 / Rem-- 

5a-c-ra-pnept442- GA 95814 

PH: (916) 341-5156 
E Adrt-zu-tptez,C4r-o-w-/-6 frtra4W-h ca,go-v 

Saw- so-144-e- wcr er for our . 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

November 10, 2015 

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayatCa 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniel(@jawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugsley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthur@lawaterkeeper.orq 

EDMUND (.3 BR,., Ja 

M 4,74EN 1100{711,Ei 
SEC,IE *, 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Unqerwaterboards.ca.qoy 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugsley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The above-referenced petition is complete and the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) will begin its review. 

The Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board) and other interested 
persons may file a written response to the petition, filed May 28, 2015, and to the petition 
addendum, filed October 30, 2015. Responses are due within 30 days of the date of this letter, 
addressed to my attention. In addition, all responses must be sent to the Petitioners at the 
addresses listed above, to the Los Angeles Water Board, and to the Permittees listed in 
Attachment A.1 Please also copy all persons listed on the cc list below. Electronic submissions 
and copies are strongly encouraged. Copies of the petition are available at the State Water 
Board web site at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.qoy/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losanoeles wmp.shtml. 
The Los Angeles Water Board is requested to file the administrative record (copied on both 
sides) within this 30-day period. The Los Angeles Water Board is encouraged to file the 
administrative record electronically (e.g., on compact disc or flash drive) if feasible. 

1 Permittees listed on Attachment A are those permittees participating in the challenged watershed management 
programs. 

FELICIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 I Mailing Address P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 www.waterboards.ca.gov 

C, RECYCLED PAPER 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 2 - November 10, 2015 

The administrative record to be filed by the Los Angeles Water Board constitutes the evidentiary 
record for the State Water Board's review of the petition. Any person requesting that the State 
Water Board consider evidence that was not part of the administrative record before the Los 
Angeles Water Board must do so in accordance with California Code of Regulations, title 23, 
section 2050.6. 

Prohibition on Ex Parte Communications 

The matters addressed by the petition are subject to the prohibition on ex parte 
communications.2 Interested persons, therefore, may not communicate with State Water Board 
members regarding the above questions except through submission of timely written comments 
and through oral comments at any future workshop and meetings. 

Future Correspondence 

IN ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE, PLEASE REFER To 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 
AND SUBMIT COPIES TO 

PETITIONERS, THE LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD, & PERMITTEES LISTED IN 

ATTACHMENT A 

Future correspondence regarding this matter will be sent in hard copy only to the 
addressees of this letter. Permittees and interested persons (including those who 
received this letter via e-mail) will not receive future correspondence unless they either 
(1) subscribe to the electronic mailing list named "A-2386 NRDC, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper and Heal the Bay [R4-2012-0175]" under "Legal Notices" on the internet at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email subscriptions/swrcb subscribe.shtml to 
receive future correspondence via e-mail or (2) request to receive future correspondence 
in hard copy by writing to Adrianna M. Crowl at the Office of Chief Counsel at the 
address in the letterhead above. You should act as soon as possible to ensure you 
receive all items of future correspondence. 

The Petitioners may not file a response to the petition. Additional submissions regarding this 
petition will only be allowed upon written request and approval of such requests is at the 
discretion of this Board. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or 
ryan.mallory-jones(Wmaterboards.ca A:1ov. 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc Attachment A (Permittee List) 

2 Gov. Code, § 11430.10 et seq. 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 3 November 10, 2015 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.00v 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.ciov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridqewaywaterboards.ca.qov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West Lith Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.ca.qov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lon.Okunwaterboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyels@waterboards.ca.gov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.gov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Cou@waterboards.ca.dov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.LaufferPwaterboards.ca.qov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 4 - November 10, 2015 

cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.qov 



From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 11:16 AM 
To: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel@lawyersforcleanwatercom; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards 
Cc: Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Ridgeway, 

Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, 
Philip@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw@epamail.epa.gov; McChesney, 
Frances@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Coupe, David@Waterboards; 
Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; . 

trodrigue@cityofbell.org; acablay@cityofbell.org; biniguez@bellflower.org; 
lgorecki@bellflowerorg; cv11@bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; 
ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; ygarcia@downeyca.org; 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; mstowell @cityoflamirada.org; 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj@citymbinfo; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.conn; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; liqda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; snnorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 
jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT 

Subject: Correction on link: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY 
RESPONSE) 

Attachments: A-2386 Complete Petition 30-Day Response Letter [11- 10- 15].pdf 

Good morning, 

This is coming to you again (already sent 11-10-15) as the link on the last notice did not work for everyone. If 
you have any questions, please let me know. 



Thank you. 

Ads -tea- Nl. Crowe, 

Sia ff Ser-vt:ce* A P141-y51'. 
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From: Crow!, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 3:02 PM 

To: 
Cc: Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - COMPLETE Pb 11110N (30-DAY RESPONSE) 

Good afternoon, 

Please see the attached Complete Petition (30-Day Response) Letter for Petition A-2386. If you cannot open the 
attached or if you have questions, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

Adt-14,A44.4z, M. Growt 
St al-1 SeY Am-a-Ly511- 

0.5-c-e, of GAZevi Copc-pw-1, 

Stake- In/a,/e-r Re-sourc.e-p 8e-a-roG 

.1001 / 2..0'66 Floor 
Sacra-ovew/ o CA 95814 

(916) 341 -5156 
E -Al AoGriam.A.,a,Grovvid ww/e-rborzro(4:ca,go-v- 

Saw, jon,te, wallet-- for Our ati-areA411, 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

November 10, 2015 

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayat@nrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

ECOODND G BROW, J. 
SMEADDR 

Ivlarr RE,v RODRIOuEi 
EC.RE'en,, =JR 

=RyRCntif,R1 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
a rthurlawaterkeeper.orq 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Ungerwaterboards.ca.qov 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugs ley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The above-referenced petition is complete and the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) will begin its review. 

The Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board) and other interested 
persons may file a written response to the petition, filed May 28, 2015, and to the petition 
addendum, filed October 30, 2015. Responses are due within 30 days of the date of this letter, 
addressed to my attention. In addition, all responses must be sent to the Petitioners at the 
addresses listed above, to the Los Angeles Water Board, and to the Permittees listed in 
Attachment A.1 Please also copy all persons listed on the cc list below. Electronic submissions 
and copies are strongly encouraged. Copies of the petition are available at the State Water 
Board web site at: 
http.//www.swrcb.ca.gov/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losanqeles wmp.shtml. 
The Los Angeles Water Board is requested to file the administrative record (copied on both 
sides) within this 30-day period. The Los Angeles Water Board is encouraged to file the 
administrative record electronically (e.g., on compact disc or flash drive) if feasible. 

1 

Permittees listed on Attachment A are those permittees participating in the challenged watershed management 
programs. 

FELCIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento. CA 95814 I Mailing Address* P.O. Box 100, Sacramento. CA 95812-0100 I www.waterboards.ca.goki 

C) RECYCLED PAPER 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 2 - November 10, 2015 

The administrative record to be filed by the Los Angeles Water Board constitutes the evidentiary 
record for the State Water Board's review of the petition. Any person requesting that the State 
Water Board consider evidence that was not part of the administrative record before the Los 
Angeles Water Board must do so in accordance with California Code of Regulations, title 23, 
section 2050.6. 

Prohibition on Ex Parte Communications 

The matters addressed by the petition are subject to the prohibition on ex parte 
communications.2 Interested persons, therefore, may not communicate with State Water Board 
members regarding the above questions except through submission of timely written comments 
and through oral comments at any future workshop and meetings. 

Future Correspondence 

IN ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE, PLEASE REFER To 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 
AND SUBMIT COPIES TO 

PETITIONERS, THE LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD, & PERMITTEES LISTED IN 

ATTACHMENT A 

Future correspondence regarding this matter will be sent in hard copy only to the 
addressees of this letter. Permittees and interested persons (including those who 
received this letter via e-mail) will not receive future correspondence unless they either 
(1) subscribe to the electronic mailing list named "A-2386 NRDC, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper and Heal the Bay [R4-2012-0175]" under "Legal Notices" on the internet at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.ciov/resources/email subscriptions/swrcb subscribe.shtml to 
receive future correspondence via e-mail or (2) request to receive future correspondence 
in hard copy by writing to Adrianna M. Crowl at the Office of Chief Counsel at the 
address in the letterhead above. You should act as soon as possible to ensure you 
receive all items of future correspondence. 

The Petitioners may not file a response to the petition. Additional submissions regarding this 
petition will only be allowed upon written request and approval of such requests is at the 
discretion of this Board. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or 
ryan.mallory-joneswaterboards.ca.qov. 

Sincerely, 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc Attachment A (Permittee List) 

2 Gov. Code, § 11430.10 et seq. 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 3 November 10, 2015 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.dov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussen(@waterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
IvarRidoeway(@materboards.ca.gov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.ca.00v 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.00v 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyels(@materboards.ca.00v 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.00v 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordycewaterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniawaterboards.ca.00v 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael .Lauffer ©waterboards.ca.gov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 4 - November 10, 2015 

cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.qov 



From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 11:18 AM 
To: Rebecca Andrews 
Subject: RE: Inquiry re Water Quality Petition A-2386 
Attachments: A-2386 Complete Petition 30-Day Response Letter [11-10-15].pdf 

Hello Ms. Andrews, 

Here is the Complete 30-Day Letter with the link that leads to the petition. If you have further questions, please let me 
know. 

Thank you. 

Adria-iv/La, M. Growl, 

Se-rvi.-6e-P A Ptia-Cyy/- 

of f-Ccev of Co 
5/41,/e/ Waie-r Re-iorA-re-e-s, CatAliro-& 5ozvroG 

1001 / Street; 
Sa&ra-me-Pv/o- GA 95814 
PH: (916) 341 -5156 
E-Ala4:14. AoCrtama-La. Crowed 

Saire, 5.0-144-er wailer for our ata.dre444,.... 

From: Rebecca Andrews [mailto:Rebecca.Andrews@bbklaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2015 8:41 AM 
To: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Subject: Inquiry re Water Quality Petition A-2386 

Adrianna, 

I received a lyris notification on Nov. 4, that NRDC filed a petition related to Los Angeles Regional Board Order R4 -2012- 
0175 (Petition No. A-2386 ). When I checked the State Water Board's website listing the petitions, I only see the petition 
dated May 28, 2015. Can you provide me copies of any filings made in this matter since May 28, 2015? 

Thank you, 

Rebecca 

Rebecca Andrews 
Attorney 

1 



Best Best & Krieger LLP 
655 West Broadway, 15th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
0: (619) 525-1392 
F: (619) 233-6118 
C: (404) 273-3418 
www.bbklaw.com 
Biography 

This email and any files or attachments transmitted with it may contain privileged or otherwise confidential 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, or believe that you may have received this communication in 
error, please advise the sender via reply email and immediately delete the email you received. 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

November 10, 2015 

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayat@nrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com 

ED:LILAD G JP 
10%.,LICP 

,1111 ro E POORtUDEi 

A, an°, 

Arthur Pugsley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthurlawaterkeeper.orq 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Ungerwaterboards.ca.qoy 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugsley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The above-referenced petition is complete and the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) will begin its review. 

The Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board) and other interested 
persons may file a written response to the petition, filed May 28, 2015, and to the petition 
addendum, filed October 30, 2015. Responses are due within 30 days of the date of this letter, 
addressed to my attention. In addition, all responses must be sent to the Petitioners at the 
addresses listed above, to the Los Angeles Water Board, and to the Permittees listed in 
Attachment A.1 Please also copy all persons listed on the cc list below. Electronic submissions 
and copies are strongly encouraged. Copies of the petition are available at the State Water 
Board web site at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.qov/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losanqeles wmp.shtml. 
The Los Angeles Water Board is requested to file the administrative record (copied on both 
sides) within this 30-day period. The Los Angeles Water Board is encouraged to file the 
administrative record electronically (e.g., on compact disc or flash drive) if feasible. 

1 

Permittees listed on Attachment A are those permittees participating in the challenged watershed management 
programs. 

FELiCIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 I Mailing Address' P.O. Box 100, Sacramento. CA 95812-0100 www.waterboards.ca.gov 
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Ms. Hayat, et al. - 2 - November 10, 2015 

The administrative record to be filed by the Los Angeles Water Board constitutes the evidentiary 
record for the State Water Board's review of the petition. Any person requesting that the State 
Water Board consider evidence that was not part of the administrative record before the Los 
Angeles Water Board must do so in accordance with California Code of Regulations, title 23, 
section 2050.6. 

Prohibition on Ex Parte Communications 

The matters addressed by the petition are subject to the prohibition on ex parte 
communications.2 Interested persons, therefore, may not communicate with State Water Board 
members regarding the above questions except through submission of timely written comments 
and through oral comments at any future workshop and meetings. 

Future Correspondence 

IN ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE, PLEASE REFER To 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 
AND SUBMIT COPIES TO 

PETITIONERS, THE LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD, & PERMITTEES LISTED IN 

ATTACHMENT A 

Future correspondence regarding this matter will be sent in hard copy only to the 
addressees of this letter. Permittees and interested persons (including those who 
received this letter via e-mail) will not receive future correspondence unless they either 
(1) subscribe to the electronic mailing list named "A-2386 NRDC, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper and Heal the Bay [R4-2012-0175]" under "Legal Notices" on the internet at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/resources/email subscriptions/swrcb subscribe.shtml to 
receive future correspondence via e-mail or (2) request to receive future correspondence 
in hard copy by writing to Adrianna M. Crowl at the Office of Chief Counsel at the 
address in the letterhead above. You should act as soon as possible to ensure you 
receive all items of future correspondence. 

The Petitioners may not file a response to the petition. Additional submissions regarding this 
petition will only be allowed upon written request and approval of such requests is at the 
discretion of this Board. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or 
ryan.mallory-joneswaterboards.ca.qov. 

Sincerely, 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc Attachment A (Permittee List) 

2 Gov. Code, § 11430.10 et seq. 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 3 November 10, 2015 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.qov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridgewaywaterboards.ca.qoy 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdy(@materboards.ca.qoy 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lon.OkunRwaterboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyelswaterboards.ca.qov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qoy 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.qoy 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.gov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 4 - November 10, 2015 

cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.gov 



From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 11:21 AM 
To: a2386@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov 
Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 

Attachments: A-2386 Complete Petition 30-Day Response Letter [11- 10- 15].pdf 

Please see the attached Complete Petition 30-Day Response letter for A-2386. If you have any questions or cannot open 
the attached, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

Adrizut44-a- M. Growl, 

Staff Servi:c-e-p A kLial.gyi-- 

Ohei:e-& erie 0441e-I Covi-m-yet 

Stag lAhv/e4,- Re-5ev-r-c-ezi, Car-v/ro-t 8o-a-raG 

1001 / Sire-e4; 22mz6 Floor,- 

Sa-c-ra*new/o- CA 95814 
PH: (91 6) 341 -5156 
E -Ma4;1,: Adri,a-kut,aCrowe wzzlie-e-boa-rots4ca,go-v- 

5.v-pme, wailer for 0-744- ati-are4415, cit-adre,44.. 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

November 10, 2015 

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayatnrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthur@lawaterkeeper.org 

EDMUND G Js 
GOvERDOR 

MA.-LIEN ROORDlliEL 
\Li 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Ungerwaterboards.ca.00v 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugs ley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: COMPLETE PETITION (30-DAY RESPONSE) 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The above-referenced petition is complete and the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) will begin its review. 

The Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board) and other interested 
persons may file a written response to the petition, filed May 28, 2015, and to the petition 
addendum, filed October 30, 2015. Responses are due within 30 days of the date of this letter, 
addressed to my attention. In addition, all responses must be sent to the Petitioners at the 
addresses listed above, to the Los Angeles Water Board, and to the Permittees listed in 

Attachment A.' Please also copy all persons listed on the cc list below. Electronic submissions 
and copies are strongly encouraged. Copies of the petition are available at the State Water 
Board web site at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.qoy/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losanqeles wmp.shtml. 
The Los Angeles Water Board is requested to file the administrative record (copied on both 
sides) within this 30-day period. The Los Angeles Water Board is encouraged to file the 
administrative record electronically (e.g., on compact disc or flash drive) if feasible. 

1 Permittees listed on Attachment A are those permittees participating in the challenged watershed management 
programs. 

FEL:CIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street. Sacramento. CA 95814 I Mailing Address P.O. Box 100, Sacramento. CA 95812-0100 I www.waterboards.ca.gov 

CA RECYCLED PAPER 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 2 - November 10, 2015 

The administrative record to be filed by the Los Angeles Water Board constitutes the evidentiary 
record for the State Water Board's review of the petition. Any person requesting that the State 
Water Board consider evidence that was not part of the administrative record before the Los 
Angeles Water Board must do so in accordance with California Code of Regulations, title 23, 
section 2050.6. 

Prohibition on Ex Parte Communications 

The matters addressed by the petition are subject to the prohibition on ex parte 
communications.2 Interested persons, therefore, may not communicate with State Water Board 
members regarding the above questions except through submission of timely written comments 
and through oral comments at any future workshop and meetings. 

Future Correspondence 

IN ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE, PLEASE REFER To 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 
AND SUBMIT COPIES TO 

PETITIONERS, THE Los ANGELES WATER BOARD, & PERMITTEES LISTED IN 

ATTACHMENT A 

Future correspondence regarding this matter will be sent in hard copy only to the 
addressees of this letter. Permittees and interested persons (including those who 
received this letter via e-mail) will not receive future correspondence unless they either 
(1) subscribe to the electronic mailing list named "A-2386 NRDC, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper and Heal the Bay [R4-2012-0175]" under "Legal Notices" on the internet at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email subscriptions/swrcb subscribe.shtml to 
receive future correspondence via e-mail or (2) request to receive future correspondence 
in hard copy by writing to Adrianna M. Crowl at the Office of Chief Counsel at the 
address in the letterhead above. You should act as soon as possible to ensure you 
receive all items of future correspondence. 

The Petitioners may not file a response to the petition. Additional submissions regarding this 
petition will only be allowed upon written request and approval of such requests is at the 
discretion of this Board. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or 
ryan.mallory-joneswaterboards.ca.qov. 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc Attachment A (Permittee List) 

2 Gov. Code, § 11430.10 et seq. 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 3 November 10, 2015 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.gov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridgewayna 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.ca.gov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyelswaterboards.ca.qov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupe@waterboards.ca.gov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.gov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishop(&materboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 
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cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.qov 



From: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 2:16 PM 

To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards; Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, 
Paula@Waterboards; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, 
Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards; 
Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Coupe, David@Waterboards; Wadhwani, 
Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, Jonathan@Waterboards; 
Smith, Davidw@epamail.epa.gov; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; 
trodrigue@cityofbell.org; acablay@cityofbell.org; biniguez@bellflower.org; 
lgorecki@bellflower.org; cvll @bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; 
ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Innustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; ygarcia@downeyca.org; 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj@citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 
jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - Los Angeles Water Board Request for Extension of Time to 
File Response to Petition 

Attachments: LARWQCB Request for Extension (11-20-2015).pdf; Attachment A A-2386 Permittee 
list 11-10-15.pdf 

Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

1 



Please find attached the Los Angeles Water Board's Request for Extension of Time to File its Response to the above- 
referenced petition. If you cannot open the attachment or if you have questions, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Fordyce 

********************************************** 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Attorney III 

Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone - (916) 324-6682 
Fax - (916) 341-5199 
Email -Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.gov 

Save 
Our 

Water 
Visit for tips at: 

saveourwater.com 
www.waterboards.ca.gov 

2 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

November 20, 2015 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Rvan.Mallory-Jones@Waterboards.ca.qov 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD REQUEST FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE RESPONSE TO PETITION 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Los Angeles Water Board) has 
received your letter dated November 10, 2015, whereby the State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Water Board) requested that the Los Angeles Water Board submit the 
administrative record in this matter and provided an opportunity for the Los Angeles Water 
Board and other interested persons to submit responses to the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (collectively, Petitioners) petition, filed 
May 28, 2015, and to a petition addendum, filed October 30, 2015. For the following reasons, 
the Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests a 36-day extension of time, until January 15, 
2016, (i.e., 66 days total) to submit the Los Angeles Water Board's response to the petition: 

The administrative record for this matter is very large - consisting of several thousand pages 
- and includes numerous documents related to the submission of the watershed 
management programs (WMPs) and monitoring and reporting programs pertaining to nine 
WMPs (including documentation of Technical Advisory Committee meetings, notifications of 
intent, and draft, revised, and final WMPs), several workshops and meetings with permittees 
and stakeholders, and the Los Angeles Water Board's review of the petition. The Los 
Angeles Water Board is again preparing the entire record in electronic format to make 
review of the record more accessible. In so doing, significant staff time is required to assure 
the record is prepared in an organized way that will be helpful to the State Water Board in its 
review and to assure that it is complete, as well as time required to be spent on technical 
factors - such as converting documents to PDF format, the need to reduce the size of the 
PDF files to meet the processing capacity of the conversion software, the process of 
merging the individual PDF files into one file by record section and Bates numbering each 
section of the record sequentially, and the process of creating the corresponding index with 

STPIN6E;7, CHAIR SAMUEL UNGER. EACUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St. Suite 200. Los Angeles. CA 90013 ! www waterboards ca.govmosangeles 



Ryan Mallory-Jones - 2 - November 20, 2015 

the Bates numbering for each document to facilitate navigating the record. At this time, the 
Los Angeles Water Board is not requesting an extension of time to submit the administrative 
record and intends to submit the record by December 10, 2015. However, since 
considerable time will be required to prepare the record, several key Los Angeles Water 
Board staff will be unavailable to assist in drafting the Board's response to the petition, and 
neither these staff nor the attorney assigned to this matter will have access to the complete 
record in order to make references to documents in the record, as well as to include Bates 
numbering for ease of reference. Thus, the Los Angeles Water Board needs the first 30 
days to prepare the record, and additional time to prepare its response. 

The Los Angeles Water Board intends to respond to both the Petitioners' original petition 
filed on May 28, 2015 and petition addendum filed on October 30, 2015. While the Los 
Angeles Water Board reviewed and responded to the Petitioners' original petition as part of 
its own proceeding on the petition on September 10, 2015, we have not had adequate time 
to review and respond to the new petition addendum, or to determine whether the 
addendum contains new contentions that were not previously raised. It is necessary and 
appropriate for the Los Angeles Water Board to have additional to respond to each of the 
contentions raised. 

The Los Angeles Water Board staff and the attorney assigned to this matter have limited 
availability until December 10, 2015. The 30-day letter was received on November 10, 2015. 
Three state holidays (November 11 and November 26-27) fall within this timeframe and 
many staff have pre-planned vacations during Thanksgiving week. The Executive Officer 
and attorney assigned to this matter also have an enforcement hearing on December 2, 
2015, which requires preparation. In addition, the Los Angeles Water Board's next meeting 
is on December 10, 2015 and several staff and the attorney involved in this matter are 
involved in matters at that Board meeting and, therefore, cannot work on the petition 
response until after the Board meeting. The staff and attorney involved in this matter, as well 
as the other two attorneys for the Los Angeles Water Board, must also continue to handle all 
the other day-to-day matters before the Board. 

Lastly, an extension until January 15, 2016 is needed due to several Los Angeles Water 
Board staff and attorneys' pre-planned holiday vacations during the last two weeks of 
December. These staff members are instrumental in the Los Angeles Water Board's 
response to the petition, and their availability to work on the response is vital. Taking into 
account the availability of staff and the attorney assigned to work on this matter during 
December, granting an extension until January 15, 2016 will allow the Los Angeles Water 
Board adequate time to respond to the petition after the busy holiday season. 

Given these reasons, 30 days is not sufficient time for the Los Angeles Water Board to both 
prepare a proper response to the petition and to complete preparation of the administrative 
record. The Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests that the State Water Board grant 
the Los Angeles Water Board's request to submit its response to the petition and addendum by 
January 15, 2016. In the event the Los Angeles Water Board can prepare its response prior to 
that date, the Board will submit its response sooner. The Los Angeles Water Board does not 
oppose the granting of the same amount of additional time for others to respond to the petition 
as well. 



Ryan Mallory-Jones 3 November 20, 2015 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unge , PE 
Executive Officer 

cc: Attachment A (Permittee List) 



Ryan Mallory-Jones - 4 - November 20, 2015 

cc: Becky Hayat, Esq. [via email only] 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhavatnrdc.org 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. [via email only] 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. [via email only] 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthurlawaterkeeper.orq 

Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.gov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
IvarRidgeway@waterboards.ca.gov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.ca.qov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyels@waterboards.ca.gov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer. Fordyce (wate rboa rds.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.casiov 

(Continued) 



Ryan Mallory-Jones - 5 - November 20, 2015 

cc: Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Lauffer@waterboards.ca.dov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.qov 

David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.gov 



A-2386 
List of Permittees/Partners for Watershed Management Programs 

City of Artesia 
do Susie Gomes, Assistant to the City Manager 
sgomes@cityofartesia.us 
acecivil@aol.com 

City of Bell 
c/o Terry Rodrigue, City Engineer 
trodrigue@cityotbell.org 
acablay@cityofbell.org 

City of Bellflower 
do Bernardo Iniguez 
biniguez@bellflower.org 
lgorecki@bellflower.org 

City of Bell Gardens 
do John Oropeza, Assistant City Manager 
cv11@bellgardens.org 
pl,vagner@bellgardens.org 
ypark@infeng.co 
cvu@bellgardens.org 

City of Cerritos 
do Mike O'Grady, Environmental Services 
mogrady@cerri tos. us 

City of Claremont 
do Brian Desatnik, Director of Community Development 
Loretta Mustafa, City Engineer 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us 
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us 

City of Commerce 
do Gina Nila, Environmental Services 
gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us 
ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us 



City of Cudahy 
do Hector Rodriguez, City Manager 
Albert Santos, Acting City Manager, Assistant to the City Manager 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov 
jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov 

City of Diamond Bar 
do David Liu, Director of Public Works 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov 

City of Downey 
do Jason Wen, Utilities Superintendent 
Yvette M. Abich Garcia, City Attorney 
j wen@downeyca.org 
ygarcia@downeyca.org 

City of El Monte 
do Frank Senteno, Director of Public Works 
pwmaintenance taelmonte.ca.gov 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov 
ejeng@elmonteca.gov 

City of Hawaiian Gardens 
do Joseph Colombo, Director of Community Development 
jcolombo@ghcity.org 
inoorbaksh@hgcity.org 

City of Huntington Park 
do James Enriquez, Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org 
mackerman@hpca.gov 
cdixon@hpca.gov 

City of La Mirada 
do Mark Stowell, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
mstowell@cityoflamirada.org 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org 



City of La Verne 
do Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works 
dkeesey @ci.la- verne.ca.us 
lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us 
mooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us 

City of Lakewood 
do Konya Vivanti, Environmental Programs Manager 
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org 

City of Long Beach 
do Anthony Arevalo 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov 

City of Los Angeles 
do Shahram Kharaghani, Division Manager 
shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org 
hubertus.cox@lacity.org 
hamid.tadayon@lacity.org 

City of Lynwood 
do Josef Kekula, 
Public Works 
Association 
Elias Saikaly, Senior 
Public Works Manager 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us 
esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us 
abeltran glynwood.ca.us 

City of Maywood 
do Andre Dupret, Project Manager 
andre.dupret@cityofrnaywood.org 
mdanaj@citymb.info 
lmyers@cityofmar,vood.org 
ekiepke@willdan.com 

City of Norwalk 
do Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer 
William Zimmerman, Interim City Engineer 
dgarcia@norwalkca.gov 
administration@norwalkca.gov 
bzimmennanginorwalkca.gov 
afigueroa@nonvalkca.gov 
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City of Paramount 
do Christopher S. Cash, Director of Public Works 
ccash@paramountcity.com 
sho@paramountcity.com 

City of Pico Rivera 
do Rene Bobadilla, City Manager 
rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org 
gderas@pico-rivera.org 

City of Pomona 
do Julie Carver, Environmental Programs Coordinator 
Linda Lowry, City Manager 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us 
linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us 

City of San Dimas 
do Latoya Cyrus, 
Environmental Coordinator 
Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us 

City of Santa Fe Springs 
do Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer 
Assistant 
smorales-choate@santafesprings.org 
sarinamoraleschoate@santafesprings.org 

City of Signal Hill 
do John Hunter 
Ken Farfsing, City Manager 
jhunter @jlha.net 
kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org 
smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org 

City of South Gate 
do John Hunter 
jhunter@jlha.net 
acervantes@sogate.org 

City of Vernon 
do Claudia Arellano, Stormwater and Special Projects Analyst 
carellano@ci.vemon.ca.us 
kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us 



City of Walnut 
do Alicia Jensen, Community Services Superintendent 
ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us 
mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us 
MBarcelogici.walnut.ca.us 

City of Whittier 
do David A. Pelser, Director of Public Works 
dpelser@cityofwhittier.org 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org 

County of Los Angeles 
do Paul Alva 
palva @dpw.lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
do Terri Grant 
tgant@dpw.lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
do Gail Farber 
gfarber@dpi,v.lacounty.gov 
ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov 
j guerrero @dpw. lacounty.go v 

jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov 
gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov 
jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov 

California Department of Transportation 
do Keith Jones 
kjones@dot.ca.gov 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

401° 00°'%Nlitilioeo 

Water Boards 

lyris@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov 
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 1:10 PM 

Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
SWRCB/OCC File A-2386 Letter Requesting Extension of Time from Richards Watson 
Gershon [11-24-15] 
A-2386 Letter To SWRCB Regarding Extension [11- 24- 15].pdf 

This is a message from the State Water Resources Control Board, Office of 
Chief Counsel 

Please see this additional attachment for Petition A-2386. If you cannot open the attached, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

Adria.v pto., M. Growl, 

Staff 5 crirt:c-e-p A Ptezty9f- 

01/24:zer of ekt:e-f Co-uplyei, 

Re4o-'# e-e4, Cor,v/r-ol, 50-a-roG 

1001 / Strut; ,2,2A" Flo-or 

Sa-c-ra-mept,/o- CA 9 5-8 _z4 

PH: (916) 341 -5156 
E -Math A oCri,a4A44o4 Grow-1.&wal'e-rbo-a-rol&ca,go-v- 

.5"a-ve, 50-me/ water for our avadremly e./44:144-e44,.. . 

You are currently subscribed to a2386 as: philip.wyels @waterboards.ca.gov. 

To unsubscribe click here: leave-5667254- 
4901575.4d6alaff602bf9a4ab29d835b96c0546Aswrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov 



RICHARD RICHARDS 
(1916-1988) 

GLENN R. WATSON 
(1917-2010) 

HARRY L. GERSHON 
(1922-2007) 

STEVEN L. DORSEY 
WILLIAM L. STRAUSZ 
MITCHELL E. ABBOTT 

GREGORY W. STEPANICICH 
QUINN M. BARROW 

CAROL W. LYNCH 
GREGORY M. KUNERT 

THOMAS M. LIMBO 
ROBERT C. CECCON 

STEVEN H. KAUFMANN 
KEVIN G. ENNIS 

ROBIN D. HARRIS 
MICHAEL ESTRADA 

LAURENCE S. WIENER 
B. TILDEN KIM 

SASKIA T. ASAMURA 
KAYSER 0. SUME 

PETER M. THORSON 
JAMES L. MARKMAN 

CRAIG A. STEELE 
T. PETER PIERCE 

TERENCE R. BOGA 
LISA BOND 

ROXANNE M. DIAZ 
JIM G. GRAYSON 

ROY A. CLARKE 
MICHAEL F. TOSHIBA 

REGINA N. DANNER 
PAULA GUTIERREZ BAEZA 

BRUCE W. GALLOWAY 
DIANA K. CHUANG 

PATRICK K. BOBKO 
NORMAN A. DUPONT 

DAVID M. SNOW 
LOLLY A. ENRJQUEZ 

GINETTA L. GIOVINCO 
TRISHA ORTIZ 

CANDICE K. LEE 
JENNIFER PETRUSIS 

STEVEN L. FLOWER 
TOUSSAINT S. BAILEY 

AMY GREYSON 
DEBORAH R. HAKMAN 

D. CRAIG FOX 
MARICELA E. MARROQUIN 

SERITA R. YOUNG 
SEAN B. GIBBONS 
AARON C. O'DELL 

AMANDA L. CHARNE 
STEPHANIE CAO 

PATRICK D. SKAHAN 
STEPHEN D. LEE 

YOUSTINA N. AZIZ 
BRENDAN KEARNS 

KYLE H. BROCHARD 
NICHOLAS R. GHIRELLI 

ISRA SHAH 
CHRISTINA L. BROWNING 

ISAAC M. ROSEN 
ROMTIN PARVARESH 

OF COUNSEL 
ROCHELLE BROWNE 
TERESA HO-URANO 
GENA M. STINNETT 

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 415.421.8484 

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 714.990.0901 

TEMECULA OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 951.695.2373 

IRV RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 
FCC! ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

355 South Grand Avenue, 4oth Floor, Los Angeles, California 90071-3101 
Telephone 213.626.8484 Facsimile 213.626.0078 

November 24, 2015 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1101 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA. 95814 
ryan.mallory-jones@waterboards.ca.gov 

Re: Petition No. A-2386: Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., et. 
al. Petition to Review Approval of Watershed Management 
Plans--Municipal Permittee Request for Extension of Time to File 
Response 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

This firm represents the cities of Artesia, Norwalk, and La 
Mirada (Municipal Permittees), who are part of the Lower San Gabriel 
River Watershed Management Group. That group submitted and 
received approval for its Watershed Management Plan that is now part 
of the challenge raised in the Petition filed by the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Heal the Bay and Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
("Petitioners"). For the reasons set forth below, the Municipal 
Permittees request a 36-day extension to prepare their response to the 
Petition. 

Municipal Permittees understand that the administrative record 
will be completed by the Los Angeles Regional Water Board (LA 
Board) by December 10, 2015. Permittees need a significant 



RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
November 24, 2015 

Page 2 

amount of time to review the record and prepare appropriate 
page citations to portions of the record related to the WMP that 
they have participated in and currently implementing. Given the 
very large record on this matter (per the LA Board's November 
20, 2015 letter to you) and the intervening Christmas and New 
Year's holidays, it is necessary to have an extension in order to 
provide adequate documentation that will assist the State Board 
in its review of the Petition. 

Prior to receipt of the State Board's direction that responses be 
submitted by December 10, 2015, the Municipal Permittees' lead 
counsel in this matter had received an order from the Court of 
Appeals (Fourth District) requiring completion of a major 
appellate brief by December 14, 2015. Lead counsel, Mr. Dupont, 
appeared before the LA Board in its separate hearing on 
September 10, 2015, and is intimately familiar with the 
background of this matter from the Municipal Permittees 
perspective. But, because of the prior order from the Court of 
Appeal, lead counsel will be otherwise occupied before and for 
some time after December 10, 2015. 

Municipal Permittees need time to consider the potential effect of 
an "addendum" filed by the Petitioners on October 30, 2015. 
Permittees understand that this Board imposes a strict 30-day 
limit on any appeal from an adverse decision, which in this case 
was issued by the LA Board on September 10, 2015. This 
suggests that the addendum petition should have been filed no 
later than October 10, 2015, in order to be considered timely. The 
Municipal Permittees need additional time to consider this 
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procedural issue, which is apparently a novel issue in terms of 
the timing of its presentation to the State Board. 

The LA Board has stated that it does not oppose "the granting of the 
same amount of time" that it has requested (i.e., to January 15, 2016) to 
other respondents, which would include the Municipal Permittees. For 
these reasons, the Municipal Permittees respectfully request that the 
State Board grant them to and including January 15, 2016 to file their 
response to the Petition. 

Very truly yours, 

Norman A. Dupont 

cc: All Interested Parties (list attached) 

82001-0012 \ 1903756vtdoc 



LIST OF PETITIONERS SERVED VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

NRDC/Heal the Bay Representatives: 

Steve Fleischli 
SFleischli@nrdc.org 

Becky Hayat 
BHayat@nrdc.org 

Rita Kampalath 
RKampalath@healthebay.org 

Los Angeles Waterkeeper Representatives: 

ArthurPugsley 
arthur@lawaterkeeper.org 
bruce@lawaterkeeper.org 

Daniel Cooper 
Daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com 

N6222- 1031\ 1904289v1.doc 



LIST OF LA REGIONAL WATER BOARD REPRESENTATIVES SERVED BY EMAIL 
ONLY 

Samuel Unger 
Samuel.Unger@waterboards.ca.gov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce 
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.gov 

Deborah Smith 
Deborah.Smith@waterboards.ca.gov 

Paul Rasmussen 
Paula.Rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov 

Renee Purdy 
Renee.Purcy@waterboards.ca.gov 

Ivar Ridgeway 
Iv ar.Ridgeway waterboards.c a. gov 

Frances L. McChesney 
Frances.McChesney@waterboards.ca.gov 

N6222-1031 \ 1904293v1.doc 



A-2386 
List of Permittees/Partners for Watershed Management Programs 

City of Artesia 
do Susie .Gomes, Assistant to the City Manager 
saomes@cityo.fartesia.us 
acecivil@aol.com 

City of Bell 
do Terry Rodrigue, City Engineer 
trodrigue@cityofbell.org 
.acablay@cityotbell.org 

City of Bellflower 
do Bernardo Iniguez 
biniguez@bellflower.org 
lgorecki@bellflower.org 

City of Bell Gardens 
do John Oropeza, Assistant City Manager 
evil@bellgardens.org 
pwagner@bellgardens.org 
ypark@infeng.co 
cvu@bellgardens.org 

City of Cerritos 
do Mike O'Grady, Environmental Services 
mogradygicerritos.us 

City of Claremont 
. do Brian Desatnik, Director of Community Development 

Loretta Mustafa, City Engineer 
bdosatnik®ci.claremont.caus 
lmustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us 

City of Commerce 
do Gina Nila, Environmental Services 
gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us 
ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us 



City of Cudahy 
do Hector Rodriguez, City Manager 
Albert Santos, Acting City Manager, Assistant to the City Manager 
hrodriguez®cityofcudahy.ca.us 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov 
ahernandez@cityofeudahyea.gov 
j pu 1 ido@cityofcud ahyca.gov 

City of Diamond Bar 
do David Liu, Director of Public Works 
dl i u @d i am ondbarca. go v 

City of Downey 
do Jason Wen, Utilities Superintendent 
Yvette M. Abich Garcia, City Attorney 
jwen@downeyca.org 
ygarcia@downeyea.org 

City of El Monte 
do Frank Senteno, Director of Public Works 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov 
ejeng@elmonteca.gov 

City of Hawaiian Gardens 
do Joseph Colombo, Director of Community Development 
jcolombo®ghcity.org 
inoorbaksh@hgcity.org 

City of Huntington Park 
do James Enriquez, Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
jenriquez(iphuntingtonpark.m 
mackerman@hpca.gov 
cdixon&pca.gov 

City of La Mirada 
do Mark Stowell, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
mstowell@cityotlamirada.org 
mmu.noz@ci tyoflamirad a.org 



City of La Verne 
do Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works 
dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us 
lobrien@ci.la-vcrne.ca, us 
rwooldridge®ci.la-verne.ca.us 

City of Lakewood 
do Konya Vivanti, Environmental Programs Manager 
kvi van ti ®Iakewoodcity.org 

City of Long Beach 
do Anthony Arevalo 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeachgov 

City of Los Angeles 
do Shahram Kharaghani, Division Manager 
shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org 
hubertus.coxWacity.org 
hamid.tadayon@lacity.org 

City of Lynwood 
do Josef Kekula, 
Public Works 
Association 
Elias Saikaly, Senior 
Public Works Manager 
jkekula@lynWood.ca.us 
esaikaly®lynwood.ca.us 
abeltran@lynwood.ca.us 

City of Maywood 
do Andre Dupret, Project Manager 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org 
mdanaj @citymb.info 
Imyers@cityofmaywood.org 
ekiepke@willdan.com 

City of Norwalk 
do Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer 
William Zimmerman, Interim City Engineer 
dgarcia@norwalkca.gov 
administration®norwalkca.gov 
hzimmerman@norwalkca.gov 
afigueroa@norwalkca.gov 
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City of Paramount 
do Christopher S. Cash, Director of Public Works 
ccash@paramountcity.corn 
sho®paramountcity.corn 

City of Pico Rivera 
do Rene Bobadilla, City Manager 
rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org 
gcleras@pico-rivera.org 

City of Pomona 
do Julie Carver, Environmental Programs Coordinator 
Linda Lowry, City Manager 
julie_carver@ei.pomona..ca.us 
linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us 

City of San Dimas 
do Latoya Cyrus, 
Envirorunental Coordinator 
lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us 

City of Santa Fe Springs 
do Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer 
Assistant 
S1710 rales-choate®santafesprings.org 
sarinamoraleschoate@santafesprings.org 

City of Signal Hill 
do John Hunter 
Ken Farfsing, City Manager 
jh-unter@jlha.net 
kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org 
smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org 

City of South Gate 
do John Hunter 
jhunterglha.net 
acervantes@sogate.org 

City of Vernon 
do Claudia Arellano, Stormwater and Special Projects Analyst 
carellano@ci.vemon.ea.us 
kwilson @)ci.vernon.ca.us 



City of Walnut 
do Alicia Jensen, Community Services Superintendent 
ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us 
mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us 
rwishner®ci.walnut.ca.us 
MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us 

City of Whittier 
do David A. Pelser, Director of Public Works 
dpelser@eityofwhittier.org 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org 

County of Los Angeles 
do Paul Alva 
pal va@d pw .1 acounty.go v 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
do Terri Grant 
tgrant@dp w.1 a.county.gov 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
do Gail Farber 
gfarb er@dpw .1 a county. go v 

ageorge(vdpw.lacounty. gov 
j gu errero@dpw. taco un ty . go v 
j es usgo m ez cgelmonteca. go v 

gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov 
j guerrer@dpw.lacounty. gov 

California Department of Transportation 
do Keith Jones 
kjones®dot.ca.gov 
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From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 1:10 PM 
To: a2386@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov 
Subject: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386 Letter Requesting Extension of Time from Richards Watson 

Gershon [11-24-15] 
Attachments: A-2386 Letter To SWRCB Regarding Extension [11-24-15].pdf 

Please see this additional attachment for Petition A-2386. If you cannot open the attached, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

Adrizuwz, M. Crawl, 
Staff Servx-e-p 
Offices of GIA4.;e1 Co et 
.5772,1-er Wai-er CaPviireri, 8orzed. 

/ Stre,&13- Rovr 
Sa-e-ra-pmewio- GA 95814 
PH: (916) 341 -5156 
E-Ma-iL Adriai-t-kt,a,GrowLdwalerboniid&ca,go-v- 

Sewe,,urvpve- wait,- for our atilotremip atildreku,.. 
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RICHARD RICHARDS 
(1916-1988) 

GLENN R. WATSON 
(1917-2010) 

HARRY L. GERSHON 
(1922-2007) 

STEVEN L. DORSEY 
WILLIAM L. STRAUSZ 
MITCHELL E. ABBOTT 

GREGORY W. STEPANICICH 
QUINN M. BARROW 

CAROL W. LYNCH 
GREGORY M. KUNERT 

THOMAS M. LIMBO 
ROBERT C. CECCON 

STEVEN H. KAUFMANN 
KEVIN G. ENNIS 

ROBIN D. HARRIS 
MICHAEL ESTRADA 

LAURENCE S. WIENER 
O. TILDEN KIM 

SASKIA T. ASAMURA 
KAYSER 0. SUME 

PETER M. THORSON 
TAMES L. MARKMAN 

CRAIG A. STEELE 
T. PETER PIERCE 

TERENCE R. 80GA 
LISA BOND 

ROXANNE M. DIAZ 
JIM G. GRAYSON 

ROY A. CLARKE 
MICHAEL F. TOSHIBA 

REGINA N. DANNER 
PAULA GUTIERREZ BAEZA 

BRUCE W. GALLOWAY 
DIANA K. CHUANG 

PATRICK K. BOBKO 
NORMAN A. DUPONT 

DAVID M. SNOW 
LOLLY A. EN RIQUEZ 

GINETTA L. GIOVINCO 
TRISHA ORTIZ 

CANDICE K. LEE 
JENNIFER PETRUSIS 

STEVEN L. FLOWER 
TOUSSAINT S. BAILEY 

AMY GREYSON 
DEBORAH R. HAKMAN 

D. CRAIG FOX 
MARICELA E. MARROQUIN 

SERITA R. YOUNG 
SEAN B. GIBBONS 

AARON C. O'DELL 
AMANDA L. CHARNE 

STEPHANIE CAO 
PATRICK D. SKAHAN 

STEPHEN D. LEE 
YOUSTINA N. AZIZ 
BRENDAN KEARNS 

KYLE H. BROCHARD 
NICHOLAS R. GHIRELLI 

ISRA SHAH 
CHRISTINA L. BROWNING 

ISAAC M. ROSEN 
ROMTIN PARVARESH 

OF COUNSEL 
ROCHELLE BROWNE 
TERESA HO-URANO 
GENA M. STINNETT 

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 415.4218484 

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 714.990.0901 

TEMECULA OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 951.695.2373 

IRV RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 
!Zr! ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90071.3101 
Telephone 213.626.8484 Facsimile 213.626.0078 

November 24, 2015 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1101 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA. 95814 
ryan.mallory-jones@waterboards.ca.gov 

Re: Petition No. A-2386: Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., et. 
al. Petition to Review Approval of Watershed Management 
Plans--Municipal Permittee Request for Extension of Time to File 
Response 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

This firm represents the cities of Artesia, Norwalk, and La 
Mirada (Municipal Permittees), who are part of the Lower San Gabriel 
River Watershed Management Group. That group submitted and 
received approval for its Watershed Management Plan that is now part 
of the challenge raised in the Petition filed by the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Heal the Bay and Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
("Petitioners"). For the reasons set forth below, the Municipal 
Permittees request a 36-day extension to prepare their response to the 
Petition. 

Municipal Permittees understand that the administrative record 
will be completed by the Los Angeles Regional Water Board (LA 
Board) by December 10, 2015. Permittees need a significant 



RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
November 24, 2015 
Page 2 

amount of time to review the record and prepare appropriate 
page citations to portions of the record related to the WMP that 
they have participated in and currently implementing. Given the 
very large record on this matter (per the LA Board's November 
20, 2015 letter to you) and the intervening Christmas and New 
Year's holidays, it is necessary to have an extension in order to 
provide adequate documentation that will assist the State Board 
in its review of the Petition. 

Prior to receipt of the State Board's direction that responses be 
submitted by December 10, 2015, the Municipal Permittees' lead 
counsel in this matter had received an order from the Court of 
Appeals (Fourth District) requiring completion of a major 
appellate brief by December 14, 2015. Lead counsel, Mr. Dupont, 
appeared before the LA Board in its separate hearing on 
September 10, 2015, and is intimately familiar with the 
background of this matter from the Municipal Permittees 
perspective. But, because of the prior order from the Court of 
Appeal, lead counsel will be otherwise occupied before and for 
some time after December 10, 2015. 

Municipal Permittees need time to consider the potential effect of 
an "addendum" filed by the Petitioners on October 30, 2015. 

Permittees understand that this Board imposes a strict 30-day 
limit on any appeal from an adverse decision, which in this case 
was issued by the LA Board on September 10, 2015. This 
suggests that the addendum petition should have been filed no 
later than October 10, 2015, in order to be considered timely. The 
Municipal Permittees need additional time to consider this 
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Page 3 

procedural issue, which is apparently a novel issue in terms of 

the timing of its presentation to the State Board. 

The LA Board has stated that it does not oppose "the granting of the 
same amount of time" that it has requested (i.e., to January 15, 2016) to 
other respondents, which would include the Municipal Permittees. For 
these reasons, the Municipal Permittees respectfully request that the 
State Board grant them to and including January 15, 2016 to file their 
response to the Petition. 

Very truly yours, 

Norman A. Dupont 

cc: All Interested Parties (list attached) 

82001-0012 \ 1903756v1.doc 



LIST OF PETITIONERS SERVED VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

NRDC/Heal the Bay Representatives: 

Steve Fleischli 
SFleischli@nrdc.org 

Becky Hayat 
BHayat@nrdc.org 

Rita Kampalath 
RKampalath@healthebay.org 

Los Angeles Waterkeeper Representatives: 

ArthurPugsley 
arthur@lawaterkeeper.org 
bruce @ lawaterkeeper. org 

Daniel Cooper 
Daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com 

N6222-1031 \ 1904289 vl.doc 



LIST OF LA REGIONAL WATER BOARD REPRESENTATIVES SERVED BY EMAIL 
ONLY 

Samuel Unger 
Samuel.Unger@waterboards.ca.gov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce 
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.gov 

Deborah Smith 
Deborah.Smith@waterboards.ca.gov 

Paul Rasmussen 
Paula.Rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov 

Renee Purdy 
Renee.Purcy@waterboards.ca.,gov 

Ivar Ridgeway 
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov 

Frances L. McChesney 
Frances.McChesney@waterboards.ca.gov 

N6222-1031 \ 1904293v1.doc 



A-2386 
List of Permittees/Partners for Watershed Management Programs 

City of Artesia 
do Susie .Goines, Assistant to the City Manager 
sgomes@cityofartesia.us 
acecivil@aol.com 

City of Bell 
do Terry Rodrigue, City Engineer 
trodrigue@cityofbell.org 
acablay@cityufbell.org 

City of Bellflower 
do Bernardo Iniguez 
biniguez@bellflowbr.org 
lgorecki@bellflower.org 

City of Bell Gardens 
do John Oropeza, Assistant City Manager 
cvll@bellgardens.org 
pwagner@bellgardens.org 
ypark@infeng.co 
cvu@bellgardcns.org 

City of Cerritos 
do Mike O'Grady, Environmental Services 
mograd y@cerri tos us 

City of Claremont 
. do Brian Desatnik, Director of Community Development 

Loretta MUstafa, City Engineer 
bd6satnik®ci.claremont.ca.us 
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us 

City of Commerce 
do Gina Nila, Environmental Services 
gni I a@ci commerce. ca.0 s 
ginan@ei.commerce.ca.us 



City of Cudahy 
do Hector Rodriguez, City Manager 
Albert Santos, Acting City Manager, Assistant to the City Manager 
hrodriguez@cityokudahy.ca.us 
asa ntos@ci tyo feud ahyca gov - 

ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov 
j p ul do@cityofcud ah yca. go v 

City of Diamond 13 ar 
do David Liu, Director of Public Works 
dl i u@d i amondbarca. go v 

City of Downey 
do Jason Wen, Utilities Superintendent 
Yvette M. Abich Garcia, City Attorney 
jwen@downeyca.org 
ygarcia@downeyca.org 

City of El Monte 
do Frank Senteno, Director of Public Works 
pwmaintenancetGelmonte.ca.gov 
jesusgomez®elmonteca.gov 
ejeng@elmonteca.gov 

City of Hawaiian Gardens 
do Joseph Colombo, Director of Community Development 
jcolombo®ghcity.org 
inoorbaksh@hgcity.org 

City of Huntington Park 
do James Enriquez, Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org 
ma ckerm an @hpca.gov 
cdi xon@hpca. go v 

City of La Mirada 
do Mark Stowell, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
mstowell@cityoflamirada.org 
mmunoz@cityoflamiradaorg 



City of La Verne 
do Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works 
dkeesey@ci.la-vemc.ca.us 
lobrien@ci.la-vcme.ca.us 
rwooldridge@ci.la.-veme.ca.us 

City of Lakewood 
do Konya Vivanti, Environmental Programs Manager 
kvi van ti ®Iakewo odeity. org 

City of Long Beach 
do Anthony Arevalo 
Anthony.Arevalo®Iongbeachgov 

City of Los Angeles 
c/o Shahram Kharaghani, Division Manager 
shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org 
vivian.marquez®lacity.org 
h.ubertus.cox@lacity.org 
hamid.tadayon@lacity.org 

City of Lynwood 
do Josef Kekula, 
Public Works 
Association 
Elias Saikaly, Senior 
Public Works Manager 
jkaulagynwood.ca.us 
esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us 
abeltran@lynwood.ca.us 

City of Maywood 
do Andre Dupret, Project Manager 
andre.dupret@cityofinaywood.org 
mdanaj ®citymb.info 
Imyers@cityamaywood.org 
ekiepke@willdan.com 

City of Norwalk 
do Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer 
William Zimmerman, Interim City Engineer 
dgarcia@norwalkca.gov 
administration @norwalkca.gov 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov 
afigueroa@norwalkca.gov 
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City of Paramount 
do Christopher S. Cash, Director of Public Works 
ccash@paramounteity.com 
sho@paramountei ty.com 

City of Pico Rivera 
do Rene Bobadilla, City Manager 
rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org 
gderas@pico-rivera.org 

City of Pomona 
do Julie Carver, Environmental Programs Coordinator 
Linda Lowry, City Manager 
julic_carver©ci.pomona..ca.us 
lindajowry@ci.pomona.ca.us 
Meg_McWade®ci.pomona.ca.us 

City of San Dimas 
do Latoya Cyrus, 
Environmental Coordinator 
lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us 

City of Santa Fe Springs 
do Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer 
Assistant 
sm oral es-choate@santafesprings.org 
sarinamoralesehoate cusantafesprings.org 

City of Signal Hill 
do John Hunter 
Ken Farfsing, City Manager 
jhunter@jlha.net 
kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org 
smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org 

City of South Gate 
do John Hunter 
jhunterglha.net 
acervantes@sogate.org 

City of Vernon 
do Claudia Arellano, Stormwater and Special Projects Analyst 
wrel lano@ci.vemon.ea. us 
kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us 



City of Walnut 
do Alicia Jensen, Community Services Superintendent 
ajensen®ei.wainut.ca.us 
mrooney(a)ci.walnut.ca.us 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us 
MBareelo®ei.walnut.ea.us 

City of Whittier 
do David A. Pelser, Director of Public Works 
cipelser@eityofwhittier.org 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org 

County of Los Angeles 
do Paul Alva 
pal vagjd pw .lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
do Terri Grant 
tgrant@dpw.la.county.gov 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
do Gail Farber 
gfarber@dpw . I a county. go v 

ageorge@dpw.lacounty. go v 
j gu errero@dpw. acounty . go v 
j es usgom ez@elmonteca.gov 
gosmena @dpw.lacounty.gov 
j guerrer@dp,v.lacounty.gov 

California Department of Transportation 
do Keith Jones 
kjones@dot.ca.gov 
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From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 1:01 PM 
To: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards 
Cc: Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; McChesney, 

Frances@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Coupe, David@Waterboards; 
Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw@epamail.epa.gov; Ridgeway, 
Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, 
Philip@Waterboards 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386 LARWQCB Request for Extension to File Response; A-2386 
SWRCB Letter Granting Extension 

Attachments: A-2386 LARWQCB Request for Extension (11-20-2015).pdf; A-2386 Letter Granting 
Extension A-2386 [11-24-15].pdf 

Please see the attached letters regarding Petition A-2386. If you cannot open the attachments, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

Aotriam-414- Al. Growl. 

Sto-ff 5 arvc A Pi-a-Gyp/4 

Offt:e.e, of C14.4:e.1 Gotwel. 
Std l/a,/e-e- Cow/rot 8o-a-p-oG 

100.1 / Street; .27`°' Floor 
Sar.-ram44444o- CA 95814 

(9.16) 341 -5156 
E -Ala-a,. A otrc:eutii.a, Grow-1.6 walice-boardi,ca,80-v- 

j.e-144-e, weer for our- .., 
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0400 
Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

November 20, 2015 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Ryan.Mallory-Jones@Waterboards.ca.gov 

EDMUND G BROWN JR. 
:nvvcoinct 

MATTHEW RODRIOUEZ 
SECRETAR r FOR 
EtaVRONNENTAt OROfFCitpnJ 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD REQUEST FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE RESPONSE TO PETITION 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Los Angeles Water Board) has 
received your letter dated November 10, 2015, whereby the State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Water Board) requested that the Los Angeles Water Board submit the 
administrative record in this matter and provided an opportunity for the Los Angeles Water 
Board and other interested persons to submit responses to the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (collectively, Petitioners) petition, filed 
May 28, 2015, and to a petition addendum, filed October 30, 2015. For the following reasons, 
the Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests a 36-day extension of time, until January 15, 
2016, (i.e., 66 days total) to submit the Los Angeles Water Board's response to the petition: 

The administrative record for this matter is very large - consisting of several thousand pages 
- and includes numerous documents related to the submission of the watershed 
management programs (WMPs) and monitoring and reporting programs pertaining to nine 
WMPs (including documentation of Technical Advisory Committee meetings, notifications of 
intent, and draft, revised, and final WMPs), several workshops and meetings with permittees 
and stakeholders, and the Los Angeles Water Board's review of the petition. The Los 
Angeles Water Board is again preparing the entire record in electronic format to make 
review of the record more accessible. In so doing, significant staff time is required to assure 
the record is prepared in an organized way that will be helpful to the State Water Board in its 
review and to assure that it is complete, as well as time required to be spent on technical 
factors - such as converting documents to PDF format, the need to reduce the size of the 
PDF files to meet the processing capacity of the conversion software, the process of 
merging the individual PDF files into one file by record section and Bates numbering each 
section of the record sequentially, and the process of creating the corresponding index with 

CHARLES STRINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER. EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St.. Suite 200. Los Angeles. CA 90013 I www.waterboards.ca.govnosangeles 

0 RECYCLED PARER 



Ryan Mallory-Jones - 2 - November 20, 2015 

the Bates numbering for each document to facilitate navigating the record. At this time, the 
Los Angeles Water Board is not requesting an extension of time to submit the administrative 
record and intends to submit the record by December 10, 2015. However, since 
considerable time will be required to prepare the record, several key Los Angeles Water 
Board staff will be unavailable to assist in drafting the Board's response to the petition, and 
neither these staff nor the attorney assigned to this matter will have access to the complete 
record in order to make references to documents in the record, as well as to include Bates 
numbering for ease of reference. Thus, the Los Angeles Water Board needs the first 30 
days to prepare the record, and additional time to prepare its response. 

The Los Angeles Water Board intends to respond to both the Petitioners' original petition 
filed on May 28, 2015 and petition addendum filed on October 30, 2015. While the Los 
Angeles Water Board reviewed and responded to the Petitioners' original petition as part of 
its own proceeding on the petition on September 10, 2015, we have not had adequate time 
to review and respond to the new petition addendum, or to determine whether the 
addendum contains new contentions that were not previously raised. It is necessary and 
appropriate for the Los Angeles Water Board to have additional to respond to each of the 
contentions raised. 

The Los Angeles Water Board staff and the attorney assigned to this matter have limited 
availability until December 10, 2015. The 30-day letter was received on November 10, 2015. 
Three state holidays (November 11 and November 26-27) fall within this timeframe and 
many staff have pre-planned vacations during Thanksgiving week. The Executive Officer 
and attorney assigned to this matter also have an enforcement hearing on December 2, 
2015, which requires preparation. In addition, the Los Angeles Water Board's next meeting 
is on December 10, 2015 and several staff and the attorney involved in this matter are 
involved in matters at that Board meeting and, therefore, cannot work on the petition 
response until after the Board meeting. The staff and attorney involved in this matter, as well 
as the other two attorneys for the Los Angeles Water Board, must also continue to handle all 
the other day-to-day matters before the Board. 

Lastly, an extension until January 15, 2016 is needed due to several Los Angeles Water 
Board staff and attorneys' pre-planned holiday vacations during the last two weeks of 
December. These staff members are instrumental in the Los Angeles Water Board's 
response to the petition, and their availability to work on the response is vital. Taking into 
account the availability of staff and the attorney assigned to work on this matter during 
December, granting an extension until January 15, 2016 will allow the Los Angeles Water 
Board adequate time to respond to the petition after the busy holiday season. 

Given these reasons, 30 days is not sufficient time for the Los Angeles Water Board to both 
prepare a proper response to the petition and to complete preparation of the administrative 
record. The Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests that the State Water Board grant 
the Los Angeles Water Board's request to submit its response to the petition and addendum by 
January 15, 2016. In the event the Los Angeles Water Board can prepare its response prior to 
that date, the Board will submit its response sooner. The Los Angeles Water Board does not 
oppose the granting of the same amount of additional time for others to respond to the petition 
as well. 
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Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

rL Samuel Unge , PE 7 
Executive Officer 

cc: Attachment A (Permittee List) 
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cc: Becky Hayat, Esq. [via email only] 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayatnrdc.org 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. [via email only] 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. [via email only] 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthur(@lawaterkeeper.orq 

Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smith@waterboards.ca.gov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.gov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridqewaywaterboards.ca.qov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.casiov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.gov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wvelswaterboards.ca.gov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.gov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordvcewaterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupe(&,waterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 
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cc: Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.qov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishop@waterboards.ca.dov 

David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidweba.qov 



Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

November 24, 2015 

VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhavatnrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugsley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthurlawaterkeeper.orq 

EDMUND G BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

M ATTHE'N RODRIQUEZ 
S ECRET ARV POP 
E NVIRONMENT A PROTECTION 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Ungerwaterboards.ca.gov 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugsley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE RESPONSES 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) has received a letter dated 
November 20, 2015, from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles 
Water Board) and a letter dated November 24, 2015 from Richards, Watson, & Gershon, 
counsel for the cities of Artesia, Norwalk, and La Mirada, both requesting an extension to 
January 15, 2016, of the deadline to file responses to the petition in the above matter. The Los 
Angeles Water Board indicated that it will file the administrative record by the original deadline 
of December 10, 2015 at 5:00 pm. 

The State Water Board informed interested persons by letter dated November 10, 2015, that the 
petition in the above matter was complete and that the administrative record and responses to 
the petition were due within thirty days. The letter and notice are available at: 
http://www.waterboards.oa.qoy/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losancieles wmp.s 
html. 

For the reasons stated in the Los Angeles Water Board's request and Richards, Watson, & 
Gershon's request, the State Water Board will now grant an extension to all parties and 
interested persons to file responses to the petition. 

FELICIA MARCUS, CHAIR THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento. CA 95814 1 Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 1 www.waterboards.ca.gov 
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Ms. Hayat, et al. 2 - November 24, 2015 

The new deadline is set as follows: 

Submission of the responses to the petition (for all parties and interested persons, including the 
Los Angeles Water Board): Friday, January 15, 2016, at 5:00 pm. 

The State Water Board notes that the new deadline does not extend the 270-day time period in 
which the State Water Board must review and act on the petition under California Code of 
Regulations, title 23, section 2050.5, subdivision (b). 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or at 
ryan.mallory-jones(@,waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely Ar 
4M11111.° 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc: See next page 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.qov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
IvarRidqewayamaterboards.ca.qov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdywaterboards.ca.gov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.gov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyels@waterboards.ca.qov 

3 - November 24, 2015 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneyamaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordyceamaterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.gov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniamaterboards.ca.qov 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Lauffer@waterboards.ca.qov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishop(@materboards.ca.gov 

(Continued) 



Ms. Hayat, et al. 4 - November 24, 2015 

cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.gov 



From: Fordyce, Jennifer®Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 5:06 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards; Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, 
Paula@Waterboards; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, 
Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip®Waterboards; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards; 
Coupe, David@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, 
Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, Jonathan®Waterboards; Smith, 
Davidw @epamail.epa.gov; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; 
trodrigue @cityofbell.org; acablay @cityofbell.org; biniguez@bellflower.org; 
Igorecki @bellflower.org; cyll@bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; 
ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen @downeyca.org; ygarcia@downeyca.org; 
pwmaintenance @elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey @ ci.Ia -verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj@citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration®norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 
jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter @cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo®ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - Los Angeles Water Board Request for One Week Extension 
of Time to Submit Administrative Record 

Attachments: Request for Extension to Submit Admin Record (12-7-2015).pdf 

Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

1 



Please find attached the Los Angeles Water Board's Request for a One Week Extension of Time to Submit the 
Administrative Record to the above-referenced petition. If you cannot open the attachment or if you have questions, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Fordyce 

********************************************** 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Attorney III 

Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone - (916) 324-6682 
Fax - (916) 341-5199 
Email -Jennifer.FordycePwaterboards.ca.gov 

Save 
Our 

Water 
Vis4t for Ups at: 

saveounvater.com 
www.waterboards.ca.gov 

.., 
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0r00 
Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

December 7, 2015 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Rvan.Mallory-Jones Waterboards.ca.qov 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
00vERNOR 

MATTHEW RODRIGUEZ 
SECRETARY FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD REQUEST FOR ONE 
WEEK EXTENSION OF TIME TO SUBMIT ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Los Angeles Water Board) 
received your letter dated November 10, 2015, whereby the State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Water Board) requested that the Los Angeles Water Board submit the 
administrative record in this matter and provided an opportunity for the Los Angeles Water 
Board and other interested persons to submit responses to the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (collectively, Petitioners) petition, filed 
May 28, 2015, and to a petition addendum, filed October 30, 2015. On November 20, 2015, the 
Los Angeles Water Board requested and was granted an extension of time, until 5:00 pm on 
January 15, 2016, to submit the Los Angeles Water Board's response to the petition. At that 
time, the Los Angeles Water Board did not request an extension of time to submit the 
administrative record and intended to submit the record by December 10, 2015. For the reasons 
stated in that letter and for these additional reasons, the Los Angeles Water Board requests a 
one-week extension of time, until 5:00 pm on December 17, 2015, to submit the administrative 
record: 

As noted in the Los Angeles Water Board's November 20, 2015 request, the administrative 
record for this matter is large. In developing the administrative record index for this matter, 
however, we have realized that the record contains more documents than we first 
contemplated. As previously noted, the Los Angeles Water Board is again preparing the 
entire record in electronic format, which requires significant staff time to assure the record is 
prepared in an organized way that will be helpful to the State Water Board in its review and 
to assure that it is complete, as well as time required to be spent on technical factors - such 
as converting documents to PDF format, the need to reduce the size of the PDF files to 
meet the processing capacity of the conversion software, the process of merging the 

CHAHLES S I RINGER, CHAIR j SAMUEL U NGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St., Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 I www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles 

C., RECYCLED PAPER 



Ryan Mallory-Jones 2 December 7, 2015 

individual PDF files into one file by record section, and Bates numbering each section of the 
record sequentially, and the process of creating the corresponding administrative record 
index with the Bates numbering for each document to facilitate navigating the record. 

The Los Angeles Water Board staff and attorney working on this matter have had limited 
availability to work on preparing the administrative record since receiving the State Water 
Board's letter on November 10, 2015. Three state holidays (November 11 and November 
26-27) fall on business days within this timeframe and many staff had pre-planned vacations 
during Thanksgiving week. The Los Angeles Water Board has been diligently working on 
preparing the administrative record since receiving the State Water Board's letter on 
November 10, 2015. However, despite best efforts, it has become apparent that the time 
lost due to the three state holidays and Thanksgiving week vacations is necessary to 
complete preparation of the record. 

Given these additional reasons, the Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests that the 
State Water Board grant the Los Angeles Water Board's request for a one-week extension of 
time, until 5:00 pm on December 17, 2015, to submit the administrative record for this matter. In 
the event the Los Angeles Water Board can submit the administrative record prior to that date, 
the Board will submit it sooner. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel Unger, PE 
Executive Officer 

41- 

cc: Attachment A (Permittee List) 



Ryan Mallory-Jones 3 December 7, 2015 

cc: Becky Hayat, Esq. [via email only] 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhavatnrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. [via email only] 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. [via email only] 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthur@lawaterkeeper.org 

Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.qov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Riddeway@waterboards.ca.gov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdy@waterboards.ca.qov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okun@waterboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wvelswaterboards.ca.qov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordvcewaterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.VVadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 



Ryan Mallory-Jones - 4 - December 7, 2015 

cc: Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.00v 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.dov 

David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.dov 



From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2015 1:19 PM 
To: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards 
Cc: Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards; Rasmussen, 

Paula@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Ridgeway, Ivar @Waterboards; 
Coupe, David @Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Wadhwani, 
Emel@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Wyels, 
Philip@Waterboards; Bishop, Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw @epamail.epa.gov 

Subject: A-2386 Letter Granting Admin Record Extension [12-08-15 - A-2386 Letter Requesting 
the Extension [12-07-15] 

Attachments: A-2386 Letter Granting Admin Record Extension A-2386 12-8-15.pdf; A-2386 Request 
for Extension to Submit Admin Record (12-7-2015).pdf 

Good afternoon, 

Please see the attached, if you cannot open the attached, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

Adrio-~va, M. Crawl, 
.57-a-ff Servez,e,p A ptaLyyfr 

Offeze, of 04.4", CovurLya, 

5/alley Waller Re,so-u-re-e,k CoroG 8ozz-roG 

1001 / Stre&/5 Fleur 
Sa-e-ra444-e44,/o- CA 95314 

P11: (916) 34-i-5156 
Ads-ia-put,a4Crowlewa-r`e-r-beard4:ca,gov- 

Sez-ve, war for aur 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

December 08, 2015 

VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL 

Becky Hayat, Esq. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayatnrdc.oro 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
danielalawyersforcleanwater.com 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

M ATTFIEW RODRIGUEZ 
SECRET AR, FOR 
'iNVIRONMENT .ROTECDON 

Arthur Pugsley, Esq. 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
a rthurlawaterkeeper.orq 

Mr. Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Samuel.Ungerawaterboards.ca.00v 

Dear Ms. Hayat, and Messrs. Cooper, Pugsley, and Unger, 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: EXTENSION OF TIME TO SUBMIT ADMINISTRATIVE 
RECORD 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) has received a letter dated 
December 7, 2015, from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles 
Water Board) requesting an extension to December 17, 2015, of the deadline to submit the 
administrative record to the petition in the above matter. Previously, the Los Angeles Water 
Board and other interested parties requested and were granted an extension to January 15, 
2016 at 5:00 pm of the time to file responses to the petition. 

The State Water Board informed interested persons by letter dated November 10, 2015, that the 
petition in the above matter was complete and that the administrative record and responses to 
the petition were due within thirty days. The letter and notice are available at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losanoeles wmp.s 
html. 

The Los Angeles Water Board, in its request for an extension of time to file responses to the 
petition, indicated that it would submit the administrative record by December 10, 2015 at 5:00 
pm. Due, however, to the size of the record, the limited availability of staff during the holidays, 
and the reasons stated in its request for an extension of time to file responses to the petition, 
the Los Angeles Water Board now requests a one-week extension of time. For these reasons, 

FELICIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 I Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 I www.waterboards.ca.gov 

RECYCLED PAPER 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 2 - December 08, 2015 

the State Water Board will now grant an extension to the Los Angeles Water Board to submit 
the administrative record to the petition in the above matter. 

The new deadline is set as follows: 

Submission of the administrative record to the petition: Thursday, December 17, at 5:00 pm. 

The deadline for filing of the responses to the petition (for all parties and interested persons, 
including the Los Angeles Water Board) will remain Friday, January 15, 2016, at 5:00 pm. 

The State Water Board notes that the new deadline does not extend the 270-day time period in 
which the State Water Board must review and act on the petition under California Code of 
Regulations, title 23, section 2050.5, subdivision (b). 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 341-5173 or at 
ryan.mallory-jones@waterboards.ca.qov. 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Graduate Legal Assistant 

cc: See next page 



Ms. Hayat, et al. - 3 

cc: Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.qov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridgewaywaterboards.ca.dov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee. Purdy @waterboards.ca.gov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okun(@materboards.ca.qov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyelswaterboards.ca.qov 

December 08, 2015 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesney©waterboards.ca.00v 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordycewaterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupewaterboards.ca.00v 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.00v 

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Lauffer@waterboards.ca.gov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24'h Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishop(@materboards.ca.cov 

(Continued) 
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cc: David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.cov 



0100 
Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

December 7, 2015 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Ryan.Mallory-JonesWaterboards.ca.gov 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

MATTHEW RODRIGUEZ 
SECRETARY FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD REQUEST FOR ONE 
WEEK EXTENSION OF TIME TO SUBMIT ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Los Angeles Water Board) 
received your letter dated November 10, 2015, whereby the State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Water Board) requested that the Los Angeles Water Board submit the 
administrative record in this matter and provided an opportunity for the Los Angeles Water 
Board and other interested persons to submit responses to the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (collectively, Petitioners) petition, filed 
May 28, 2015, and to a petition addendum, filed October 30, 2015. On November 20, 2015, the 
Los Angeles Water Board requested and was granted an extension of time, until 5:00 pm on 
January 15, 2016, to submit the Los Angeles Water Board's response to the petition. At that 
time, the Los Angeles Water Board did not request an extension of time to submit the 
administrative record and intended to submit the record by December 10, 2015. For the reasons 
stated in that letter and for these additional reasons, the Los Angeles Water Board requests a 
one-week extension of time, until 5:00 pm on December 17, 2015, to submit the administrative 
record: 

As noted in the Los Angeles Water Board's November 20, 2015 request, the administrative 
record for this matter is large. In developing the administrative record index for this matter, 
however, we have realized that the record contains more documents than we first 
contemplated. As previously noted, the Los Angeles Water Board is again preparing the 
entire record in electronic format, which requires significant staff time to assure the record is 
prepared in an organized way that will be helpful to the State Water Board in its review and 
to assure that it is complete, as well as time required to be spent on technical factors - such 
as converting documents to PDF format, the need to reduce the size of the PDF files to 
meet the processing capacity of the conversion software, the process of merging the 

CHARLES SPRINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St., Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 I www.waterboards.ce.gov/losangeles 
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Ryan Mallory-Jones - 2 - December 7, 2015 

individual PDF files into one file by record section, and Bates numbering each section of the 
record sequentially, and the process of creating the corresponding administrative record 
index with the Bates numbering for each document to facilitate navigating the record. 

The Los Angeles Water Board staff and attorney working on this matter have had limited 
availability to work on preparing the administrative record since receiving the State Water 
Board's letter on November 10, 2015. Three state holidays (November 11 and November 
26-27) fall on business days within this timeframe and many staff had pre-planned vacations 
during Thanksgiving week. The Los Angeles Water Board has been diligently working on 
preparing the administrative record since receiving the State Water Board's letter on 
November 10, 2015. However, despite best efforts, it has become apparent that the time 
lost due to the three state holidays and Thanksgiving week vacations is necessary to 
complete preparation of the record. 

Given these additional reasons, the Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests that the 
State Water Board grant the Los Angeles Water Board's request for a one-week extension of 
time, until 5:00 pm on December 17, 2015, to submit the administrative record for this matter. In 
the event the Los Angeles Water Board can submit the administrative record prior to that date, 
the Board will submit it sooner. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

,,L,-., 

Samuel Unger, PE 
Executive Officer 

cc: Attachment A (Permittee List) 
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cc: Becky Hayat, Esq. [via email only] 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhavatenrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. [via email only] 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
danielelawversforcleanwatercom 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. [via email only] 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthurelawaterkeeper orci 

Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithewaterboards.ca.00v 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenewaterboards.ca.00v 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
IvarRidoewavewaterboards.casiov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdvewaterboards.ca.gov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunewaterboards.ca.gov 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wvelsewaterboards.ca.qov 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesnevewaterboards.ca.00v 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer. Fordvceewaterboards. ca. cloy 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupeewaterboards.ca.qov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniewaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 
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cc: Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.dov 

Jonathan Bishop [via email only] 
Chief Deputy Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 24th Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jonathan.bishopwaterboards.ca.dov 

David W. Smith, Chief [via email only] 
Permits Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
smith.davidwepa.dov 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 9:14 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Cc: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: our conversation yesterday 

Becky, 

Your summary below accurately reflects our conversation. Feel free to follow up if you have any additional questions. 

Thanks, 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2016 1:15 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: our conversation yesterday 

Hi Emel, 

Thanks again for taking the time to chat yesterday, always much appreciated. I understand from our conversation that 
there is no specific deadline to file our opposition to the cities' motion filed on 1/8, the earliest the cities' motion will be 
considered is a few weeks from today, and we will not be prejudiced if we choose not to file one. Out of abundance of 
caution though, we will file our opposition to the cities' motion ASAP. 

Please let me know if any of the above is inaccurate. Thank you, and hope you have a great rest of your day. 

My very best, 

Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 

1 
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From: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 3:32 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Subject: Exhibit C to LARWQCB Response to Petition 
Attachments: Exhibit C - Detailed Response to Exhibit B of Addendum.xlsx 

Hi Ryan, 

Here is Exhibit C in Excel format. Hopefully this is easier to read. We originally got this Excel file from the Petitioners, 
and then we added the last column. 

Jennifer 
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From: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 3:35 PM 
To: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards 
Subject: RE: Exhibit C to LARWQCB Response to Petition 

Thanks! 

From: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 3:32 PM 

To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Subject: Exhibit C to LARWQCB Response to Petition 

Hi Ryan, 

Here is Exhibit C in Excel format. Hopefully this is easier to read. We originally got this Excel file from the Petitioners, 
and then we added the last column. 

Jennifer 

1 



From: Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 2:40 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: bhayat@nrdc.org; daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, 

Samuel@Waterboards; Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Rasmussen, 
Paula@Waterboards; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Okun, 
Lori@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; 
McChesney, Frances@Waterboards; Coupe, David@Waterboards; Wadhwani, 
Emel@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Bishop, Jonathan@Waterboards; 
Smith, Davidw@epamail.epa.gov; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; 
trodrigue@cityofbell.org; acablay@cityofbell.org; biniguez@bellflower.org; 
lgorecki@bellflower.org; cyll@bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; 
ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; ygarcia@downeyca.org; 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 

jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; 
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj @citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 
jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT; Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards; 
Tracy J. Egoscue (Tracy@egoscuelaw.com); Norman A. Dupont 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 - Los Angeles Water Board Response to Petition and 
Addendum and Request for Official Notice 

Attachments: LARWQCB Request for Official Notice (1-15-2016).pdf; LARWQCB Response to Petition 
A-2386 with Exhibits (1-15-2016).pdf 

Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

1 



Please find attached the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Los Angeles Water Board) response to 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay's: 1) Petition for Review of Los Angeles 
Water Board's Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs (WMPs) 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Petition), and 2) Addendum for Petition for Review of Los Angeles 
Water Board's Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permit (Addendum). 

Also attached is the Los Angeles Water Board's request for the State Water Resources Control Board to take official 
notice of or to accept as supplemental evidence certain documents. 

If you cannot open the attachments or if you have questions, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Fordyce 

********************************************** 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Attorney III 

Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone - (916) 324-6682 
Fax - (916) 341-5199 
Email -Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.gov 

Save 
Our 

Water 
Visit tor tips at: 

saveourwater.com 
www.waterboards ca gov 
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0200 
Water Boards 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

January 15, 2016 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Ryan.Mallory-JonesWaterboards.ca.qov 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
novcIatema 

MATTHEW RODRIOUE2 
SECRETARY PCR 
EPNIRONAIENTAL PROTECTION 

PETITION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, HEAL THE BAY, AND LOS 
ANGELES WATERKEEPER FOR REVIEW OF APPROVAL OF WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD 
REQUEST FOR STATE WATER BOARD TO TAKE OFFICIAL NOTICE OF OR TO ACCEPT 
AS SUPPLEMENTAL EVIDENCE EXHIBITS A THROUGH D 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board or Board) 
hereby requests the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) to take official 
notice of or to accept as supplemental evidence the documents identified in the index below, 
copies of which are contemporaneously submitted as Exhibits A through D. This request is 
made pursuant to California Government Code section 11515 and California Code of 
Regulations, title 23, sections 648.2 and 2050.6. The request is made in connection with the Los 
Angeles Water Board's response to the above-referenced petition challenging the Los Angeles 
Water Board's approval of nine watershed management programs (WMPs). 

Exhibit Description 
A Los Angeles Water Board's Meeting Minutes for September 10, 2015 
B Resolution No. R14-005, "Delegation of Authority to the Executive Officer" 
C Chapter 6 (Procedures for Review and Revision of Water Quality Standards) of the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency's Water Quality Standards 
Handbook 

D Letter, dated July 7, 2015, from Thomas Howard, Executive Director of the State 
Water Board, to Ron Milligan, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, approving, with 
conditions, the June 25, 2015 Temperature Plan 

California Government Code section 11515 states that official notice may be taken "of any facts 
which may be judicially noticed by the courts of this State." California Evidence Code section 
452(c) permits courts to take judicial notice of "[o]fficial acts of the legislative, executive, and 

CHARLES S I RINGER, CHAIR I SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OEFICEFI 

320 West 4th St., Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 1 www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeies 
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Ryan Mallory-Jones - 2 January 15, 2016 

judicial departments of the United States and of any state of the United States. The term 'official 
acts' has been interpreted to include 'records, reports, and orders of administrative agencies. "'' 

Exhibit A: 

Exhibit A is the Los Angeles Water Board's Meeting Minutes for September 10, 2015. Pursuant 
to Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 647.5, the Los Angeles Water Board is required to keep minutes of 
its meetings, which shall be the official record of actions taken at any meeting. The meeting 
minutes for September 10, 2015 were inadvertently omitted from the Administrative Record 
provided to the State Water Board on December 16, 2015. The meeting minutes are the official 
record of the Los Angeles Water Board's actions taken on September 10, 2015, at which time 
the Los Angeles Water Board considered the petition filed on May 28, 2015 by the Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper (collectively, 
Petitioners) and ratified its Executive Officer's action to approve, with conditions, nine WMPs. 
The meeting minutes are an official act of the Los Angeles Water Board, and therefore may 
be the subject of official notice by the State Water Board. 

Exhibit B: 

Exhibit B is Los Angeles Water Board Resolution No. R14-005, "Delegation of Authority to the 
Executive Officer." This resolution was inadvertently omitted from the Administrative Record 
provided to the State Water Board on December 16, 2015. This document was cited by Los 
Angeles Water Board staff in its response to the Los Angeles Water Board for its consideration 
of the petition on September 10, 2015.2 This document is relevant to the contentions raised by 
the Petitioners in their May 28, 2015 petition regarding the Los Angeles Water Board Executive 
Officer's authority to approve, with conditions, the nine WMPs. Resolution No. R14-005 is an 
official act of the Los Angeles Water Board, and therefore may be the subject of official 
notice by the State Water Board. 

Exhibit C: 

Exhibit C is Chapter 6 (Procedures for Review and Revision of Water Quality Standards) of the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency's (USEPA) Water Quality Standards Handbook. 
This document was inadvertently omitted from the Administrative Record provided to the State 
Water Board on December 16, 2015. This document was cited by Los Angeles Water Board 
staff in its response to the Los Angeles Water Board for its consideration of the petition on 
September 10, 2015, indicating that USEPA also utilizes conditional approvals under the Clean 
Water Act.3 This document is an official act by USEPA, of which the State Water Board may 
take official notice. 

1 Ord lock v. Franchise Tax Bd. (2006) 38 Ca1.4th 897, 912 n.8 (quoting Rodas v. Spiegel (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 513, 
518). 

2 See Section 32, RB-AR18214. 

3 See Section 32, RB-AR18217. 
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Exhibit D: 

Exhibit D is a letter, dated July 7, 2015, from Thomas Howard, Executive Director of the 
State Water Board, to Ron Milligan, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, approving, with conditions, 
the June 25, 2015 Temperature Plan. This document is relevant to the contentions raised by 
the Petitioners in their May 28, 2015 petition regarding the Los Angeles Water Board 
Executive Officer's authority to approve, with conditions, the nine WMPs. This document is 
an example that the State Water Board has also recently provided conditional approval of a 
plan. This document is an official act by the State Water Board, of which the State Water 
Board may take official notice. 

Request to the State Water Board: 

The Los Angeles Water Board respectfully requests that the State Water Board approve this 
request to take official notice of or to accept as supplemental evidence Exhibits A through D. 
True and correct copies of Exhibits A through D are attached to this request. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.qov. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer L. Fordyce 
Attorney III 

Enclosures 

cc: Permittee List (see next page) 
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cc: Becky Hayat, Esq. [via email only] 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
bhayatnrdc.orq 

Daniel Cooper, Esq. [via email only] 
Lawyers for Clean Water, Inc. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
daniellawyersforcleanwater.com 

Arthur Pugs ley, Esq. [via email only] 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
arthurlawaterkeeper.orq 

Deborah Smith [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Deborah.Smithwaterboards.ca.qov 

Paula Rasmussen [via email only] 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Paula.Rasmussenwaterboards.ca.qov 

Ivar Ridgeway [via email only] 
Environmental Scientist 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Ivar.Ridgewaywaterboards.ca.clov 

Renee Purdy [via email only] 
Environmental Program Manager I 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Renee.Purdy@waterboards.ca.qov 

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Lori.Okunwaterboards.ca.00v 

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Philip.Wyelswaterboards.ca.00v 

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Frances.McChesneywaterboards.ca.qov 

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Jennifer.Fordyceamaterboards.ca.qov 

David P. Coupe, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
David.Coupe@waterboards.ca.gov 

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Emel.Wadhwaniwaterboards.ca.qov 

(Continued) 
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cc: Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only] 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Michael.Laufferwaterboards.ca.qov 
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The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
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700 North Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, California 

The meeting was called to Order by Chair Charles Stringer at 9:09 a.m. 

1. Roll Call. 

Board Members Present: Fran Diamond, Maria Camacho, Madelyn Glickfeld, Maria 
Mehranian, Irma Munoz, Charles Stringer, and Lawrence Yee 

Board Members Absent: None. 

Staff Present: Samuel Unger, Deborah Smith, Paula Rasmussen, Jennifer Fordyce, David 
Coupe, Ronji Moffett, Gerardo Rabe lo, Susana Lagudis, Ivar Ridgeway, Chris Lopez, Dr. 
C.P. Lai, Dr. Rebecca Chou, Renee Purdy, Theresa Rodgers, Dr. Yue Rong, Dr. Arthur 
Heath, Cassandra Owens, Rosario Aston, Elizabeth Erickson, Hugh Marley, Cris Morris, 
Steven Webb, Michael Lyons, David Hung, Thomas Siebels, Ching To 

Individuals whose Names Appear on the Sion-In Sheet and/or Speaker Cards 

Ms. Tracy Egoscue, Egoscue Law Group Ms. Uzi Daniel, West Basin MWD 
Ms. Angela George, L.A. County Flood Control Ms. Lisa Kay, Alta 
Ms. Katherine Rubin, L.A. Department of 
Water & Power 

Mr. Chris Sanders, Ellison, Schneider & 
Harris/AES Alamitos 

Ms. Rita Kampalath, Heal the Bay Ms. Jacqueline McMillan, Alta 
Mr. Richard Watson, Richard Watson 
Associates 0 

Ms. Linda Lee Miller, Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works 

Ms. Elaine Jeng, City of El Monte Mr. James Alamillo, Heal the Bay 
Mr. Richard Nagel, West Basin Municipal 
Water District 

Mr. Anthony Arevalo, Los Cerritos Channel 
Watershed Group 

Mr. Ryan Thiha, City of Los Angeles Mr. Frank Wu, L.A. County Public Works 
Ms. Becky Hyat, National Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC) 

Mr. Daniel Cooper, Los Angeles Waterkeeper 

Mr. Steve Carter, Consultant Ms. Joyce Dillard, Representing self 

CHARLES STRINGER, CHAIR SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

320 West 4th St., Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 I www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles 

C.) RECYCLED PAPER 



Meeting Minutes - 2 - September. 10, 2015 

2. Order of Agenda. 

Executive Officer (EO) requested item 18 to be heard before item 16. 

3. Approval of draft meeting Minutes for the July 9, 2015 Board meeting. 

MOTION: Board member Fran Diamond to approve the July 9, 2015 draft Board meeting 
minutes. 

Seconded by: Board vice Chair Irma Munoz 
Motion Carried: Approved by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Abstained (due to absence at July 9 meeting.) 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
Madelyn Glickfeld - Absent at time of vote 
Maria Mehranian - Yea 
Irma Munoz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Abstained (due to absence at July 9 meeting.) 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

4. Board Member Communications. 

r 

Board member Fran Diamond reported on her and Board member Maria Camacho's 
meeting of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit subcommittee. 

Uncontested Items Calendar. 

EO stated the Uncontested Calendar as: Items 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. 

MOTION: Board member Lawrence Yee moved to approve the Uncontested items 
calendar as items 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. 

Seconded by: Board vice Chair Irma Munoz. 
Motion Carried: Approved unanimously by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Yea 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
Madelyn Glickfeld - Absent at time of vote 
Maria Mehranian - Yea, 
Irma Munoz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Yea 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

11. Executive Officer's Report. (Presented by Executive Officer, Samuel Unger) 

Report and Addendum Report was given to the Board. The Report was posted on the 
Board's website: 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losanoeles 

*Board member Madelyn Glickfeld arrived at the meeting at 9:19 am. 
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During this meeting, a Sustained Superior Accomplishment award was presented to staff 
member Angelica Castenada by Dr. Arthur Heath, Chief of the Remediation section. 

12. Update from State Board was presented by Ms. Fran Spivy-Weber, State Board member 
and liaison. 

13. Public Forum. 

There were no speakers during the Public Forum for this meeting. 

(Items 14 and 15 were heard as a joint presentation, but voted on separately) 

14. Consideration of tentative Resolution approving the City of Los Angeles Hyperion 
Treatment Plant's temporary 6-week bypass of disinfected secondary treated wastewater to 
the 1-mile outfall from the 5-mile outfall with conditions; NPDES No. CA0109991. 

15. Consideration of tentative Resolution approving West Basin Municipal Water District's 
(MWD) temporary 6-week bypass of brine to the Hyperion Treatment Plant 1-mile outfall 
from the Edward C. Little Water Recycling Plant with conditions; NPDES No. CA0063401. 

Staff report was made by Ms. Cris Morris, Municipal Permitting Unit Chief. 

Speakers: 
Mr. Moss Dojiri, City of Los Angeles representing Hyperion (in support) 
Mr. James Alamillo, Heal the Bay (in support) 
Mr. Richard Nagel, West Basin Municipal; Water District (in support) 

MOTION: Board member Fran Diamond moved to approve item 14 tentative Resolution 
approving City of Los Angeles Hyperion 6-week bypass with changes as proposed in 
discussion. 

Seconded by: Board member Maria Mehranian 
Motion Carried: Approved unanimously by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Yea 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
Madelyn Glickfeld - Yea 
Maria Mehranian - Yea 
Irma Mu'rioz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Yea 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

MOTION: Board member Lawrence Yee moved to approve item 15 tentative Resolution 
approving West Basin MWD 6-week bypass of brine to Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

Seconded by: Board member Irma Munoz 
Motion Carried: Approved unanimously by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Yea 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
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Madelyn Glickfeld - Yea 
Maria Mehranian - Yea 
Irma Munoz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Yea 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

17. Consideration of tentative Waste Discharge Requirements for NRG California South LP, 
Ormond Beach Generating Station, Oxnard. 

Executive Officer, Samuel Unger stated that there were no speaker requests for this 
matter, and that the discharger was not opposed to the conditions of the permit and 
asked the Board to adopt this item on consent. 

MOTION: Board member Lawrence Yee moved to approve item 17, tentative Waste 
Discharge Requirements for NRG California South LP, Ormond Beach. 

Seconded by: Board member Maria Mehranian 
Motion Carried: Approved unanimously by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Yea 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
Madelyn Glickfeld - Yea 
Maria Mehranian - Yea 
Irma Munoz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Yea 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

18. Consideration of tentative Waste Discharge Requirements and Time Schedule Order for 
AES Alamitos, LLC. 

Introductory remarks were made by Mr. David Hung, Watershed Regulatory Section Chief. 
Staff presentation was made by Ms. Cassandra Owens, Industrial Permitting unit Chief. 

Speakers: 
Mr. Chris Sanders, AES Alamitos, LLC (opposed) 
Ms. Rita Kampalath, Heal the Bay (opposed) 

(The Board adjourned to Closed Session at 12:50 pm. Counsel announced that the Board would 
discuss items 19.4 and 19.15(c). The Board reconvened at 1:49 pm and resumed item 18.) 

MOTION: Board member Fran Diamond moved to approve items 18.1 (tentative WDRs) 
and 18.2 (Times Schedule Order), with a change sheet for items 18.1 and 18.2, and 
changes as proposed during discussion for item 18.2 only. 

Seconded by: Board member Lawrence Yee 
Motion Carried: Approved unanimously by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Absent at time of vote 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
Madelyn Glickfeld - Yea 
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Maria Mehranian - Yea 
Irma Munoz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Yea 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

16. Consideration of Petition for Review of the Executive Officer's Action to Approve, with 
Conditions, Nine Watershed Management Programs (WMPs) Pursuant to the Los Angeles 
County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, Order No. R4-2012-0175. 

Ms. Jennifer Fordyce, Board attorney, introduced the item to provide the Board with 
background and context of the item, summarize the contentions that were raised in the 
petition, and explain what the Board's options are in its consideration. 

The Petitioners made a joint presentation on the petition. Speakers included: 
Ms. Becky Hayat, National Resources Defense Council 
Mr. Derek Booth, Ph.D., University of California at Santa Barbara 
Ms. Rita Kampalath, Heal the Bay 
Mr. Daniel Cooper, L.A. Waterkeeper 

Board staff provided responses to the petition: 
Ms. Jennifer Fordyce responded to the legal contentions in the petition 
(contentions #1 and #2) that were raised concerning the Executive Officer's 
authority. 
Mr. Sam Unger, Executive Officer, made introductory remarks and gave an 
overview to responses to contention #3. 
Ms. Renee Purdy, Regional Programs Section Chief, provided an overview of the 
WMP review and approval process and responses to the technical contentions 
concerning the WMPs in contention #3. 

Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees responded to the petition. Speakers included: 
Ms. Angela George and Mr. Steve Carter, Los Angeles County and Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District (opposed to petition) 
Ms., Gina Nila (City of Commerce) and Dr. Gerald Greene, representing the Los 
Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group (WMG) (opposed 
to petition) 
Mr. Norman Dupont and Mr. John Hunter, representing the Lower Los Angeles 
River WMG and Lower San Gabriel River WMG (joint presentation) (opposed to 
petition) 
Mr. Anthony Arevalo (City of Long Beach) and Mr. Richard Watson, representing 
the Los Cerritos Channel WMG (opposed to petition) 
Mr. Andre Monette, representing the City of Claremont (opposed to petition) 
Mr. Ryan Thiha, City of Los Angeles (opposed to petition) 
Ms. Elaine Jeng, City of El Monte (opposed to petition) 

Other speakers: 
Ms. Joyce Dillard, Representing self (expressed no position with regards to the 
petition) 

Mr. Derek Booth spoke for the Petitioners' rebuttal. 
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Board members asked questions, made statements, and deliberated on the information 
presented concerning both the legal contentions and the technical contentions raised in 
the petition. 

MOTION: Board member Lawrence Yee moved to ratify the Executive Officer's approvals, 
with conditions, of all nine WMPs. 

Seconded by: Board member Maria Camacho 
Motion Carried: Approved by roll call vote 

Maria Camacho - Yea 
Francine Diamond - Yea 
Madelyn Glickfeld - Abstained 
Maria Mehranian - Yea 
Irma Munoz - Yea 
Charles Stringer - Yea 
Lawrence Yee - Yea 

The meeting adjourned at 6:07 pm. (For more detailed information on any matter at our 
meetings, you may contact Ronji Moffett at (213) 576-6612 or email at: 
ronff.moffe=waterboards.ca.gov, she may provide an Elec onic copy of the transcript or 
audio, if available.) 

Written and submitted by: en finalized on 
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
LOS ANGELES REGION 

RESOLUTION NO. R14-005 
amending 

RESOLUTION NO. R10-009 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

WHEREAS, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region (Regional Board) finds: 

1. The Executive Officer is the Regional Board's confidential employee appointed 
pursuant to Water Code section 13220, subdivision (c). 

2. Water Code section 13223, subdivision (a), authorizes the Regional Board to 
delegate to the Executive Officer any of its powers and duties vested in it by the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, excepting: (1) the promulgation of any 
regulation, (2) the issuance, modification or revocation of any water quality 
control plan, water quality objectives or waste discharge requirements, (3) the 
issuance, modification or revocation of any cease and desist order, (4) the holding 
of any hearing on water quality control plans, and (5) the application to the 
Attorney General for judicial enforcement but excluding cases of specific 
delegation in a cease and desist order and excluding the cases described in Water 
Code sections 13002, subdivision (c), 13304 and 13340. 

3. Water Code section 7 generally authorizes the Executive Officer to delegate any of 
the Executive Officer's powers, including those powers delegated by the Regional 
Board to the extent allowed by the Regional Board. 

4. Orderly and efficient operation of the Regional Board requires the Executive 
Officer to be able to carry out the Regional Board's day-to-day powers and duties 
to the maximum extent authorized by Water Code section 13223. 

5. The Regional Board's obligations to the citizens of California and the Los Angeles 
Region require the Regional Board to retain the power and duty to act on any item 
within its jurisdiction, even if the Executive Officer would typically carry out that 
power or have that duty pursuant to this delegation, or has already carried out that 
power or exercised that duty pursuant to this delegation. 

6. While the Regional Board has previously delegated to the Executive Officer its 
powers and duties to the maximum extent allowed by Water Code section 13223, 
it is nonetheless appropriate to update the delegation to reaffirm the Regional 
Board's intent to allow the Executive Officer to carry out the Regional Board's 
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day-to-day responsibilities and to clarify the circumstances under which authority 
conveyed by this delegation may be further delegated. 

7. Nothing in this delegation is intended to diminish the force, effect or validity of 
any action the Executive Officer has previously taken in the name of the Regional 
Board. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED pursuant to sections 7 and 
13223 of the Water Code that: 

1. The Regional Board delegates to its Executive Officer all powers and duties to 
conduct and to supervise the activities of the Regional Board. 

2. Such activities include, but are not limited to, noticing Regional Board meetings 
and hearings, managing the staff, meeting with other agency officials, 
implementing the policies and regulations of the Regional Board and the State 
Water Resources Control Board and exercising any powers and duties of the 
Regional Board. 

3. Except as otherwise provided in section 4 below, the Executive Officer is 
specifically precluded from taking the following actions: 

3.1 Promulgating regulations; 

3.2 Issuing, modifying, or revoking any water quality control plan; 

3.3 Issuing, modifying, or revoking any water quality objectives; 

3.4 Issuing, modifying, or revoking any waste discharge requirements; 

3.5 Issuing, modifying, or revoking any cease and desist order; 

3.6 Holding any hearing on water quality control plans; or 

3.7 Applying to the Attorney General for judicial enforcement unless there has 
been an explicit delegation in a cease and desist order that authorizes the 
application for judicial enforcement, or unless the judicial enforcement 
involves a request to the Attorney General to bring an action in the name of 
the people of the State of California to enjoin any pollution or nuisance or 
unless the judicial enforcement involves Water Code sections 13304 or 
13340. 

4. The Executive Officer may set aside a Regional Board action, in whole or in part, 
as commanded by a peremptory writ of mandate issued to the Regional Board. 



5. The Executive Officer may settle an Administrative Civil Liability (ACL) 
Complaint, and/or issue a stipulated ACL Order, where no hearing is required, in 
any manner in which the liability sought in the complaint is less than fifty- 
thousand dollars ($50,000) and in which the potential maximum liability is less 
than one-hundred-thousand dollars ($100,000). In matters involving liability or 
potential liability in excess of those amounts, the Executive Officer may exercise 
the authority described above if after consultation with the Board Chair, the 
Executive Officer determines that the proposed settlement or order is not 
controversial, and would not be likely to generate significant debate among the 
full Board. 

6. The Executive Officer may hold evidentiary hearings to consider allegations in 
ACL Complaints and may issue final ACL Orders where the ACL Complaint 
alleges violations subject to a mandatory minimum penalty pursuant to Water 
Code sections 13385, 13385.1, and/or 13399.33. The Executive Officer shall 
consult with the Board Chair prior to holding evidentiary hearings on ACL 
Complaints that are, or could be, highly controversial to determine if the matter 
should be heard by the Board. The Executive Officer shall not hold evidentiary 
hearings on ACL Complaints that seek to impose discretionary liability in any 
amount and may not further delegate the authority granted herein. 

7. The Executive Officer may further delegate in writing or via electronic mail such 
of his or her duties as the Executive Officer deems appropriate. However, the 

,Executive Officer may not delegate, nor may a delegatee further delegate, to 
anyone other than the Chief Deputy Executive Officer, an Assistant Executive 
Officer or a Section Chief the power to issue an order or directive that may be 
directly petitioned to the State Water Resources Control Board, including but not 
limited to: 

7.1 Water quality certifications; 

7.2 Technical report and investigation orders under Water Code sections 
13225 and 13267; 

7.3 Time schedule orders under Water Code sections 13300 and 13308; and 

7.4 Administrative civil liability complaints under Water Code section 13323. 

8. In exercising the authority herein delegated, the Regional Board directs the 
Executive Officer, without restricting the authority specified, to bring the 
following matters to the attention of the members of the Regional Board at a board 
meeting or by other appropriate communication: 

8.1 Matters of a unique or unusual nature; 

8.2 Matters that appear to depart from the policies of the Regional Board; 
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8.3 Matters involving significant policy questions; 

8.4 Highly controversial matters; 

8.5 Matters that involve a substantial risk of litigation; 

8.6 Any matter that a Regional Board Member requests to be brought to the 
attention of the Regional Board; and 

8.7 Any matter that, in the judgment of the Executive Officer, should be 
brought to the attention of the Regional Board. 

9. The Regional Board may revoke in whole or in part any specific or implied 
delegation to the Executive Officer. 

10. The Regional Board's delegation of authority pursuant to this Resolution does not 
diminish or alter the Regional Board's own power to act in the first instance, 
regardless of the reason. 

11. All actions previously taken by the Executive Officer or a delegatee of the 
Executive Officer pursuant to the authority of Water Code sections 7 and 13223 
are hereby ratified. 

12. All prior resolutions of the Regional Board delegating authority to the Executive 
Officer are hereby revoked. 

CERTIFICATION 

I, Samuel Unger, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true 
and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on March 6, 2014. 

Swvvu Or?"\ 
Samuel Unger 
Executive Officer 
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Water Quality Standards Handbook 
Chapter 6: Procedures for Review and Revision of Water Quality 
Standards 

(40 CFR Part 1 31- Subpart C) 
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Introduction 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states and authorized tribes to periodically review and, as 

appropriate, adopt new or revised water quality standards (WQS) to meet the requirements of the 
CWA.1 States and tribes must submit any new or revised WQS resulting from such a review to the EPA 

for review and approval or disapproval action under CWA Section 303(c). This chapter provides an 

overview of these state, tribal, and federal processes. In particular, Section 6.1 of this chapter 
discusses state and tribal processes for review and revision of WQS and provides information on the 
regulatory requirements to which states and tribes must adhere during their WQS review, adoption, 
and submittal processes. Section 6.2 discusses the EPA review and approval or disapproval 
procedures of new or revised WQS. Section 6.3 discusses procedures for EPA promulgation of federal 
WQS and circumstances under which the EPA would withdraw federally promulgated WQS. 

6.1 State and Tribal Processes for Review and Revision of Water Quality 
Standards 

Section 303(c)(1) of the CWA and the EPA's implementing regulations at 40 CFR 131.20 require that 
states and authorized tribes, from time to time, but at least once every three years, hold public 
hearings to review applicable WQS and, as appropriate, modify and adopt WQS. In each WQS review 
cycle, states and tribes, with input from the public, review their existing WQS to identify additions 
and/or revisions that are necessary or appropriate to ensure that their WQS meet the requirements 
of the CWA and the needs of the state or tribe. States and tribes my revise their WQS in a variety of 
ways including additions of and revisions to designated uses, water quality criteria, antidegradation 
policies and adopted implementation procedures, or other general policies. The following are 

examples of items that states and tribes should consider when reviewing their WQS: 

New federal, state, or tribal statutes, regulations, or guidance. 
Legal decisions involving WQS. 

New or updated scientific information (e.g., new or updated Section 304(a) national criteria 
recommendations). 
Input from members of the public. 
Section 305(b) reports and newly available water quality monitoring data. 
Results of previous WQS triennial reviews. 

Changes in circumstances that affect the attainability of applicable WQS. 

Other necessary or appropriate clarifications or revisions. 

1 Throughout this document, the term "states" means the fifty states, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands. The term "authorized tribe" or "tribe" means an Indian tribe 
authorized for treatment in a manner similar to a state under CWA Section 518 for purposes of 
Section 303(c) WQS. 
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Figure 6.1 displays an example of a state or tribal WQS review process. 

Coordinate with the EPA Hold a public hearing on the draft 
WQS 

Solicit suggestions from the public 
Revise draft and adopt final WQS for WQS additions or revisions 

Review statewide provisions Certify WQS through the state 
attorney general or tribal legal 

authority 
Select specific waterbodies to review 

Submit final WQS, methods, 
Evaluate designated uses justifications, and certification to the 

EPA for review 

Evaluate water quality criteria 
Does the EPA approve the final WQS? 

Evaluate antidegradation 

No Yes 

Does the state or Implement 
Submit draft WQS to the EPA for 

informal review authorized tribe WQS 

Yes make necessary 
WQS revisions? 

No 

The EPA promulgates necessary 
federal WQS 

Figure 6.1: Example of a State or Tribal WQS Review Process 

6.1.1 Coordinate with the EPA 

The EPA recommends that states and authorized tribes coordinate with the EPA when they begin the 
triennial review process as well as before beginning activities to adopt new or revised WQS, long 
before the state or tribe formally submits the WQS for EPA review. Reasons for early coordination 
with the EPA include the following: 
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 Early identification of potential areas of scientific or programmatic concern that require 
resolution between the EPA and the state or tribe. 
Discussion and resolution of any such concerns before the EPA receives a formal review 
request from the state or tribe. 

Increased likelihood that state or tribal WQS meet the requirements of the CWA and 40 CFR 

Part 131 at the time of submission to the EPA. 

While not a regulatory requirement, states and tribes may send draft WQS to the EPA for early 
feedback. The EPA will then provide comments on the proposed revisions to assist the state or tribe 
in developing WQS that are approvable by the EPA. Coordination between the state or tribe and the 
EPA throughout the review process is key to the EPA's timely review of state and tribal WQS. 

6.1.2 Involve the Public 

An important component of both the WQS triennial review process and any WQS revisions that result 
from such a process is meaningful involvement of the public and intergovernmental coordination 
with local, state, federal, and tribal entities with an interest in water quality issues. The EPA urges 
states and authorized tribes to involve the public actively in the WQS review process by soliciting 
suggestions for additions and revisions to WQS. At a minimum, Section 303(c) of the CWA and 40 
CFR 131.20 require states and tribes to hold a public hearing in reviewing and revising WQS and to 
submit the results to the EPA. The regulation at 40 CFR Part 25 also describes additional 
requirements for public involvement. State and tribal regulations may require more than one 
hearing. The EPA also encourages states and tribes to solicit input from the public through other 
means such as webinars and web postings using social media. 

Engaging citizens, municipalities, industries, environmentalists, universities, other tribes, other 
states, and other entities in collecting and evaluating information for the decision-making process 
may assist the state or tribe in improving the scientific basis of and building support for WQS 

decisions. These partnerships ensure that ideas, data, and information are shared, which will 
increase the effectiveness of the water quality management process. Open discussion of the 
scientific evidence and analysis supporting proposed revisions to the WQS can assist the state or 
tribe in making its WQS decisions. 

6.1.3 Review Provisions that are Applicable across the State or Reservation 

Part of the state or tribal WQS review process includes reviewing the general policies and other 
provisions that are applicable across the state or reservation to determine if additions or revisions 
are necessary. Such policies and provisions may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

WQS coverage for all waters of the United States. 

Appropriate use designations including downstream protection provisions. 
Water quality criteria review and development. 
Antidegradation policies and implementation procedures. 
Mixing zone policies. 
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 Compliance schedule authorizing provisions. 
Low-flow provisions. 
Variance provisions. 

Definitions. 

Under the CWA, states and authorized tribes must adopt WQS for all of their intrastate and interstate 
navigable waters, i.e., for all "waters of the United States," within their jurisdiction. The term "waters 
of the United States" is defined at 40 CFR 230.3(s) and 33 CFR Part 328, and other terms relevant to 
WQS are defined at 40 CFR 131.3. State and tribal WQS should contain these or equivalent definitions 
that are at least as inclusive of waters as the federal definitions. 

6.1.4 Select Specific Waterbodies to Review 

Consistent with 40 CFR 131.20(a), states and authorized tribes should use any procedures they have 
incorporated into their Continuing Planning Process for identifying and reviewing WQS on specific 
waterbodies (see also 40 CFR 1 30.5). Every three years, states and tribes must reexamine any 
waterbodies for which the WQS do not include the goal uses specified in Section 101(a)(2) of the 
CWA and, if new information indicates that such uses are attainable, revise their WQS to reflect such 
uses. In addition to such waterbodies, the EPA recommends that states and tribes consider 
conducting a detailed WQS review for waterbodies where one or more of the following occur: 

The state or tribe has identified toxic or other pollutants, such as nutrients, that may be 

precluding attainment of a designated use or posing an unreasonable risk to human health. 
Pollutants could have potential adverse impacts on threatened or endangered species. 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits containing water quality-based 
effluent limits are scheduled to be issued or reissued. 
Funding decisions for combined sewer overflows are pending. 
The public has expressed interested in having the state review the WQS that are applicable to 
a particular waterbody. 

States and tribes may find it useful to identify such waters by examining reports and listings 
developed under Sections 303(d), 304(1), 305(b), and 319 as well as unclassified waters, construction 
grants priority lists, and expired major permits. States and tribes may have other reasons for 
deciding to examine a waterbody in detail such as human health problems, court orders, public 
input, or the economic and social impacts of implementing the existing WQS. 

6.1.5 Evaluate Designated Uses 

Once the state or authorized tribe has selected priority waterbodies for review, the state or tribe 
must evaluate the designated uses. An integral part of the WQS review and revision process is 

considering whether a selected waterbody is able to attain its designated use and, if such waters had 
not included the uses specified in CWA Section 101(a)(2), whether such uses are now attainable, as 

required by 40 CFR 131.20(a). This consideration may involve some level of data collection up to and 
including a full waterbody survey and assessment; however, an intensive survey of the waterbody is 

5 



not necessary if adequate data are already available. The data and information collected from the 
waterbody survey should provide a firm basis for evaluating whether the waterbody can attain its 
designated use or a designated use closer to the uses specified in Section 101(a)(2) in light of the 
factors precluding attainment described at 40 CFR 131.10(g). The purpose of the evaluation is to 
characterize present uses, attainable/unattainable designated uses, and the reasons why uses are 
unattainable. Information generated in the survey also can be used to establish the basis for 
seasonal uses and subcategories of uses. 

Where designated uses that include the uses specified in Section 101(a)(2) are not feasible to attain, 
states and tribes should determine the designated use that is feasible to attain in light of the factors 
precluding attainment and any other data that were used to evaluate attainability. To that end, the 
state or tribe may conduct a use attainability analysis (UAA) to demonstrate that attaining the use is 

not feasible based on one of the factors at 40 CFR 131.10(g) and then designate the use(s) that can 
be attained given the physical, chemical, and biological limitations of the waterbody. 

In designating uses and the water quality criteria necessary to protect the uses, it is important to 
emphasize that each state and tribe must "ensure that its water quality standards provide for the 
attainment and maintenance of the water quality standards of downstream waters," as required by 
40 CFR 131.10(b). The EPA recommends that states and tribes consider the interaction between both 
point- and nonpoint- source discharges and downstream impacts as well as the fact that the 
downstream uses may not be affected by the same physical or other limitations as the upstream 
uses. For additional information on protecting downstream waters, see Protection of Downstream 
Waters in Water Quality Standards. Frequently Asked Questions (2014). 

Please refer to Chapter 2 of this Handbook for a detailed discussion of designated uses. 

6.1.6 Evaluate Water Quality Criteria 

The regulation at 40 CFR 131.11 provides that states and authorized tribes "must adopt those water 
quality criteria that protect the designated use." If a state or tribe revises a designated use or adopts 
a new designated use, the state or tribe must ensure that it has adopted criteria to protect the new 
or revised designated use. If the state or tribe removes a designated use, the state or tribe may 
delete the criteria to protect the designated use as long as there are still criteria to protect the 
remaining uses. 

The regulation at 40 CFR 131.11 and Section 303(c)(2)(B) of the CWA further require states and 
tribes to adopt numeric criteria (or narrative criteria with numeric translators) for Section 307(a) 
toxic pollutants, as necessary, to support state and tribal designated uses where the discharge or 
presence of such pollutants in the affected waters could reasonably be expected to interfere with 
those designated uses adopted by the state or tribe. (See Guidance for State Implementation of Water 
Quality Standards for CWA Section 303(c)(2)(B)(1988).) For regulatory purposes, the EPA has 

translated the 65 compounds and families of compounds listed under Section 307(a) into 126 
specific toxic substances, which the EPA refers to as "priority pollutants," and has published national 
criteria recommendations for most of these pollutants consistent with the authority provided in 
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Section 304(a). Section 304(a)(1) requires the EPA to develop recommended criteria that accurately 
reflect the latest scientific knowledge, and these recommended criteria are based solely on data and 
scientific judgments on pollutant concentrations and environmental or human health effects. 

In addition to the required criteria discussed above, the EPA recommends that all state and tribal 
WQS contain narrative "free from" criteria as well as numeric criteria for other water quality 
parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, and bacteria, which are typically included in 

state and tribal WQS. The EPA has also recognized the importance of having numeric criteria for both 
phosphorus and nitrogen and has urged states and tribes to prioritize waters for development of 
numeric nutrient criteria (see the 2011 memorandum Working in Partnership with States to Address 
Phosphorus and Nitrogen Pollution through Use of a Framework for State Nutrient Reductions). 

As previously discussed, Section 303(c)(1) and the EPA's implementing regulation at 40 CFR 

1 31.20(a) require states and tribes to hold a public hearing for the purpose of reviewing their 
applicable WQS at least once each three-year period. When reviewing these applicable WQS, in 

addition to reviewing all applicable criteria, states and tribes must ensure that they have adopted 
criteria for toxic pollutants as required by Section 303(c)(2)(B). It is important to note that, although 
a state or tribe may have fully complied with the requirements of Section 303(c)(2)(B) previously, 
states and tribes may be required to adopt new toxic criteria in the following situations: 

The EPA publishes new Section 304(a) national criteria recommendations for a priority 
pollutant. 
New information on existing water quality and pollution sources indicates that a toxic 
pollutant for which a state or tribe had not previously adopted criteria could now be 

reasonably expected to interfere with the designated uses adopted by the state or tribe. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 of this Handbook to find a detailed discussion of criteria. 

6.1.7 Evaluate Antidegradation 

The EPA's regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require states and authorized tribes to include 
antidegradation requirements and methods for implementing those requirements as part of their 
WQS program. Because they are parts of WQS, antidegradation policies and adopted implementation 
procedures are subject to review and revision as part of the WQS triennial review. Each state and 
tribe must develop, adopt, and retain an antidegradation policy that applies across the state or 
reservation and establish procedures for its implementation through the water quality management 
process. The state or tribal antidegradation policy and implementation procedures must be 

consistent with the components detailed in 40 CFR 131.12. State or tribal WQS regulations must 
specifically reference the policy if it is not included in its entirety so that the functional relationship 
between the policy and the other WQS is clear. Regardless of the location of the policy, it must be 

legally binding and meet all applicable requirements described in 40 CFR 131.12. Antidegradation 
implementation procedures should specify how the state or tribe would determine on a case- by- 
case basis whether, and to what extent, the permitting authority might authorize a lowering of high 
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water quality. As a result, antidegradation implementation is an integral component of a 

comprehensive approach to enhancing and protecting high water quality. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 of this Handbook to find a more detailed discussion of antidegradation. 

6.1.8 Submit the Water Quality Standards to the EPA 

Consistent with 40 CFR 131.20(c), states and authorized tribes must submit their new or revised 
WQS to the EPA for review and approval or disapproval within 30 days of their final administrative 
action. Final administrative action is the last action a state or tribe must take (e.g., signature, a 

review by a legislative committee or state board, a delay mandated by a state administrative 
procedures act) before its revision becomes a rule under state or tribal law. After such action, the 
state or tribe can officially transmit the newly adopted WQS to the EPA for review. If no revisions are 

made, states and tribes must submit the results of their review within 30 days of completion of the 
review. The state or tribal WQS submission of new or revised WQS must include, at a minimum, the 
six key elements described in 40 CFR 1 31.6: 

Waterbody use designations that are consistent with CWA Sections 101(a)(2) and 303(c)(2). 

Methods and analyses used to support the WQS. 

Water quality criteria sufficient to protect designated uses. 

An antidegradation policy and accompanying implementation procedures consistent with 40 
CFR 131.12. 
Certification by the state attorney general or appropriate tribal legal authority that the WQS 

were duly adopted according to state or tribal law. 

General information that will help the EPA determine whether the scientific basis is adequate 
for WQS that do not include the uses specified in Section 101(a)(2), including UAAs as 

appropriate, as well as information on state or tribal policies that generally affect the 

application and implementation of the WQS (e.g., mixing zone and variance policies). 

6.2 EPA Review and Approval or Disapproval of New or Revised Water Quality 
Standards 

When states and authorized tribes adopt new or revised WQS, they are required under CWA Section 
303(c) to submit such WQS to the EPA for review and approval or disapproval action. The EPA 

regional offices review state and tribal WQS submissions and serve as the primary point of contact 
with the states and tribes. EPA regional administrators are responsible for approving or disapproving 
WQS. Therefore, states and tribes should submit their new or revised WQS to the appropriate EPA 

regional office. 

Please refer to Chapter 1 of this Handbook for a discussion of the types of provisions that constitute 
new or revised WQS that require EPA review under Section 303(c). 
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Under Section 303(c)(3) and 40 CFR 131.21, the EPA must approve within 60 days or disapprove 
within 90 days any new or revised WQS adopted by a state or tribe. The EPA reviews the state or 
tribal WQS following the requirements of Section 303(c) and 40 CFR Part 131 to ensure that the use 

designations, water quality criteria, antidegradation policy and adopted implementation procedures, 
and general policies (e.g., WQS variances and mixing zone policies) meet the minimum 
requirements.2 In doing so, the EPA ensures that WQS are scientifically defensible and that they 
adhere to all regulatory and statutory requirements. In reviewing new or revised WQS, the EPA will 
consider the adequacy of the analyses and the public comments received during the public hearing 
process. As discussed in Section 6.1.1 of this chapter, states and tribes are encouraged to provide 
early drafts to the EPA so that any issues can be resolved prior to the state or tribe formally 
proposing or adopting new or revised WQS. 

The EPA only reviews state and tribal WQS provisions that are new or revised. The EPA's review of 
such WQS generally includes, but is not limited to, those elements listed below that are applicable to 
the specific new or revised WQS. It is important to note that, because each state or tribal WQS 

submission is unique, the EPA documents the basis for its actions including how the new or revised 

WQS are consistent with the CWA and 40 CFR Part 131: 

Uses and Criteria: 

The EPA determines whether states and tribes have adopted designated uses that include the 
uses specified in CWA Section 101(a)(2) for all waters of the United States. For waters where 
Section 101(a)(2) uses have not been adopted, the EPA determines whether the designated 
uses were adopted consistent with the requirements at 40 CFR 131.10 and whether the 
bases for the use designations (e.g., UAAs) have been reviewed every three years, as required 
by 40 CFR 131.20(a). 

The EPA determines whether the state and tribal criteria are sufficient to protect the 
designated uses by ensuring that all numeric criteria are based on Section 304(a) guidance, 
Section 304(a) guidance modified to reflect site-specific conditions, or other scientifically 
defensible methods. The EPA's decision to approve or disapprove criteria based on site- 
specific calculations or alternative scientific methods is based on whether the resulting 
criteria are sufficient to protect the designated use and whether the supporting scientific 
methods and assumptions are valid and adequate. The EPA's decision to approve or 
disapprove such criteria is not based on whether the resulting criteria are more or less 

stringent than the EPA's Section 304(a) national recommended criteria. 
The EPA determines whether narrative "free from" criteria are included in state and tribal WQS 

and protect all waters at all flows. The EPA also evaluates whether the WQS include a method 
for implementing any narrative "free from" criteria for toxic pollutants for situations in which 
the EPA has not issued Section 304(a) guidance for a particular toxicant or where the toxicant 
causing the problem is unknown. 

2 Under Section 510 of the CWA, state and tribal WQS may be more stringent than the EPA's 

minimum requirements. 
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 The EPA determines whether the state or tribe has included criteria for Section 307(a) 
"priority pollutants" sufficient to satisfy the requirements of Section 303(c)(2)(B). 
The EPA determines whether designated uses and criteria apply throughout the entire 
waterbody. 
The EPA determines whether the information and analyses provided in support of the new or 
revised WQS indicate that instream designated uses and criteria will provide for the 
attainment and maintenance of downstream WQS. 

Antidegradation and General Policies: 

The EPA determines whether state and tribal antidegradation policies meet the requirements 
of 40 CFR 131.12. 

The EPA determines whether the state or tribe has provided or referenced procedures for 
implementing the antidegradation policy. 
Where general policies (e.g., mixing zone, variance, and low-flow policies) are included in 

the state or tribal WQS, the EPA determines whether the policies are consistent with the CWA 

and 40 CFR Part 131. 

Procedural: 

The EPA determines whether the state or tribe has met the minimum applicable requirements 
for a WQS submission contained in 40 CFR 131.6. 
The EPA determines whether the state or tribe has complied with the procedural 
requirements contained in 40 CFR 131.20 (e.g., public participation) for conducting WQS 

reviews. 

The EPA determines whether the new or revised WQS are consistent with the CWA and 40 CFR 

Part 131. 

The EPA reviews comments and suggestions that the public submitted on proposed state and 
tribal WQS to determine if any comments indicate that the WQS are not consistent with the 
CWA and 40 CFR Part 131. 

After reviewing the new or revised state or tribal WQS, the EPA approves or disapproves such new or 
revised WQS. 

Figure 6.2 provides an overview of the EPA's WQS review process. 
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Figure 6.2: 

The state or authorized tribe submits draft WQS to the EPA for informal review 

The EPA reviews the draft WQS and provides comments 

v 

The state or tribe revises the draft WQS and adopts final WQS 

T 

The state or tribe certifies the WQS through the state attorney general or tribal 
legal authority 

The state or tribe submits final WQS, methods, justifications, and certification 
to the EPA for review 

i, 90 days 60 days 

The EPA approves the WQS The EPA disapproves the WQS 

Overview of the 
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90 days 
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necessary WQS revisions? Yes 
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6.2.1 Policies and Procedures Related to EPA Approvals 

On March 30, 2000, the EPA revised its regulation at 40 CFR 131.21 that specifies when new or 
revised state and tribal WQS become effective for CWA purposes. Commonly called "the Alaska rule" 
(40 CFR 131.21(c)(2), 65 FR 24641, April 27, 2000), this regulation mandates that new or revised 
WQS adopted by states or authorized tribes and submitted to the EPA after May 30, 2000, must be 

approved by the EPA before they become applicable WQS for actions under the CWA (e.g., 

establishment of water quality-based effluent limitations under Section 301(b)(1)(C) or development 
of total maximum daily loads under Section 303(d)(1)(C)). The Alaska rule also provides that WQS 

already submitted to the EPA prior to May 30, 2000, are in effect for CWA purposes regardless of 
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whether they were approved by the EPA unless and until the EPA has either promulgated a more 
stringent WQS for the state or tribe or approved a change, deletion, or addition to the specific WQS. 

Consistent with 40 CFR 131.21(a)(1) and Section 303(c)(3), if the EPA determines that new or revised 
WQS adopted by a state or tribe meet the requirements of the CWA and 40 CFR Part 131, the EPA 

must notify the state or tribe within 60 days that the WQS are approved. If particular events (e.g., 
state implementation decisions, pending federal legislation pertaining to WQS requirements) could 
result in a failure of the approved WQS to continue to meet the requirements of the CWA, the EPA 

should identify these events in the approval letter and the administrative record for the action in 

order to guide future state and tribal review and revision activities. 

When only a portion of the adopted state or tribal WQS submission meets the requirements of the 
CWA and 40 CFR Part 131, the EPA may approve only that portion. 

The EPA could also issue a conditional approval. Conditional approvals should only be used as the 
exception, not the rule, and in limited circumstances. For additional information on conditional 
approvals, see Guidance for the Use of Conditional Approvals for State Water Quality Standards 
(1 989). 

The EPA notes that requests for clarification or additional information from the state or tribe 
regarding their new or revised WQS are not EPA approval or disapproval actions under Section 
303(c). 

The EPA has compiled state and tribal WQS that are currently in effect for CWA purposes (i.e., those 
approved by the EPA for CWA purposes or are otherwise in effect). Commonly referred to as the 
"WQS Repository," this webpage includes a clickable map that is useful for finding currently effective 
state and tribal WQS. 

6.2.2 Policies and Procedures Related to EPA Disapprovals 

Consistent with 40 CFR 131.21(a)(2) and Section 303(c)(3) of the CWA, if the EPA determines that the 
new or revised state or tribal WQS do not meet the requirements of the CWA and 40 CFR Part 131, 
the EPA must disapprove such WQS and notify the state or authorized tribe within 90 days. In the 
event of a disapproval action, the EPA must also specify the revisions that the state or tribe must 
adopt to meet CWA requirements. If the EPA disapproves a new or revised WQS, that WQS is not in 

effect for CWA purposes. In such a case, the state or tribe would continue to implement the previous 
EPA-approved WQS until the state or tribe remedies the disapproval action and the EPA approves 
such remedy or until the EPA promulgates a new or revised WQS. 
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6.3 EPA Promulgation of Federal Water Quality Standards 

6.3.1 When the EPA Might Promulgate Federal Water Quality Standards 

As a matter of policy, the EPA prefers that states and authorized tribes adopt their own WQS. 

However, under Section 303(c)(4) of the CWA and 40 CFR 131.22, the EPA must promptly propose 
and promulgate federal WQS if either of the following conditions occur: 

The EPA determines that a new or revised WQS submitted by a state or tribe is not consistent 
with CWA requirements and 40 CFR Part 131, and the state or tribe does not adopt 
acceptable replacement WQS within 90 days. 

In any case where the EPA Administrator makes an "Administrator determination" that a new 
or revised WQS is necessary to meet CWA requirements and 40 CFR Part 131. 

As described in Section 6.2.2, if the EPA determines, under Section 303(c)(4)(A) and 40 CFR 

1 31.22(a), that new or revised WQS adopted by a state or tribe are not consistent with (i.e., do not 
meet the requirements of) the CWA and 40 CFR Part 131, the EPA must disapprove such WQS within 
90 days, specifying the changes necessary to meet CWA requirements. However, under the CWA, the 
EPA must promptly propose federal WQS if the state or tribe fails to adopt and submit the necessary 
revisions within 90 days after notification of the disapproval. 

If the EPA Administrator makes an "Administrator's determination," under Section 303(c)(4)(B) and 40 
CFR 131.22(b), that a new or revised WQS is necessary to meet the requirements of the CWA, the EPA 

must promptly propose such WQS and then promulgate such WQS no later than 90 days after 
publication of the EPA's proposed WQS. However, the EPA is not required to promulgate a new or 
revised WQS if, prior to the EPA's promulgation, the state or tribe adopts and submits a new or 
revised WQS that the EPA determines to be consistent with the CWA. 

The EPA has compiled a list of federally promulgated WQS. 

6.3.2 When the EPA Would Withdraw Federally Promulgated Water Quality Standards 

Where the EPA has promulgated WQS for a state or tribe, the EPA withdraws its federally promulgated 
WQS after the EPA determines that revised state or tribal WQS meet the requirements of the CWA and 
40 CFR Part 131 and approves such WQS. 
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Water Boards 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

*11% MAT-THEW RODRIQUEZ 
SECRETARY FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

State Water Resources Control Board 

JUL .07 2015 

Mr. Ron Milligan 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Mr. Milligan: 

APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 25, 2015 SACRAMENTO RIVER TEMPERATURE MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 

This letter is in regard to your submittal of the June 25, 2015 Sacramento River Temperature 
Management Plan (Temperature Plan) pursuant to State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) Order 90-5 and condition 6 of the Order I issued on April 6, 2015, acting on a 
Temporary Urgency Change Petition (TUCP) submitted by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) and the Department of Water Resources (DWR). Condition 6 of the April 6 Order 
required Reclamation to submit a Temperature Plan to the Sacramento River Temperature Task 
Group (SRTTG) and to me. The Temperature Plan is posted at: 
(http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/waterrights/water issues/programs/drought/docs/tucp/2015/junetemppla 
n.pdf). This letter approves the June 25, 2015 Temperature Plan, provided that Reclamation 
complies with the conditions listed on pages 3, 4 and 5 of this letter. 

The revised Temperature Plan does not achieve a temperature of 56 degrees F as required by Order 
90-5, but it should provide for stable, but higher, temperatures throughout the temperature control 
season, ranging from 56 to 58 degrees F. The June 25 Temperature Plan is expected to be more 
protective than targeting 56 degrees F now and running out of cold water before the temperature 
control season is complete. However, there are still concerns with maintaining temperature control 
throughout the egg incubation period with the revised plan that will need to be managed very closely 
due to the very low cold water storage levels, expected heat waves, and inaccuracies of the 
temperature model that was used to develop the revised plan. The June 25 Temperature Plan 
targets lower Shasta/Keswick Reservoir releases than the previous plan (submitted on May 4, 2015) 
to help conserve cold water storage. 

Background 
Pursuant to State Water Board Order 90-5 and condition 6 of the April 6 TUCP Order, 
Reclamation was required to develop and implement a Temperature Management Plan for the 
Sacramento River to ensure that CVP operations will provide reasonable protection for winter- 
run Chinook salmon and other salmonids. In the planning process, the TUCP Order required 
that Reclamation address temperature control issues that occurred last year that led to the 
mortality of nearly all of the 2014 brood year of juvenile winter-run Chinook salmon. 
Specifically, despite modeling that indicated that Reclamation could achieve temperatures last 
year to protect winter-run, they were unable to do so. Reclamation attributed this circumstance 
to the inability to access cold water out of the side gates of the Shasta Dam Temperature 
Control Device as expected under the temperature modeling. 
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Reclamation submitted a draft temperature management plan for the Sacramento River in mid- 
April, and an updated plan on May 4, 2015 to the Executive Director of the State Water Board 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service, Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (collectively fisheries agencies). The temperature modeling that 
Reclamation provided indicated that temperatures suitable for winter-run Chinook salmon of 
56 degrees Fahrenheit (F) could be maintained throughout the temperature control season at 
the proposed Clear Creek compliance location with the proposed operations. 

Based on information indicating that Reclamation's draft plan would meet the 56 degree F 

temperature target at Clear Creek throughout the temperature control season, on May 14, 2015, 
the Executive Director provisionally approved the temperature management plan. In that 
approval the Executive Director indicated that the plan was required to be updated as necessary 
to ensure temperature compliance throughout the temperature control season and that 
Reclamation was required to prepare a final plan by June 1 for approval. In addition, the 
Executive Director also directed Reclamation to notify him immediately if there were any 
indications that the plan would not achieve temperature compliance throughout the temperature 
control season. 

On May 29, 2015, the Executive Director met with staff from Reclamation, DWR and the 
fisheries agencies to discuss: (1) updated temperature profile measurements taken at Shasta Lake 
indicating that the reservoir was warmer than expected: and (2) associated temperature modeling 
information showing that it was very unlikely that Reclamation would be able to meet the 56 degree 
F temperature target with the operations provisionally approved two weeks earlier. Following the 
May 29 meeting, the Executive Director sent Reclamation a letter temporarily suspending the 
provisional approval of the draft temperature management plan and directing Reclamation to 
maintain releases from Keswick Reservoir below Shasta Lake at no more the 7,500 cubic-feet per 
second (cfs) through June 10, and lower if possible, to conserve additional cold water supplies. In 
addition, the Executive Director directed Reclamation to work with the fisheries agencies and State 
Water Board staff to develop a revised plan. On June 24, 2015 the State Water Board held a 
public workshop to discuss summer and fall drought-related State Water Project and Central Valley 
Project operations in the Bay-Delta Watershed. As stated above, Reclamation submitted the revised 
Temperature Plan on June 25, 2015. 

NMFS July 1, 2015 Concurrence Letter 
On July 1, 2015 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) submitted a concurrence letter to 
Reclamation and DWR on the Contingency Plan for Water Year 2015 Pursuant to Reasonable 
and Prudent Alternative Action I.2.3.0 of the 2009 Coordinated Long-term Operation of the CVP 
and SWP biological Opinion, Including a revised Temperature Plan. In its concurrence letter, 
NMFS stated that it concurs with the Temperature Plan, as proposed for the CVP in 
Reclamation's June 25, 2015, letter, and its associated Updated Biological Information. NMFS 
acknowledges that "storage in Shasta Reservoir at the beginning of the temperature 
management season in June, and the quantity and quality of the cold water pool, will not 
provide for suitable winter-run habitat needs throughout their egg and alevin incubation and fry 
rearing periods." NMFS goes on to say that "the base operations plan, including the Keswick 
release schedule, delayed use of full side gates, and real-time monitoring and decision-making 
based on winter-run run timing, location of redds, air and surface water temperature modeling, 
and projected versus actual cold water storage conditions and downstream water temperatures, 
represents the best that can be done with a really bad set of conditions." NMFS also notes "that 
these conditions could have been largely prevented through upgrades in monitoring and 
modeling, and reduced Keswick releases in April and May" and concludes: "Based on extensive 
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analyses of alternative scenarios (6,000 to 8,000 cfs Keswick releases), the plan provides a 
reasonable possibility that there will be some juvenile winter-run survival this year." 

July 3, 2015 TUCP Order Temperature-Related Conditions 
To ensure that the changes approved in the July 3, 2015 Temporary Urgency Change Petition 
Order will not have unreasonable impacts on fish and wildlife, the Condition 6 of the Order 
includes the following provisions related to temperature: 

Reclamation shall implement the Sacramento River Temperature Management Plan with 
any changes required by the Executive Director. Key elements of the Plan from the 
Shasta Temperature Management Plan-Key Concepts include: 

i. Base Keswick releases of 7,250 cfs in June and July. 
ii. Base Keswick releases of 7,250 cfs in August, 6,500 cfs in September, and 

5,000 cfs in October, subject to change in accordance with the realtime 
monitoring and decision making process described below based on the 
performance of the plan in June and July. 

iii. Actual operations will be decided using a real-time monitoring and decision 
making process that includes representatives from the relevant federal and 
State agencies. This decision making process may yield adjustments to base 
operations depending on real-time conditions on the ground. 

iv. Reclamation will convene the real-time monitoring and decision making group at 
least weekly, and more frequently if necessary to inform decisions about 
temperature operations. 

v. Decisions regarding real-time adjustment to base operations will be made using 
the principles identified in the Shasta Temperature Management Plan-Key 
Components. 

Reclamation shall immediately update the Sacramento River Temperature Management 
Plan as conditions change or upon the request of the fisheries agencies or Executive 
Director or his designee. The plan shall provide reasonable protection for winter-run 
Chinook salmon during the 2015 spawning and rearing period and consider other 
fisheries needs, including spring-and fallrun Chinook salmon. Reclamation shall conduct 
all necessary modeling, monitoring and reporting to inform temperature operations. 
Specifically, Reclamation shall submit to the fisheries agencies and State Water Board 
staff: 

i. Updated reservoir temperature profile measurements no less than weekly for 
Shasta and every two weeks for Trinity and Whiskeytown reservoirs in digital 
format, unless otherwise approved; 

ii. Immediately upon any change in conditions or upon the request of the fisheries 
agencies or State Water Board staff, updated annotated temperature modeling 
including the following information: 

1. Identification of the model run date; 
2. Input and output files; 
3. Keswick flow release level (if static), or time series, as 

appropriate; 
4. The meteorological assumptions used for the run; 
5. Titles or notes that explain the temperature target of the run, and 

at what location; and 



Mr. Ron Milligan - 4 - JUL 0 7 2015 

6. Other notes that describe if the run was done to target a specific 
temperature based on the other run assumptions or if the 
meteorological conditions were simply imposed on another run. 

iii. With the exception of weekends and holidays, daily updates of average daily 
river temperature conditions, including the Shasta temperature control device 
weighted average, Spring Creek Power House weighted average, and 
Sacramento River miles 302, 298 and 293 temperatures;10-day forecasted 
Redding high and low air temperatures; and 

iv. Actual and forecasted CVP and SWP monthly operations immediately upon any 
significant change in conditions, including input assumptions for major system 
inflows and outflows, including accretion and depletion assumptions. 

For the remainder of the drought, Reclamation shall meet no less than weekly with the 
Sacramento River Temperature Task Group (SRTTG) to discuss operations and options 
for reducing or avoiding redd dewatering, stranding and temperature impacts to winter- 
run Chinook salmon. Reclamation shall immediately notify the SRTTG of any significant 
changes to environmental or operational conditions that may affect temperatures and 
shall convene a meeting with the SRTTG to discuss unless the SRTTG members 
indicate a meeting is not needed. Reclamation shall provide notes from the meetings to 
the SRTTG within 5 days following the meeting for review and approval and shall post 
the approved notes and handouts from the meetings on its website immediately upon 
approval. Reclamation shall confer on recommendations from the SRTTG during the 
consultation process and other applicable CVP and SWP operational decision-making 
meetings. Reclamation shall immediately make available technical information 
requested by the Executive Director or his designee through the consultation process. 
Reclamation shall report monthly to the State Water Board during its Board meeting on 
actions that have been or will be taken to reduce impacts to winter-run Chinook salmon, 
through the remainder of the drought. 

Reclamation shall meet with State Water Board and fisheries agency staff before August 
7, 2015, to develop a plan for providing information and tools needed to independently 
run the Sacramento River Temperature model. 

In consultation with the fisheries agencies and State Water Board staff, perform a review 
and evaluation of the water year 2015 temperature control season to evaluate the 
effectiveness of temperature control operations this year, as well as necessary actions to 
improve temperature control operations in the future, beginning in the next water year. 
Reclamation shall perform any necessary analyses to identify the source of any 
significant discrepancies between projected and observed temperatures. All analyses 
associated with this evaluation shall be submitted with the evaluation. The evaluation 
shall be submitted to the State Water Board and SRTTG by January 15, 2016. 

I recognize that changes in Shasta Reservoir operations from what Reclamation proposed in its 
May 4 Temperature management plan will affect system-wide Central Valley Project and State 
Water Project operations and water supplies, and that the current plan relies more heavily on 
the already limited storage available in Folsom and Oroville. I also recognize that the 120,000 
acre-feet end of September Folsom storage forecasted in the June 25 Plan represents the 
minimum acceptable storage to meet community water supply needs, and that other changes in 
system-wide operation would be necessary if this minimum storage cannot be achieved. This 
approval is therefore conditioned upon USBR operating the CVP in a manner that results in end 
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of September storage no less than 120,000 acre-feet. The July 3, 2015 TUCP Order also 
includes the following condition: 

JUL 07 2015 

Upon request of the Executive Director, Reclamation and DWR will propose adjusted 
operations to ensure that critical water supplies are available for municipal and industrial 
use, including to cities served by Folsom Lake, and to provide cooling water needed to 
maintain grid reliability. 

I continue to encourage Reclamation and DWR to work with State Water Board staff and the 
potentially affected parties to both minimize and equitably distribute the water supply effects of 
the adjusted operations, and to ensure that critical water supply, and health and safety needs 
are met. 

If you have any questions, please contact Diane Riddle at diane.riddlewaterboards.ca.gov or 
(916) 341-5927. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Howard 
Executive Director 

cc: See next page. 
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cc: John Leahigh 
California Department of Water Resources 
3310 El Camino Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95821 
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Thuy Washburn 
U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation Central Valley Operations Office 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95821 

Garwin Yip 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Water Operations and Delta Consultations Branch 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 8-300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Seth Naman 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
1655 Heindon Road 
Arcata, CA 95521 

Craig Anderson 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bay-Delta Office 
650 Capitol Mall, 5th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

James G. Smith 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Red Bluff Fish and Wildlife Office 
10950 Tyler Road 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 

Jason Roberts 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
601 Locust Street 
Redding, CA 96001 
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QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ORDER R4-2012-0175: LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD 
RESPONSE TO PETITION AND ADDENDUM 
SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones: 

Please find enclosed the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Los Angeles 
Water Board) response to Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay's: 1) Petition for Review of Los Angeles Water Board's Executive Officer's Action 
to Conditionally Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs (WMPs) Pursuant to the Los 
Angeles County MS4 Permit (Petition), and 2) Addendum for Petition for Review of Los Angeles 
Water Board's Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally Approve Nine WMPs Pursuant to the 
Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Addendum). 

The Los Angeles Water Board is also concurrently filing a separate request for the State Water 
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) to take official notice of or to accept as 
supplemental evidence certain documents. 

We look forward to the State Water Board's review of the administrative record and the Los 
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(_.)/3 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

As the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) is aware from prior 
proceedings, Part VI.0 of Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles 
Water Board or Board) Order No. R4-2012-0175, Waste Discharge Requirements for MS4 
Discharges within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, Except Those Discharges 
Originating from the City of Long Beach MS4 (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit or Permit) 
provides Permittees with an alternative compliance option by developing and implementing 
Watershed Management Programs (WMPs).1 The Permit contains detailed requirements 
regarding the elements of WMPs and deadlines for the development, review, and approval of 
these programs. Pursuant to the Permit, the Los Angeles Water Board, or the Board's Executive 
Officer on behalf of the Board, was required to approve or deny final WMPs within 3 months of 
submittal of the final WMPs. Part VI.C.4.e of the Permit specifies that Permittees that do not 
have an approved WMP within 28 months of the Permit's effective date (thus, by April 28, 2015) 
shall be subject to the baseline requirements of the Permit and shall demonstrate compliance 
with receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and applicable interim water quality-based 
effluent limitations pursuant to Parts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3). 

In Order WQ 2015-0075, the State Water Board upheld the WMP provisions in the Los Angeles 
County MS4 Permit as a reasonable alternative compliance option for meeting receiving water 
limitations. The State Water Board, however, recognized that the "success of the Los Angeles 
MS4 Order in addressing water quality issues depends primarily on the careful and effective 
development and implementation of programs consistent with the requirements of the Order."2 
This includes "the effort invested by Permittees in developing WMPs/EWMPs that truly address 
the stringent provisions of the Order, the precision with which the Los Angeles Water Board 
reviews the draft programs and requires revisions, and, most importantly, the actual 
implementation and appropriate enforcement of the programs once approved."3 In regards to 
rigor and accountability in the WMP development process, the State Water Board found that 
three components of the WMPs are essential to ensuring that proposed WMPs are in fact 
designed to achieve receiving water limitations within the appropriate time frame: 1) the WMPs 
are subject to a public review and comment period; 2) the requirement for a reasonable 
assurance analysis ensures that Permittees are choosing appropriate controls and milestones 
for the WMP; and 3) the adaptive management provisions of the Permit ensure that the 
Permittees will evaluate monitoring data and other new information every two years and 
consider progress up to that point on achieving water quality-based effluent limitations and other 
TMDL-specific limitations.4 

The Los Angeles Water Board's review of the WMPs, including the Reasonable Assurance 
Analyses (RAA), was thorough and consistent, involving a multidisciplinary team of engineers, 
scientists, modelers, and planners. The Board's reviews and approvals of the WMPs were 
informed by significant input from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Region IX staff and stakeholder input, including the Petitioners. Stakeholder input on the WMPs 

1 As the State Water Board knows, the Permit also provides Permittees with the option of developing and 
implementing an Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP). However, this matter concerns only the Los 
Angeles Water Board's approval of WMPs. Accordingly, this response only focuses on the development, review, and 
approval of the WMPs. 
2 State Water Board Order WQ 2015-0075 (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit), p. 7 (Section 1, RB-AR570). 
3 Id. at 52 (Section 1, RB-AR615). 

See id. at 37-38 (Section 1, RB-AR600 - 601). 
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was solicited through nine meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), as well as 
RAA subcommittee meetings; written comments on the draft WMPs and revised WMPs; public 
workshops on the draft WMPs and revised WMPs in October 2014 and April 2015, respectively; 
and individual meetings between stakeholders and Board staff. Los Angeles Water Board staff 
prepared comments on each of the draft WMPs and held meetings with Permittees to discuss 
these comments. In response to Board staff's comments, Permittees submitted revised WMPs 
per the schedule set forth in Part VI.0 of the Permit. Los Angeles Water Board staff evaluated 
the revised WMPs to ensure that the Board's comments were appropriately addressed. 

During the review process, the Los Angeles Water Board's Executive Officer met regularly with 
staff to discuss the reviews. The Executive Officer determined that the revised WMPs met the 
requirements of the Permit, were based on well accepted technical approaches, and were 
sound and reasonable programs. On April 28, 2015, the Executive Officer approved, with 
conditions, nine WMPs pursuant to Part VI.0 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit.5 The 
Executive Officer did so on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board pursuant to delegated 
authority. In his approval letter, the Executive Officer provided the Permittees a short deadline to 
submit their final WMPs to the Board that satisfied all of the conditions outlined in the approval 
letter. The letter also indicated that the approval may be rescinded if all of the conditions were 
not satisfied with the timeframe provided in the letter. 

On May 28, 2015, the Natural Resources Defense Council, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper (collectively, Petitioners) filed a petition for review (hereafter, Petition) challenging 
the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 action to approve, with 
conditions, the nine WMPs. The Petition sought review by both the Los Angeles Water Board 
and the State Water Board. In its Petition, the Petitioners contend that the Executive Officer 
acted outside the scope of delegated authority in "conditionally" approving the WMPs and that 
such approvals were inconsistent with the requirements of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit 
and federal Clean Water Act. While the Petitioners took issue with the conditional approvals of 
all nine WMPs, the focus of Petitioners' contentions concern only three of the nine - the Lower 
San Gabriel River WMP, the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and the Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 WMP. The Petitioners, however, seek invalidation of the Executive Officer's conditional 
approvals and denial of all nine WMPs. 

Final WMPs addressing the Executive Officer's conditions were submitted in May and June 
2015. In July and August 2015, after reviewing each of the final WMPs relative to the conditions 
in the approval letters, the Executive Officer determined that the conditions had been satisfied. 
The Petitioners did not file a petition challenging the Executive Officer's determinations as to the 
final WMPs. 

The Los Angeles Water Board considered the Petition at its meeting on September 10, 2015 
and ratified the Executive Officer's approvals, with conditions, of all nine WMPs. In ratifying the 
WMP approvals, the Los Angeles Water Board determined that the approved WMPs met the 

5 Three of the nine WMPs were also approved, with conditions, pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, 
Order No. R4-2014-0024. The City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, issued on February 6, 2014, provides the same 
alternative compliance path through WMPs to the City of Long Beach for its MS4 discharges. The Petitioners have 
not challenged the conditional approvals of those WMPs pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, only his 
conditional approvals of those WMPs pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. 
6 The Petitioners sought Los Angeles Water Board review pursuant to Part VI.A.6 of the Permit, which provides that 
any permittee or interested person may request review by the Los Angeles Water Board of any formal determination 
or approval made by the Executive Officer pursuant to the Permit. As explained in Section III.D, the Los Angeles 
Water Board considered the Petition on September 10, 2015. 
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requirements of the Permit. It also acknowledged that there is room for refinement in the WMPs, 
particularly in the RAAs given the limited availability of stormwater outfall data, and that the 
WMPs would be updated and improved over time through the adaptive management process 
required by the Permit as more monitoring data are obtained and actions implemented. 

On October 30, 2015, subsequent to the Los Angeles Water Board's consideration of the 
Petition, the Petitioners filed an addendum for their petition for review (hereafter, Addendum) 
with the State Water Board challenging the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 
2015. The Petitioners seek invalidation of the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 
10, 2015 and an order remanding the matter to the Los Angeles Water Board for further 
proceedings. 

The Los Angeles Water Board's response to the Petition and Addendum is organized as 
follows. Section II provides a summary response to the contentions raised by the Petitioners in 
their May 28, 2015 Petition and October 30, 2015 Addendum. Section III provides background 
on the WMP provisions in the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit and on the WMP development, 
review, and approval process. Section IV is the Los Angeles Water Board's procedural 
objections to the October 30, 2015 Addendum. Section V provides specific responses to the 
contentions raised in the May 28, 2015 Petition. Section VI provides specific responses to the 
contentions raised in the October 30, 2015 Addendum. Section VII concludes the Los Angeles 
Water Board's response to the Petition and Addendum. 

II. SUMMARY RESPONSE 

As explained in the specific responses below, the Los Angeles Water Board disagrees with all of 
the contentions raised in the Petition and Addendum. The Los Angeles Water Board determined 
that the WMPs met the requirements of the Permit, were based on well accepted technical 
approaches, and were sound and reasonable programs. The Los Angeles Water Board 
requests that the State Water Board deny the Petitioners' requests to: 1) invalidate the Los 
Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 conditional approvals and deny all nine 
WMPs; 2) invalidate the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015 to ratify its 
Executive Officer's final approvals of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, Lower San 
Gabriel River WMP, and Lower Los Angeles River WMP; and 3) remand the matter to the Los 
Angeles Water Board for further proceedings. In response to the Petitioners' contentions, the 
Los Angeles Water Board urges the State Water Board to uphold the Los Angeles Water 
Board's actions in their entirety, retaining the final approvals of all nine WMPs. 

The Los Angeles Water Board's Executive Officer appropriately used his discretion in issuing 
conditional approvals of the nine WMPs on April 28, 2015. This was because the conditions did 
not generally require fundamental changes to the WMPs. Rather, the conditions largely 
requested revisions such as providing additional supporting or clarifying information, providing 
consistency within the WMP, and correcting typographical errors. Some of the conditions were 
related to lack of detail, particularly for actions and/or projects to be conducted later in WMP 
implementation in future permit cycles, or due to lack of data (e.g., source assessment and 
model calibration/validation), which can only be remedied with data collection. The Executive 
Officer determined that denial of the WMPs on the basis of needing these types of revisions was 
not warranted and could be appropriately addressed through individually tailored approvals with 
conditions to address these items. This was particularly in light of the newness of the WMP 
provisions in the Permit and the significant effort made by the Permittees in developing their 
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WMPs consistent with these provisions. The development of these watershed programs is an 
accomplishment never before conducted by the Permittees and has required a learning 
process. In addition, denial of the WMPs on the basis of needing these types of revisions could 
have delayed timely implementation of the Permit. The Executive Officer determined that it was 
more beneficial to approve the WMPs with conditions and a short period to address the 
conditions, such that WMP implementation could begin as soon as possible. 

The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees with the Petitioners' assertion that the WMPs failed to 
address virtually all of the identified non-compliance issues. To the contrary, the Permittees 
largely addressed all of the Board's comments prior to the Executive Officer's action. However, 
as described in more detail below in Section III.B.4, not all of Board staff's comments 
necessarily required a change to be made to the draft WMP or revised WMP. In some cases, 
the Board's comments were addressed without further changes to the WMPs, such as 
explanations provided by the Permittees during phone calls and/or meetings and/or in the 
submittals of the revised WMPs themselves. 

The Los Angeles Water Board further disagrees with Petitioners that the WMPs' RAA provide 
no assurance that WMP implementation will achieve compliance with water quality standards 
and the Clean Water Act. The approved WMPs include technical analyses that demonstrate, 
with reasonable assurance, that Permittees in these watershed areas will achieve the applicable 
receiving water limitations and water quality-based effluent limitations to which they are subject 
in the Permit. Like many Permittees, however, the Board recognizes that the RAAs are not 
perfect. RAAs are modeling exercises that reflect current knowledge, best engineering 
judgment, and available data. The very purpose of a model is to aid in evaluating conditions and 
outcomes over space and time when limited data are available. The models used for the RAAs 
were calibrated using the best available local monitoring data. After reviewing the RAAs, 
including the input and output data as well as the calibration results, the Los Angeles Water 
Board has concluded that the RAAs are a robust starting point at this stage of implementation of 
these long-term strategic programs. 

The WMPs and the RAAs will be further refined through the adaptive management process as 
more data become available from the expanded integrated monitoring programs and 
coordinated integrated monitoring programs. Lack of data can only be remedied with data 
collection, which will occur through the new and expanded monitoring in the Permit, including 
new outfall monitoring. In adopting the Permit, it was not the Los Angeles Water Board's intent 
to create an impossible situation whereby, due to lack of localized data, a WMP could not be 
approvable within the specified timeframe. As more data are obtained on water quality and the 
efficacy of implementation actions, the Permittees will revise and improve the WMPs, including 
the RAAs, through the adaptive management process. 

The Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015, ratifying the Executive Officer's 
approval of the nine WMPs was appropriate, proper, and within the Board's discretion. During 
its review of the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board considered substantial evidence 
regarding the review process undertaken by its Executive Officer with the support of his staff 
and USEPA Region IX staff; the extensive public review and participation process, including 
solicitation and consideration of stakeholder input, including that of the Petitioners; Permittees' 
responses to Board staff's comments on the draft WMPs; and the Executive Officer's conditions 
of approval as reflected in the revised and final WMPs. Based on these considerations, the Los 
Angeles Water Board determined that the final WMPs met the requirements for an approvable 
WMP, and that the Executive Officer's review and approval of the WMPs was appropriate and 
consistent with the approval process set forth in Part VI.0 of the Permit. The Los Angeles Water 
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Board's decision ratifying the Executive Officer's approvals of the nine WMPs supports the 
Permittees' implementation of their WMPs according to the compliance schedules in the Permit. 

The State Water Board is urged to uphold the Los Angeles Water Board's approvals of all nine 
WMPs to allow the significant collaborative planning efforts that have occurred to date continue 
so that actions to address water quality priorities are timely implemented. 

III. BACKGROUND ON WMP DEVELOPMENT, REVIEW, AND 
APPROVAL 

A. The WMP Provisions in the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit 

On November 8, 2012, the Los Angeles Water Board adopted the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175).7 In developing this permit, one of the fundamental framework 
issues was a reconsideration of the basic permit structure. The previous permit, Order No. 01- 
182, was structured as a single permit whereby all 86 Permittees were assigned uniform 
requirements, with additional requirements for the Principal Permittee, which was the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District. In Order No. 01-182, the Los Angeles Water Board 
began to encourage a Watershed Management Approach to address water quality protection in 
the region by associating Permittees with watersheds and stipulating that all Permittees 
participate in a watershed management committee. 

The 2012 Los Angeles County MS4 Permit includes detailed watershed management provisions 
that establish a watershed approach as a central tenet of permit implementation. Part VI.0 of 
the Permit allows Permittees the option to develop either a WMP or an Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (EWMP) to implement permit requirements on a watershed scale 
through customized strategies, control measures, and best management practices (BMPs). 
Development of a WMP or EWMP is voluntary and may be developed individually or as part of a 
group. The WMP provisions provide a framework for Permittees to implement the requirements 
of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit in an integrated and collaborative fashion to address the 
highest water quality priorities on a watershed scale, including complying with the requirements 
of Part V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and Attachments L through R (Total 
Maximum Daily Load Provisions), by customizing the control measures in Parts III.A 
(Prohibitions - Non-Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except 
the Planning and Land Development Program. 

The WMP provisions of Part VI.C.5 describe the required elements of a WMP. These elements 
include: 

Identification of Water Quality Priorities, supported by Water Quality Characterization, 
Water Body-Pollutant Classification, Source Assessment, and Prioritization (Part 
VI.C.5.a); 
Selection of Watershed Control Measures, including Minimum Control Measures [as 
defined in Part VI.D.4 to Part VI.D.10], Non-Storm Water Discharge Measures, and 
TMDL Control Measures (Part VI.C.5.b); 
A Reasonable Assurance Analysis for each water body-pollutant combination addressed 
by the Watershed Management Program (Part VI.C.5.b.iv(5)); and 

Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Section 1, RB-AR1 - 563). 
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 Compliance Schedules that are adequate for measuring progress on a watershed scale 
once every two years, consistent with compliance deadlines for all applicable interim 
and/or final water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations in 
Part VI.E and Attachments L through R of the Permit, and as short as possible (Part 
VI.C.5.c) 

1. Reasonable Assurance Analysis and the Watershed Management Modeling 
System and Structural BMP Prioritization and Analysis Tool 

One of the most sophisticated requirements of a WMP is the Reasonable Assurance Analysis 
(RAA). The RAA is a modeling exercise, for the most part, which is required in order to 
demonstrate that the watershed control measures that will be implemented through the WMP 
have a reasonable assurance of resulting in the required pollutant reductions necessary to 
achieve applicable water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving water limitations in the 
Permit. The RAAs represent the most extensive use of stormwater modeling to implement a 
MS4 permit to date. 

The three WMPs with which the Petitioners take issue use state-of-the-art, peer-reviewed 
models that have been specifically developed for Los Angeles County watersheds -- namely the 
Watershed Management Modeling System (WMMS) developed by the County of Los Angeles, 
and the Structural BMP Prioritization and Analysis Tool (SBPAT) developed under contract for 
the City of Los Angeles, Heal the Bay, and County of Los Angeles.8 These two models are 
specifically identified in Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) of the Permit as models that may be used to conduct 
a RAA. 

Unlike a situation where a municipality may be using a nationally developed watershed model 
lacking region specific data, the Permittees in Los Angeles County were able to use these 
models, which represent Los Angeles County watersheds and waterbodies at a high resolution. 
To give an example of the level of detail in these models, the Los Angeles River Watershed is 
broken into 1,016 subwatersheds and 270 reach segments in WMMS, while the San Gabriel 
River Watershed, which includes the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Area, is 
broken into 534 subwatersheds and 171 reach segments.9 Twenty-one hydrologic response 
units are used to characterize land use/cover in each subwatershed, by incorporating land use 
data from 2008, slope, and soil type.1° Rainfall is characterized using 148 rainfall gages.11 

During their development, these models were calibrated at the regional/countywide level using 
local data on precipitation, soils, hydrology, and water quality among other data. During the 
development of WMPs during the period 2013 - 2014, model input data including precipitation 
and hydrology were updated. 

Model calibration essentially refers to the process of adjusting an existing model-such as those 
used in the WMPs' RAAs-so that the model's outputs more accurately represent the system 
being modeled. In the case of the hydrology and water quality models used in the RAA, 

8 WMP RAA Models & Data (Section 8, RB-AR1932 - 1933). 
9 Ibid. See, specifically, http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final Phase 
accessed December 9, 2015), pg. 11. 
10 Ibid. See, specifically, http://dpw.lacounty.ciov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final 
accessed December 9, 2015), pgs. 11-26. 
11 Ibid. See, specifically http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final 
accessed December 9, 2015), pg. 27. 
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calibration entails fine-tuning adjustable model parameters so that the model's output more 
closely matches actual monitoring data. 

Documentation for WMMS can be found of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
website at: http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/wmms/res.aspx.12 

Los Angeles County Watershed Model Configuration and Calibration-Part I: Hydrology13 (pgs. 
60-94) explains WMMS' hydrological calibration. This calibration procedure systematically 
calibrates Hydrologic Response Units (HRUs) throughout Los Angeles County. Following 
calibration, "model validation" is performed at a downstream gage near the mouth of the Los 
Angeles River (see pg. 86). 

Los Angeles County Watershed Model Configuration and Calibration-Part II: Water Quality14 
(pgs. 17-98) explains WMMS' water quality calibration. The calibration procedure varies model 
parameters so that HRU and EMC (Event Mean Concentration) responses fit observed data 
from the watershed; accounts for in-stream point sources and hydromodification; and validates 
the model by comparing outputs with downstream mass emission station data. As a part of this 
procedure, a sediment calibration was also performed (see pg. 18). 

As stated above, the WMMS was updated by the County of Los Angeles with pertinent 
precipitation and streamflow data from the years since the initial WMMS calibration. 

As described by Geosyntec, SBPAT is a "public domain, `open source' GIS-based water quality 
analysis tool intended to 1) facilitate the prioritization and selection of BMP project opportunities 
and technologies in urbanized watersheds, and 2) quantify benefits, costs, uncertainties and 
potential risks associated with stormwater quality projects."15 

The quantification/analysis module of SBPAT uses: 
Land use based Event Mean Concentrations; 
Environmental Protection Agency Stormwater Management Model (EPA-SWMM); 
United States Environmental Protection Agency/American Society of Civil Engineers 
(USEPA/ASCE) International BMP Database; 
Site data; and 
A Monte Carlo Approach to quantify water quality benefits and uncertainties. 

While a certain amount of data are required to calibrate any model by comparing the modeling 
results to real world conditions, the very purpose of a model is to aid in evaluating conditions 
and outcomes over space and time when limited data are available. As data continue to be 
collected, model results are validated and model inputs and assumptions are adjusted if 
necessary. In the case of the WMPs, the RAAs will be further refined through the required 
adaptive management process set forth in Part VI.C.8 of the Permit as more local data become 
available from the expanded integrated monitoring programs and coordinated integrated 
monitoring programs implemented in conjunction with the WMPs. 

12 WMP RAA Models & Data (Section 8, RB-AR1932). 
13 Ibid. See, specifically, http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final Phase I Modeling Report Part I.pdf (last 
accessed December 9, 2015). 
14 Ibid. See, specifically, http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final Phase I Modeling Report Part II.pdf (last 
accessed December 9, 2015). 
15 WMP RAA Models & Data (Section 8, RB-AR1933). See, specifically, SBPAT Homepage: http://sbpat.net/ (last 
accessed December 9, 2015). 
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2. Other WMP Provision Requirements 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.7, Permittees in each Watershed Management Area (WMA) must develop 
a monitoring program in conjunction with a WMP to support an assessment of progress toward 
achieving the water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving water limitations addressed 
by the WMP, and to support the required adaptive management process for WMPs set forth in 
Part VI.C.8. 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.4.d, during the development of a WMP, i.e., from the effective date of the 
Permit (December 28, 2012) to the date of WMP approval (April 2015), Permittees were 
required to continue to implement: (i) watershed control measures in their existing storm water 
management programs; (ii) measures to eliminate non-storm water discharges through the MS4 
that are a source of pollutants to receiving waters; and (iii) measures from existing TMDL 
implementation plans, to ensure that MS4 discharges achieve compliance with interim and final 
trash WQBELs and all other final WQBELs and receiving water limitations pursuant to Part VI.E 
and set forth in Attachments L through R by the applicable compliance deadlines occurring prior 
to approval of a WMP. Additionally, to be granted an 18-month period for WMP development, 
Permittees were required to have Low Impact Development (LID) ordinances and green streets 
policies in place or in development in greater than 50% of the land area covered by the WMP. 
The Permittees in the nine WMPs at issue in this petition made this additional commitment to 
LID and green street policy development during the development of their WMPs. 

The WMP provisions in Part VI.0 of the Permit also outline a process for development, review, 
and, if appropriate, approval of a WMP.16 The steps of this process and applicable deadlines 
include the following: 

Step Deadline 
Permittees notify the Los 
Angeles Water Board of intent 
to develop a WMP 

6 months after permit effective 
date (June 28, 2013) 

Permittees submit draft WMPs 18 months after Permit 
effective date (June 28, 2014) 

Los Angeles Water Board 
provides comments on draft 
WMPs to Permittees 

4 months after submittal of 
draft WMP (varies) 

Permittees submit final WMP 3 months after receipt of Los 
Angeles Water Board 
comments on draft WMP 
(varies) 

Approval or denial of final 
WMP by Los Angeles Water 
Board or by Executive Officer 
on behalf of the Los Angeles 
Water Board 

3 months after submittal of 
final WMP (April 28, 2015) 

Permittees begin 
implementation of WMP 

Upon approval of final WMP 
(April 28, 2015) 

16 Order No. R4-2012-0175 as amended by State Water Board Order WQ 2015-0075 (Section 1, RB-AR698 - 703). 
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Part VI.C.4.e of the Permit specifies that Permittees that do not have an approved WMP within 
28 months of the Permit's effective date (thus, by April 28, 2015) shall be subject to the baseline 
requirements of Part VI.D of the Permit and shall demonstrate compliance with receiving water 
limitations pursuant to Part V.A and with applicable interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations in Part VI.E pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3). 

B. The WMP Development, Review, and Approval Process 

The WMP development, review, and approval process was an extensive process that occurred 
over a nearly two-and-a-half year period. The process included review of the draft WMPs and 
revised WMPs by a multidisciplinary team of Los Angeles Water Board staff, including 
engineers, scientists, modelers and planners, and USEPA Region IX staff, and multiple 
opportunities for stakeholder input on the WMPs through information sessions and public 
workshops hosted by Permittees and by the Los Angeles Water Board, technical advisory 
committee (TAC) and subcommittee meetings, written comments, and individual meetings 
among Board staff, Permittees, and stakeholders. 

As noted above, there were several steps in the process. Details about each of these steps are 
provided below, and depicted in Figure 1 to this Response (included at the end of this 
response). 

1. Submittal and Review of Notifications' of Intent to Develop WMPs 

By June 28, 2013, the Los Angeles Water Board received eighteen notifications of intent to 
develop a WMP, either individually or as a member of a group. Los Angeles Water Board staff 
reviewed each of the notifications of intent and provided direction to Permittees on additional 
actions, documentation, or revisions that were needed to proceed with the development of a 
draft WMP.17 For example, for a small non-contiguous area of the City of Los Angeles identified 
in the Santa Monica Bay subwatershed notification of intent, Los Angeles Water Board staff 
presented options to the City of Los Angeles to address this area through an individual WMP, 
combine it with a geographically contiguous area, or opt to follow the baseline requirements in 
Part VI.D and demonstrate compliance with receiving water limitations pursuant to Part V.A and 
with applicable interim and final WQBELs in Part VI.E pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and 
VI. E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively.18 

2. Submittal and Review of, and Comments on, Draft WMPs 

The Los Angeles Water Board received sixteen draft WMPs from Permittees by the eighteen 
month due date of June 28, 2014.19 Following receipt of these draft WMPs, and beginning on 
July 3, 2014, the Los Angeles Water Board provided a 46-day public review and written 
comment period on the draft WMPs.2° The Petitioners along with others such as the 

17 For Board staffs reviews of the notifications of intent to develop a WMP/EWMP, see Section 19, AR-RB2723 - 
2724; Section 20, AR-RB3353 - 3354; Section 22, RB-AR5441 - 5443; Section 23, RB-AR6991 - 6994; Section 24, 
RB-AR10126 - 10129; Section 25, RB-AR13230 - 13234; Section 26, RB-AR16611 - 16614 & RB-AR16638; and 
Section 27, RB-AR17146 - 17147. 
18 Regional Board Review of Notice of Intent from Santa Monica Bay J2 & J3, and City of LA are in J7 (Section 26, 
AR-RB16611 - 16614). 
19 Two Permittees that initially submitted an individual notification of intent chose to join an EWMP prior to the 
deadline for submitting a draft WMP. 
20 Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment on Watershed Management Program Deliverables (Section 9, RB- 
AR1934). 
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Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ) submitted written comments on the 
draft WMPs during this comment period.21 

Concurrently with the public review and comment period, the Los Angeles Water Board staff 
reviewed the draft WMPs. Board staff also teamed up with USEPA Region IX staff to jointly 
review the draft WMPs. Each WMP was assigned a lead reviewer who coordinated their review 
with a counterpart at USEPA Region IX. The Los Angeles Water Board's Storm Water 
Permitting Unit Chief and Regional Programs Section Chief oversaw all reviews and regularly 
provided direction to staff conducting the reviews. Additionally, Board staff consulted with TMDL 
program staff, including the in-house expert on watershed modeling, regarding review of the 
reasonable assurance analyses (RAA). During the review period, Board staff and USEPA staff 
held conference calls on a weekly basis to discuss the draft WMPs. Throughout the review 
process, the Executive Officer was regularly kept apprised of Board staff and USEPA staff's 
review of the draft WMPs. 

In conducting its review, Los Angeles Water Board staff developed a list of review and 
evaluation questions that were derived from the WMP provisions in the Permit. 22 The purpose of 
these questions was to comprehensively guide the reviewer in their review of the draft WMPs 
and to ensure consistency among the reviewers. All Los Angeles Water Board staff reviewers, 
as well as USEPA Region IX staff, used this common set of review and evaluation questions in 
their review. The reviews were also informed by the detailed technical discussions at the 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings and RAA subcommittee meetings over the 
previous year, as well as the RAA guidelines that Board staff produced to provide additional 
direction to Permittees on conducting RAAs.23 Board staff also applied best professional 
judgment in their review, utilizing their educational background and expertise in water quality, 
engineering, and modeling, among other subject areas, in evaluating and providing comments 
on the draft WMPs. 

At its October 9, 2014 meeting, the Los Angeles Water Board held a workshop on the draft 
WMPs. Board staff made a presentation on the status of its review of the draft WMPs; 
Permittees gave presentations on their draft WMPs; and interested persons were provided with 
an opportunity to make oral comments.24 The Los Angeles Water Board also provided 
feedback, acknowledging and supporting the efforts of Permittees in developing the draft 
WMPs, while also asking questions about the assumptions and modeling used in the draft 
WMPs and raising concerns about the funding and timing of WMP implementation.25 

Of the sixteen draft WMPs that were submitted by Permittees by the June 28, 2014 deadline, 
the Los Angeles Water Board determined that seven were deficient submittals that did not meet 
the basic requirements for a draft WMP in the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. The Permittees 
that submitted these draft WMPs were each issued a Notice of Deficient Submittal.26 

On the basis of Los Angeles Water Board staff's review, USEPA Region IX staffs review, and in 
consideration of written and oral comments made by interested persons, the Board provided 

21 Comments on Draft Watershed Management Programs (Section 10, RB-AR1938 - 1992). 
22 Draft Watershed Management Programs Review and Evaluation Questions (Section 11, RB-AR1993 - 1997). 
23 TAC Meetings (Section 3, RB-AR1225 - 1458); RAA Subcommittee Meetings (Section 4, RB-AR1459 - 1590); 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis Guidelines (Section 6, RB-AR1604 - 1805). 
24 Documentation related to October 2014 Board Workshop on draft WMPs (Sections 12 - 15, RB-AR1998 - 2264) 
25 Certified Transcript for October 9, 2014 Board Meeting (Section 15, RB-AR2248 - 2564). 
26 The Permittees that received a Notice of Deficient Submittal were the cities of Compton, Carson, Lawndale, 
Gardena, Irwindale, South El Monte and West Covina. Many of these Permittees have since joined an EWMP. 
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comments in October 2014 on the remaining nine draft WMPs identifying the revisions that 
needed to be addressed prior to the Board's approval of the WMPs, and directed the Permittees 
to submit revised draft WMPs addressing the Board's comments by approximately January 28, 
2015 for Board review.27 

3. Submittal and Review of Revised WMPs 

As dictated by the WMP development timeline, Permittees submitted revisions to their draft 
WMPs to the Los Angeles Water Board in January 2015 (within three months after receiving 
comments from the Los Angeles Water Board).28 

While the Los Angeles Water Board did not provide the public an opportunity to submit written 
comments on the revised WMPs, the Petitioners nevertheless submitted written comments on 
the revised WMPs on March 25, 2015.29 Although unsolicited, the Petitioners' written comments 
on the revised WMPs were nevertheless considered by the Board and included in the 
administrative record. 

In response to the Petitioners' written comments, on April 13, 2015, Los Angeles Water Board 
staff held a public meeting for Permittees and interested persons to discuss the Executive 
Officer's pending consideration for approval or denial of the revised WMPs. The meeting 
provided a forum for Permittees and interested persons to discuss the revised WMPs with the 
Executive Officer and staff. Los Angeles Water Board members were invited to attend this 
meeting to listen to comments, ask questions, and provide feedback to the Executive Officer. 
Several Board members did attend this workshop. The meeting included comments from the 
Petitioners on the revised WMPs; presentations from the WMP Permittees/groups regarding the 
revisions made in response to the Board's comments on the draft WMPs; and a question and 
answer session.39 

27 For Board staffs written comments on the draft WMPs, see Section 19, RB-AR2848 - 2859; Section 20, RB- 
AR3750 - 3758; Section 21, RB-AR4811 - 4822; Section 22, RB-AR5907 - 5917; Section 23, RB-AR7889 - 7903; 
Section 24, RB-AR11227 - 11241; Section 25, RB-AR14464 - 14478; Section 26, RB-AR16815 - 16820; and Section 
27, RB-AR17306 - 17321. 
28 For revised WMPs, see Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group (Section 19, RB- 
AR2866 - 2972), East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group (Section 20, RB-AR3766 - 3971), City of El 
Monte (Section 21, RB-AR4828 - 4998), Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group (Section 
22, RB-AR5926 - 6181), Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group (Section 23, RB-AR7912 - 8808), 
Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group (Section 24, RB-AR11251 - 12024), Lower San Gabriel 
River Watershed Management Group (Section 25, RB-AR14487 - 15326), Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdiction 
7 (Section 26, RB-AR16831 - 16901), City of Walnut (Section 27, RB-AR17329 - 17595). 
29 On March 25, 2015, the Executive Officer was copied on an email communication from Liz Crosson of Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper containing written comments on the revised WMPs from the Petitioners (see Section 16, RB-AR2565 - 
2581). The Executive Officer did not respond to the email communication. This email communication constituted an 
ex parte communication to the Executive Officer from an interested person in a pending proceeding, regarding an 
issue in the proceeding, without notice and opportunity for all parties to participate in the communication. The Los 
Angeles Water Board understands that the email communication was a result of the mistaken belief that 
communications concerning the pending approval or denial of the revised WMPs were not prohibited. The Los 
Angeles Water Board disclosed the communication in accordance with Government Code section 11430.50. (See 
Section 17, RB-AR2582 - 2583.) Permittees and interested persons were advised they could orally address the 
communication during the April 13, 2015 public meeting. 
39 For documentation regarding the Public Meeting on April 13, 2015 on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
(WMPs) Pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, see Sections 17 - 18, RB-AR2582 - 2674. 
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4. Approval of WMPs 

On April 28, 2015, the Executive Officer, on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board, approved, 
with conditions, the following nine WMPs:31 

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Subwatershed 
Lower Los Angeles River Watershed 
East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Area 
Lower San Gabriel River 
Los Cerritos Channel Watershed 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdiction 7 
Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Group 
El Monte 
Walnut 

The Lower Los Angeles River Watershed WMP, the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, and the 
Los Cerritos Channel Watershed WMP were also approved, with conditions, pursuant to the 
City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, Order No. R4-2014-0024. 

The Executive Officer provided the Permittees with a short deadline to submit their final WMPs 
to the Board that satisfied all of the conditions outlined in the approval letter. The Executive 
Officer's conditions did not generally require fundamental changes to the WMPs. Rather, the 
conditions largely requested revisions such as providing additional supporting or clarifying 
information, providing consistency within the WMP, and correcting typographical errors. Some 
of the conditions provided direction on adaptive management -- a requirement of the Permit -- 
where there was a lack of detail, particularly for actions and/or projects to be conducted later in 
WMP implementation, in future permit cycles, or due to lack of data (e.g., source assessment 
and model calibration/validation), which will be remedied with data collection and through the 
adaptive management process. In the conditional approval letters, the Executive Officer 
required that Permittees refine and recalibrate the RAA as new data become available.32 

Moreover, most of the revised WMPs could have been approved by the Executive Officer 
without any conditions as the revised WMPs met the requirements of the Permit. However, the 
Executive Officer chose to approve the WMPs with conditions to ensure that Permittees were 
fully responsive to the Board's comments on the WMPs, and it would result in a better final 
WMP. 

Further, Petitioners assume that all of the Los Angeles Water Board's comments in its review 
letters necessarily required a change to be made to the draft WMP or revised draft WMP. In 
some cases, the Board's comments were addressed without further changes to the WMPs, 
such as explanations provided by the Permittees during phone calls and/or meetings and/or in 
the submittals of the revised WMPs themselves. Many Permittees included matrices with their 

31 For the Executive Officer's approvals of the revised WMPs, see Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed 
Management Group (Section 19, RB-AR3046 - 3051), East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group 
(Section 20, RB-AR4179 - 4185), City of El Monte (Section 21, RB-AR5065 - 5072), Los Angeles River Upper Reach 
2 Watershed Management Group (Section 22, RB-AR6329 - 6336), Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management 
Group (Section 23, RB-AR8974 - 8981), Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group (Section 24, RB- 
AR12217 - 12224), Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group (Section 25, RB-AR15519 - 15526), 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdiction 7 (Section 26, RB-AR17047 - 17052), City of Walnut (Section 27, RB- 
AR17596 - 17601). 
32 Ibid. 
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revised WMPs that summarized how each of the Board's comments on the draft WMP was 
addressed.33 

The letter also indicated that the approval may be rescinded if all of the conditions were not 
satisfied within the timeframe provided in the letter. The letter also directed the Permittees to 
begin implementation of their approved WMPs immediately pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the 
Permit.34 

Each of the seven WMP groups and the two individual Permittees submitted final WMPs in June 
2015 that satisfied the conditions in the Executive Officer's approval. After reviewing each of the 
final WMPs relative to the conditions in the approval letters, the Executive Officer confirmed, in 
a letter to each in July and August 2015, that the conditions had been satisfied.35 

5. Other Activities during WMP Development, Review, and Approval Process 

Throughout the above-mentioned timeline of events, Permittees and stakeholders were also 
involved in additional activities related to WMP development. These included: 

i. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meetings 

The WMP/EWMP provisions in the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit call for the formation and 
meeting of a TAC "that will advise and participate in the development of the Watershed 
Management Programs and enhanced Watershed Management Programs from month 6 
through the date of program approval "36 The TAC included Los Angeles Water Board staff, 
Permittees representing each of the WMPs and EWMPs, and representatives from non- 
governmental organizations, including the Petitioners.37 

In accordance with the Permit, nine TAC meetings were convened from July 2013 to September 
2014.38 These meetings discussed the RAA, control measure implementation, monitoring, and 
other issues related to WMP development. In addition to these meetings, an RAA subcommittee 
met four times from September 2013 to January 2014.39 

33 See Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group (Section 19, RB-AR2973 - 2985), East 
San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group (Section 20, RB-AR3972 - 3974), City of El Monte (Section 21, 
RB-AR4999 - 5003), Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group (Section 23, RB-AR8809 - 8824), Lower 
Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group (Section 24, RB-AR12025 - 12033), Lower San Gabriel River 
Watershed Management Group (Section 25, RB-AR15327 - 15335), Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdiction 7 
(Section 26, RB-AR16902 - 16903). 

4 See, for example, the Watershed Management Program Approval with Conditions for the Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 Watershed Management Group (Section 22, RB-AR6329 - 6336). 
35 For the Executive Officer's determinations regarding the final WMPs, see Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel 
Watershed Management Group (Section 19, RB-AR3216 - 3217), East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management 
Group (Section 20, RB-AR4409 - 4410), City of El Monte (Section 21, RB-AR5243 - 5244), Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 Watershed Management Group (Section 22, RB-AR6609 - 6611), Los Cerritos Channel Watershed 
Management Group (Section 23, RB-AR10068 - 10069), Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group 
(Section 24, RB-AR13117 - 13118), Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group (Section 25, RB- 
AR16378 - 16379), Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdiction 7 (Section 26, RB-AR17124 - 17125), City of Walnut 
(Section 27, RB-AR17798 - 17799). 

6 Order No. R4-2012-0075 as amended by State Water Board Order WQ 2015-0075, pg. 49 (Section 1, RB-AR693). 
37 Ibid. 
38 See, generally, TAC Meetings (Section 3, RB-AR1225 - 1458). 
39 See, generally, RAA Subcommittee Meetings (Section 4, RB-AR1459 - 1590). 
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ii. Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) Guidelines 

Los Angeles Water Board staff collaborated with stakeholders to release Guidelines for 
Conducting Reasonable Assurance Analysis in a Watershed Management Program, including 
an Enhanced Watershed Management Program to assist Permittees in RAA development.4° 
Prior to the release of the final guidelines, in the fall 2013 and winter 2013-14, Los Angeles 
Water Board staff circulated draft and revised draft versions to stakeholders for review and 
comment." 

iii. Stakeholder Participation 

In addition to the opportunities to provide written and oral comments described above, Los 
Angeles Water Board staff participated in a multitude of meetings, phone calls, and email 
exchanges with Permittees and other stakeholders, including the Petitioners, throughout the 
WMP development process. Documents related to meetings are included in the administrative 
record.42 

iv. Other WMP-related Meetings 

During the period of WMP development, Los Angeles Water Board staff convened several 
additional information sessions and workshops on WMP-related topics including stormwater 
program funding and low impact development (LID).43 

C. Geography of the Nine Approved WMPs 

Most of the nine WMPs approved by the Los Angeles Water Board are located in the southern 
part of Los Angeles County, where geology and soils limit regional stormwater retention 
opportunities (which are the hallmark of the EWMPs), while a few WMPs are located in the 
eastern part of the county. The nine WMPs range in size from a single Permittee to as many as 
14 Permittees. Figure 2 below shows the area covered by the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, 
and highlights the watershed areas covered by the nine approved WMPs. 

40 Final Guidelines for Conducting Reasonable Assurance Analysis in a Watershed Management Program (Section 6, 
RB-AR1771 - 1805). 
41 Reasonable Assurance Analysis Guidelines (Section 6, RB-AR1604 - 1770). 
42 Meetings with WMP Groups and Stakeholders (Section 7, RB-AR1806 - 1930). 
43 Information Sessions/Workshops Convened by Water Board Staff (Section 2, RB-AR965 - 1224). 
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Figure 2. Location of Nine WMPs within Los Angeles County 
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D. Petition for Review by the Los Angeles Water Board 

On May 28, 2015, the Petitioners filed the Petition with both the Los Angeles Water Board and 
the State Water Board, seeking review of the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's 
action to conditionally approve the nine WMPs. The Petitioners sought review by the Los 
Angeles Water Board pursuant to Part VI.A.6 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. Part 
VI.A.6 provides that any permittee or interested person may request review by the Los Angeles 
Water Board of any formal determination or approval made by the Executive Officer pursuant to 
the Permit. A permittee or interested person may request such review by the Los Angeles Water 
Board upon petition within 30 days of the notification of such decision to the permittee(s) and 
interested persons on file at the Board.44 This provision was included in the Permit to address 
input received during development of the Permit in light of the new watershed based paradigm 
for Permit implementation. 

The Petitioners alleged that the Executive Officer: (1) improperly acted outside the scope of 
delegated authority in "conditionally" approving the WMPs because the only authority explicitly 
delegated to the Executive Officer by the Los Angeles Water Board in the Permit was to 
approve or deny WMPs; (2) improperly modified the Permit by failing to comply with the 
substantive and procedural requirements pursuant to state and federal law, and exceeded the 
statutory limits for delegations; and (3) improperly imposed conditions in the approvals that are 
inconsistent with Permit requirements and the federal Clean Water Act. The Petitioners 
requested that the Los Angeles Water Board invalidate the Executive Officer's approvals, with 
conditions, and deny all nine WMPs. 

It is important to note that the Petition, including the detailed technical comments in Exhibit D to 
the Petition, only specifically alleged substantive inadequacies of three of the nine WMPs, 
namely the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and the Los 
Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP. The Petitioners did not allege any specific challenges to 
the substantive adequacy of the remaining six WMPs, but still requested that the Los Angeles 
Water Board invalidate the Executive Officer's approvals with conditions for those six WMPs. 
Without specific factual allegations concerning an inadequacy of a WMP, the Petitioners did not 
provide the Board with specific allegations to review. The Board was thus left to speculate as to 
Petitioners' concerns with the remaining six WMPs. 

In addition, while three of the nine WMPs were also approved pursuant to the City of Long 
Beach MS4 Permit, the Petition did not seek review of the Executive Officer's conditional 
approvals pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, only the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permit. 

On July 3, 2015, the Los Angeles Water Board publicly noticed the Petition, provided an 
opportunity for Permittees and interested persons to respond to the Petition, and indicated that it 
would consider the Petition at its meeting on September 10, 2015.45 The deadline for submittal 
of responses to the Petition was August 3, 2015. Nine responses to the Petition were 
received.46 

44 See Order No. R4-2012-0175 as amended by Order WQ 2015-0075, p. 42 (Section 1, RB-AR686). 
45 See Notice of Opportunity to Respond to Petition and Notice of Public Meeting (Section 30, RB-AR18028 - 18040). 
On July 22, 2015, a revised notice was sent indicating that additional documents were available on the Los Angeles 
Water Board's website. See Revised Notice of Opportunity to Respond to Petition and Notice of Meeting (Section 30, 
RB-AR18041 - 18046). 
46 See generally Responses to Petition for Review (Section 31, RB-AR18047 - 18206). 
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To aid in the Los Angeles Water Board's review of the Petition, Board staff provided the Board 
with materials pertaining to the development, review, and approval process of the nine WMPs. 
This included the Petition, responses to the Petition, documents pertaining to each of the nine 
WMPs, and internal WMP review and evaluations questions.47 Due to the voluminous nature of 
these documents (several thousand pages), they were provided to the Board on a CD several 
weeks before the hearing." For the Los Angeles Water Board's reference, Board staff also 
prepared three response matrices providing detailed written responses to the technical and 
legal contentions raised in the Petition, as well as an assessment of the Petitioners' March 25, 
2015 letter commenting on the revised WMPs." Responses to the technical contentions 
specifically pertained to the alleged substantive inadequacies of the Lower San Gabriel River 
WMP, the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP as 
those are the WMPs specifically challenged by the Petition. 

The Los Angeles Water Board considered the Petition at its meeting on September 10, 2015. 
The Board heard a brief introduction on the background and context for the Board's 
consideration of the Petition, a presentation by the Petitioners, responses to the legal and 
technical contentions by Board legal counsel and staff, responses to the Petition by Permittees 
and interested persons, and a rebuttal by the Petitioners.50 The Board members then asked 
questions, made statements, and deliberated on the information presented concerning both the 
legal contentions and the technical contentions raised in the Petition. The Los Angeles Water 
Board considered three general options regarding its action on the petition for each of the nine 
WMPs. These were to ratify the Executive Officer's approvals; overturn the Executive Officer's 
approvals; or conduct further proceedings on the Petition as determined by the Board.51 

In discussing the contentions, the Board determined that the approved WMPs met the 
requirements of the Permit. However, the Board also acknowledged room for improvement and 
refinement in the WMPs, and their supporting RAAs, as more monitoring data are collected and 
actions implemented. In discussing the approved WMPs, Board member Maria Mehranian 
stated: 52 

...And I'm believing that there was scientific methodologies, and there was 
processes, and there was science, and there was modeling, and there was these 
things included and evolved, and it's important to recognize it. 

And I want to respectfully disagree with the professor, it says 
"commitment to strategies but it doesn't commit," or it says, "Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis maybe works, maybe doesn't," these are huge -- some of 
these projects are huge infrastructure projects. They should be engineered. 
They're going to take time. They're going to be tested. When it says it could 

47 See generally Materials Provided to the Los Angeles Water Board for its Consideration of the Petition for Review 
(Section 32, RB-AR18207 - 18292). 

8 The CD was sent to the Los Angeles Water Board on August 13, 2015. See Section 32, RB-AR18287 - 18292. 
49 See Regional Board Staff's Response to the Petition (Section 32, RB-AR18213 - 18286). 
50 See generally Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting (Section 33, 18621 - 18803). See also the 
Power Point Presentations provided at the hearing (Section 32, RB-AR18313 - 18433). 
51 As it was the Executive Officer's action, based on input from Board staff, that the Los Angeles Water Board was 
reviewing by considering the Petition, the Executive Officer and staff opted not to make a recommendation to the 
Board on the available options. Rather, the purpose of staff's presentation was to explain the WMP review and 
approval process and why the Executive Officer determined that an approval, with conditions, was appropriate for all 
nine WMPs. 
52 Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting, p. 345:24 - 347:7 (Section 33, RB-AR18778 - 18780). 
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have or it would have or it might have, it's the only way to say some of these 
things because they're quite complicated projects. 

But the importance is that they're required. And right now the cities have 
responded. We are monitoring them. And the whole idea of the fact that they're - 
- I'm excited that the guidelines for the stormwater capture on the -- on the Water 
Bond is out. The cities can now go apply and do more. And I agree with some of 
my colleagues, I don't want to stop this process. I don't. I want them -- as one of 
the consultants said, we're going to have the rainy season and we have more 
projects today that are going to do stormwater capture. I was thrilled listening 
about all these little projects here and there that are popping up in the city 
because of this work. And I think in order to understand this work and appreciate 
it, it's important to understand the spirit of MS4, because the MS4 allows time for 
improving what we have. 

And could this plan be better? Of course it can. Could we develop a better 
plan? Yes. But is the process in place? I think it is. Is there modeling? Is there 
science involved? Yes, it is, and I'm proud and I want to stand by it. 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Los Angeles Water Board ratified the Executive Officer's 
conditional approvals for all nine WMPs, upholding the Executive Officer's authority under the 
Los Angeles County MS4 Permit to conditionally approve the WMPs and finding that the WMPs 
met the requirements of the Permit.53 

IV. PROCEDURAL OBJECTIONS 

The Los Angeles Water Board objects to the Petitioners' Addendum, which was received by the 
State Water Board on October 30, 2015. In their so-called Addendum, the Petitioners 
specifically seek review of the Los Angeles Water Board's "action on September 10, 2015 to 
ratify the Regional Board Executive Officer's final approvals of three specific Watershed 
Management Programs ('WMPs')" pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit.54 The 
Petitioners allege that the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015 "was 
inappropriate, improper, and an abuse of discretion"55 and specifically "seek an order by the 
State Board to invalidate the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 to ratify the 
Executive Officer's final approvals of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, Lower San Gabriel 
River, and Lower Los Angeles River WMPs. "56 In addition, throughout their Addendum, the 
Petitioners take issue with, and respond to, Los Angeles Water Board staff's statements made 
at the September 10, 2015 hearing. Thus, it is clear that the Addendum is not actually an 
addendum at all, but rather a new petition challenging the Los Angeles Water Board's 
September 10, 2015 ratification. For the reasons explained below, the Petitioners' Addendum 
should not be accepted by the State Water Board. 

As an initial matter, the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015, ratifying its 
Executive Officer's prior approvals with conditions on nine WMPs, is not a regional board action 
that is subject to review by the State Water Board under Water Code section 13320. The 

53 See Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting (Section 33, RB-AR18761 - 18803). See also Request 
for State Water Board to Take Official Notice of or to Accept Supplemental Evidence, January 15, 2016, Exhibit A, 
Los Angeles Water Board's Meeting Minutes for September 10, 2015. 
54 Addendum, p. 1. 

55 Id. at 2. 
56 Id. at 27. 
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Petitioners acknowledge the applicability of Water Code section 13320 in this matter, stating 
"Petitioners' authority to seek State Board review of the Regional Board's action on September 
10, 2015 is provided under Water Code § 13320."57 Water Code section 13320, subdivision (a), 
authorizes petitions for review by the State Water Board of certain types of actions or failures to 
act by a regional board. A regional water board's reconsideration of an action taken by its 
executive officer, and any resulting ratification of the executive officer's action, is not an "action 
or failure to act" within the meaning of Water Code section 13320. The Executive Officer acted 
on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board in issuing the conditional approvals and later 
determining that the conditions had been satisfied. A regional water board's ratification of its 
executive officer's prior action is not itself an "action," except to the extent the board makes any 
changes to the Executive Officer's action (which did not occur in this instance). This is no 
different than a board's refusal to reopen a final permit or other order issued by the board itself. 
A "failure to act" does not include a refusal to reconsider a final order; reading the statute in that 
manner would allow interested persons to trump section 13320's 30-day statute of limitations 
simply by making a belated request for reconsideration. Although Petitioners timely filed their 
original Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board's refusal to rescind or modify the Executive 
Officer's prior approvals did not create a new opportunity to file a petition. Thus, the Los 
Angeles Water Board took no action on September 10, 2015 that is properly subject to review 
by the State Water Board under Water Code section 13320. Accordingly, the Petitioners' 
Addendum does not allege any actions, or failures to act, by the Los Angeles Water Board that 
would give rise to a petition for review under Water Code section 13320 and the State Water 
Board should take no further action with respect to the Addendum. 

Even assuming the Addendum, which explicitly states that it is a petition of the Los Angeles 
Water Board's action on September 10, 2015, relates to an "action or failure to act" subject to 
State Water Board review under Water Code section 13320, the Addendum was not timely filed 
with the State Water Board. The Los Angeles Water Board concluded its consideration of this 
matter on September 10, 2015. A petition must be filed within 30 days of the action or failure to 
act.58 This deadline to file a petition is clear and is strictly enforced by the State Water Board.58 
In this case, the deadline for receipt of any petition challenging the Los Angeles Water Board's 
September 10, 2015 "action" was October 12, 2015. The Addendum submitted by Petitioners 
was received by the State Water Board by email on October 30, 2015, which is 50 days after 
September 10, 2015. The Petitioners fail to provide any justification whatsoever as to why their 
untimely Addendum should be accepted by the State Water Board, despite the fact that the 
Petitioners were well aware of the legal requirement for filing a timely petition with the State 
Water Board given their timely filing of their May 28, 2015 petition. The Addendum was 
therefore not timely received and should be rejected by the State Water Board. 

If the Petitioners' Addendum is, in fact, an addendum to the Petitioners' May 28, 2015 petition 
(which the Los Angeles Water Board disputes), the Addendum is not authorized by the State 
Water Board's own petition regulations. The Petitioners' original Petition challenges the Los 
Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's action on April 28, 2015 to conditionally approve nine 
WMPs. Compared to the Petition, the Addendum only challenges the substance of the final 

57 Id. at 3. 
58 Wat. Code, § 13320, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 2050, subd. (b). 
59 See, e.g., State Water Board Order WQ 2015-0075 (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit), p. 7 (Section 1, RBAR570), 
whereby, in response to an "amended petition" filed by the City of El Monte, the State Water Board stated "Water 
Code section 13320, subdivision (a) provides that a petition for review of a regional water quality control board 
(regional water board) action must be filed within 30 days of the regional water board's action. The State Water Board 
interprets that requirement strictly and petitions filed more than 30 days from regional water board action are rejected 
as untimely." (emphasis added). 
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approved WMPs by challenging the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015. 
Many of the contentions raised in the Addendum are either more detailed (such that they 
provide greater clarity of the issues raised in the original Petition) or is a new contention that 
were not first raised to the Los Angeles Water Board. As noted in Sections VI.A.5 and VI.B.3 
below, the Petitioners raise a new contention in the Addendum alleging that volume reduction 
targets are unenforceable and contingent. This contention was not previously raised to the Los 
Angeles Water Board. Pursuant to the State Water Board's own petition regulations, the 
Petitioners were required to file a complete petition in the first instance, and no provisions 
authorize petitioners to later file an addendum to their petition.6° A complete petition must also 
include a statement of points and authorities.61 The Addendum was therefore not submitted in 
conformance with the State Water Board's regulations. 

Further, any petition to the State Water Board "shall be limited to those substantive issues or 
objections that were raised before the regional board."62 If the Petitioners were authorized to 
submit an addendum to their original petition, any addendum should have been submitted to the 
Los Angeles Water Board before it considered the Petitioners' original request to review the 
conditional approvals on September 10, 2015. The Petitioners do not explain in their Addendum 
why they were not required or were unable to raise the more-detailed and/or new contentions to 
the Los Angeles Water Board before September 10, 2015.63 This is because they cannot 
provide such an explanation." Instead, the Petitioners filed an unauthorized addendum 50 days 
after the Los Angeles Water Board considered the Petitioners' original petition. Failure on the 
part of the Petitioners to raise the more-detailed and/or new contentions to the Los Angeles 
Water Board is cause for the State Water Board to reject the Addendum. 

In addition, the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's determinations, in the summer of 
2015, that the conditions identified in his April 28, 2015 approvals had been satisfied are also 
subject to review under Water Code section 13320. However, the Petitioners did not challenge 
the Executive Officer's determinations by filing another petition with either the Los Angeles 
Water Board or the State Water Board. After review of the final WMPs submitted to the Los 
Angeles Water Board on June 12, 2015, the Executive Officer determined on July 21, 2015, July 
21, 2015, and August 13, 2015 that the final WMPs satisfied all of the conditions identified in his 
conditional approval letters for the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, the Lower Los Angeles River 
WMP,' and the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2, respectively. Petitioners cannot avoid the 
legal requirements for filing a petition by merely calling it an addendum to a previously filed 
petition. Therefore, any attempts by the Petitioners to challenge these later actions are time 
barred. 

60 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 2050, subd. (a)(4) [a petition shall contain a "full and complete statement of the reasons 
the action or failure to act was inappropriate or improper "]. 
61 Id., subd. (a)(7). 
62 

Id., subd. (c); see also, subd. (a)(9). 
63 The Petitioners commented on various iterations of the WMPs. While the Petitioners were not provided an 
opportunity to comment on the conditions imposed by the Executive Officer, the Petitioners have not raised any 
substantive issues with the conditions themselves, aside from procedural contentions concerning the Executive 
Officer's authority to impose such conditions. 
64 To the extent that the Petitioners' position is they could not have submitted an addendum until after the Los 
Angeles Water Board acted, such a position only supports the Los Angeles Water Board's objection that the 
Addendum is a new petition challenging the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015, which is not 
reviewable by the State Water Board under Water Code section 13320 and/or is untimely. In addition, it is notable 
that on August 24, 2015, the Petitioners requested that the State Water Board place their original petition in abeyance 
until November 9, 2015 "given the fact that the State Board is unlikely to act on the petition until the Regional Board 
first gets the opportunity to review the petition on September 10, 2015." 
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Lastly, the Los Angeles Water is not asserting any procedural objections to the Petitioners' May 
28, 2015 petition. The Los Angeles Water Board acknowledges that its Executive Officer's 
actions to approve, with conditions, the nine WMPs on April 28, 2015 are actions that are 
properly subject to State Water Board review under Water Code section 13320, and that the 
Petition was timely filed. However, the Los Angeles Water Board agrees with others (e.g., 
CASQA and several Los Angeles County MS4 permittees) that the allegations in the Petition are 
moot in light of the Executive Officer's determinations in July and August 2105 that the 
conditions had been satisfied by the Permittees resulting in approved final WMPs, which the 
Petitioners did not challenge. 

V. SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO CONTENTIONS RAISED BY MAY 
28, 2015 PETITION 

As noted above in Section III.D, as part of the Los Angeles Water Board's consideration of the 
Petition on September 10, 2015, Board staff prepared detailed written responses to the legal 
and technical contentions raised in the Petition. In responding to the Petition for the State Water 
Board, the Los Angeles Water Board hereby incorporates by reference those detailed written 
responses, which are attached as Exhibit A to this response.65 Exhibit A consists of three 
response matrices. The main response matrix provides the Los Angeles Water Board's 
response to the contentions raised by the Petitioners in their Memorandum of Points and 
Authorities, including detailed responses to the legal contentions. This main response matrix 
has two attachments. Attachment 1 provides the Board's response to Petitioners' detailed 
technical comments in its Memorandum of Points and Authorities and in their Exhibit D to the 

also assessed the Petitioners' March 25, 2015 letter commenting on the 
revised WMPs, which is included as Attachment 2. Note that Attachments 1 and 2 specifically 
pertain to the alleged substantive inadequacies of the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, Lower 
Los Angeles River WMP, and Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP as those are the WMPs 
specifically challenged by the Petition. 

For ease of reference, the Los Angeles Water Board has provided a summary of its response to 
three contentions raised in the Petition below. 

A. Summary of Response to Contention 1 

Contention: The Petitioners first assert that the Executive Officer improperly acted outside the 
scope of delegated authority in "conditionally" approving the WMPs because the only authority 
explicitly delegated to the Executive Officer by the Los Angeles Water Board in the Permit was 
to approve or deny the WMPs. In addition, because the Permit does not specifically authorize a 
"conditional approval" of the WMPs, the Petitioners also appear to assert that neither the 
Executive Officer nor the Board itself (if it would have taken the same action) has any legal 
authority to approve a WMP with conditions, and could have only provided an unconditional 
approval or denied the WMP in its entirety. 

Response: The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees. The Executive Officer acted within the 
scope of his delegated authority in approving the WMPs with conditions. Pursuant to Water 
Code section 13223, a regional water board has the authority to delegate any of its powers and 
duties, with limited exceptions, to its Executive Officer. The Los Angeles Water Board has done 

65 The responses are also included in the Administrative Record at Section 32, RB-AR18213 - 18286. 
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so in Resolution No. R14-005, "Delegation of Authority to Executive Officer." In its delegation, 
the Board has delegated "to its Executive Officer all powers and duties to conduct and to 
supervise the activities of the Regional Board," including, but not limited to, "exercising any 
powers and duties of the Regional Board."66 The Board also specifically delegated to the 
Executive Officer, in Part VI.C.4 (Table 9) of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, the authority 
to "approve or deny" a final WMP on behalf of the Board.67 

Petitioners are interpreting the delegation of authority to the Executive Officer in the Los 
Angeles County MS4 Permit literally and narrowly, which is not supported by the terms of the 
Permit or the practice of the Los Angeles Water Board. While the Permit says that the Board, or 
the Executive Officer on behalf of the Board, must approve or deny the final WMP by a time 
certain, the Permit does not dictate that any approvals must be unconditional or include any 
other language limiting the discretion of the Board in the specific manner of approving a WMP. 
Thus, the Board did not limit itself, or the Executive Officer, to only strictly approving or denying 
a WMP. 

Unless specifically limited, delegated authority is broadly construed.68 The Executive Officer's 
action to approve, with conditions, the nine WMPs was an action within the broad scope of 
authority delegated to the Executive Officer by the Board in Resolution No. R14-005, as well as 
within specific delegated authority in the Permit. In Part VI.0 of the Permit, the Board provides 
the Executive Officer with broad authority pertaining to administering the WMP/EWMP 
provisions on behalf of the Board, including authority to approve or deny WMPs,69 approve or 
deny requests for modifications to certain deadlines in a WMP/EWMP,76 approve or deny 
integrated monitoring programs and coordinated integrated monitoring programs,71 require 
modifications and updates to a WMP/EWMP,72 and review and approve modifications to 
WMPs/EWMPs.73 

In addition, a well-established principle of administrative law provides that an agency's authority 
to approve or disapprove inherently includes the authority to approve with conditions. The 
petitioners in Connecticut Fund for the Environment, Inc. v. EPA made a very similar argument 
to what Petitioners assert in this matter.74 In that case, an environmental group asserted that 
USEPA could not conditionally approve a state implementation plan under the Clean Air Act 
because the statute required USEPA to "approve or disapprove" the plan within four months of 
submission. Under USEPA's conditional approval procedures, a plan that is in substantial 
compliance with the Act may be conditionally approved as satisfying the Act if the state provides 
strong assurances that the remaining minor deficiencies will be remedied within a specified 
short period.75 The environmental group argued that the literal "approve or disapprove" 
language and the absence of any mention of conditional approvals in the Clean Air Act 

66 See Request for State Water Board to Take Official Notice of or to Accept Supplemental Evidence, January 15, 
2016, Exhibit B, Los Angeles Water Board Resolution No. R14-005, at 2. This delegation of authority is periodically 
updated by the Board, most recently in 2014. 
6 Order No. R4-2012-0175 as amended by Order WQ 2015-0075, p. 55 (Section 1, RB-AR699). 
68 See County of San Diego v. Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501, 509-510 [California Legislature's broad delegation 
of authority to the Secretary of State to regulate voting systems includes the authority to condition approval of the use 
of particular voting machines on certain procedural safeguards, including postelection tallies]. 
69 Order No. R4-2012-0175 as amended by Order WQ 2015-0075, Part VI.C.4, at p. 55 (Section 1, RB-AR699). 
70 Id. at Parts VI.C.4.g, at p. 59, and VI.C.6.a, at p. 67 (Section 1, RB-AR703, 711). 
71 Id. at Part VI.C.7, at p. 67 (Section 1, RB-AR711). 
72 Id. at Part VI.C.8.b.i, at 69-70 (Section 1, RB-AR713 - 714). 
73 Ibid. 
74_ (2d Cir. 1982) 672 F.2d 998. 
m Id. at 1005. 
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precluded USEPA's conditional approval.76 The Court of Appeal for the Second Circuit declined 
to construe the Act as allowing only outright approval or disapproval of state plans. The Court 
held: "But this Court has held that an agency's power to approve conditionally is inherent in the 
power to approve or disapprove."77 The Court further held:78 

[T]he power to condition ... approval on the incorporation of certain amendments 
is necessary for flexible administrative action and is inherent in the power to 
approve or disapprove. We would be sacrificing substance to form if we held 
invalid any conditional approval but affirmed an unqualified rejection 
accompanied by an opinion which explicitly stated that approval would be 
forthcoming if modifications were made. 

The Court further noted that a conditional approval offers administrative agencies a measured 
course that may be more precisely tailored to particular circumstances than the all-or-nothing 
choice of outright approval or disapproval.79 Lastly, the Court stated that the conditional 
approval mechanism, in the context of the Clean Air Act, gave USEPA the necessary flexibility 
to work more closely with the states and that it generally deferred to USEPA's choice of 
methods to carry out its difficult and complex job as long as that choice is reasonable and 
consistent with the Act.8° 

Here, the authority to conditionally approve is a necessary and proper exercise of the Executive 
Officer's power to accomplish the purpose for which the Los Angeles Water Board delegated its 
authority in the Permit. In addition, a permitting agency is given substantial deference by 
appellate bodies in interpreting its own permits. As such, it is proper and reasonable for the 
Board to interpret the Executive Officer's delegated authority to provide the flexibility of an 
approval with conditions to fulfill the goals of the Permit. Using his discretion, the Executive 
Officer determined that denial of the WMPs on the basis of requesting the types of revisions 
previously described, in Section III.B.4. above, was not warranted and could be appropriately 
addressed within a specified short period through individually tailored approvals with conditions 
to address these items. 

USEPA also utilizes procedures that provide for conditional approvals under the Clean Water 
Act. For example, USEPA specifically allows the use of conditional approvals in carrying out its 
review of a state's water quality standards under Clean Water Act section 303(c).81 This is 
despite any express "conditional approval" language in section 303(c). 

Moreover, the Executive Officer's action conditionally approving the WMPs is wholly consistent 
with a long-standing practice of the Los Angeles Water Board to approve submitted documents 
with conditions when deemed appropriate. When appropriate, the Executive Officer regularly 
conditionally approves submitted documents on behalf of the Board, including monitoring plans, 
TMDL work plans, permit workplans, and site cleanup workplans and remedial action plans.82 

76 Id. at 1006. 
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Ibid. [citing U.S. v. Chesepeake & Ohio Ry., 426 U.S. 500, 514 [involving the Interstate Commerce Commission's 
powers under the Interstate Commerce Act]]. 
° Ibid. 

81 See Request for State Water Board to Take Official Notice of or to Accept Supplemental Evidence, January 15, 
2016, Exhibit C, Chapter 6 (Procedures for Review and Revision of Water Quality Standards) of USEPA's Water 
Quality Standards Handbook, at Section 6.2.1. (p. 12). 
82 See, e.g., Letter dated December 6, 2005 from Jonathan S. Bishop, Executive Officer of the Los Angeles Water 
Board (Section 31, RB-AR18092 - 18096). 
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Other regional water boards, as well as the State Water Board, also routinely issue conditional 
approvals pertaining to both water quality and water rights matters.83 This common practice by 
the Water Boards recognizes that regional water boards and the State Water Board require 
flexibility to manage their programs efficiently and effectively. 

Lastly, as previously noted, the Executive Officer also approved, with conditions, three of the 
nine WMPs pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit. This was done pursuant to the 
same delegation language contained in both the Los Angeles County and City of Long Beach 
MS4 permits. Yet, the Petitioners do not seek review of the Executive Officer's approval, with 
conditions, pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit. The deadline for Petitioners to seek 
review has passed and those approvals, with conditions, are final. If the Executive Officer had 
authority to conditionally approve WMPs pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, it is 
unclear why Petitioners would assert that no such authority existed as to the Los Angeles 
County MS4 Permit. 

B. Summary of Response to Contention 2 

Contention: Petitioners assert that, by conditionally approving WMPs, the Executive Officer 
improperly modified the Permit in violation of the substantive and procedural requirements of 
state and federal law. Because they allege a conditional approval is a procedure not provided 
for in the Permit, Petitioners assert that the Executive Officer de facto amended the Permit 
terms, creating a new process, timeline, and set of standards by conditionally approving WMPs 
without circulation of a required draft permit, public notice, fact sheet, or public hearing date. 

Response: The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees. Because the Executive Officer's approvals 
of the WMPs with conditions was within the scope of delegated authority, as explained above, 
the Permit did not need to be modified or amended to allow the Executive Officer the authority 
to approve the WMPs with conditions. As such, the Executive Officer's inclusion of conditions to 
the approval of the WMPs did not modify the Permit or amend any of its terms by creating a new 
process, timeline, or set of standards. The terms of the Permit, including procedures and 
deadlines pertaining to WMP review and approval, did not change. As such, the procedures 
noted by the Petitioners, including circulation of a draft permit, public notice, fact sheet, or public 
hearing, were not required prior to the Executive Officer's action. 

In addition, the method by which the Executive Officer approved the WMPs did not defer a 
Permittees' compliance with receiving water limitations and TMDL limitations. To the contrary, 
the Permittees were instructed to begin implementation of their respective WMPs immediately 
upon approval." In addition, additional time to address the imposed conditions did not defer 
compliance with TMDL or receiving water limitations compliance schedules, as TMDL schedules 
are not changed by WMPs or the dates by which a WMP is approved. 

83 See, e.g., Letter dated December 16, 2011 from Kurt V. Berchtold, Executive Officer of the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (Section 31, RB-AR18097 - 18098); Letter dated July 26, 2010 from Pamela C. 
Creedon, Executive Officer of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Section 31, RB-AR18099 - 
18102). See also Request for State Water Board to Take Official Notice of or to Accept Supplemental Evidence, 
January 15, 2016, Exhibit D, Letter dated July 7, 2015 from Thomas Howard, Executive Director of the State Water 
Board. 
84 See, e.g. Watershed Management Program Approval with Conditions for Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP 
(Section 22, RB-AR6329 - 6336) [ "Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the Permittees of the LAR 
UR2 WMG shall begin implementation of the approved WMP immediately]. The same instruction was provided to 
each WMP in the conditional approval letter. 
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Prior to the approvals with conditions of the WMPs, the Board complied with the public review 
requirements of the Permit, which requires that "all documents submitted to the Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer for approval shall be made available to the public for a 30-day period to 
allow for public comment."85 As described in detail in Section III.B above, the Board exceeded 
these minimum permit requirements pertaining to stakeholder participation by providing a 46- 
day public review and comment period on the draft WMPs, as well as providing forums for 
stakeholders to provide their comments on the draft WMPs to the Executive Officer and the Los 
Angeles Water Board members, first at a Board workshop held on October 9, 2014, prior to 
Board staff issuing comments on the draft WMPs and, second, at a public meeting on April 13, 
2015 attended by Board members and the Executive Officer to discuss the revised WMPs prior 
to the Executive Officer's decision to approve or deny the nine WMPs. 

Petitioners cite Environmental Defense Center v. EPA86 as support for their contention that the 
Executive Officer's conditional approval of the WMPs amended the terms of the Permit because 
an approved WMP becomes substantive terms of the Permit. As described above, the 
Executive Officer's action did not amend the terms of the Permit. Approved WMPs implement 
the terms of Permit by detailing the specific actions and milestones a Permittee will abide by to 
achieve compliance with the terms of the Permit. An approved WMP, however, does not amend 
the terms of the Permit. The terms of the Permit remain unchanged, including the receiving 
water limitations and water-quality based effluent limitations. Moreover, Environmental Defense 
Center is not on point. In that case, environmental groups sought judicial review of a USEPA 
rule mandating that discharges from small MS4s and construction sites be subject to NPDES 
permitting requirements. Under the rule, small MS4s could seek permission to discharge by 
submitting an individualized set of BMPs in six specific categories, either in the form of an 
individual permit application or in the form of a notice of intent (N01) to comply with a Phase II 

general permit. USEPA did not require that permitting authorities review an NOI before a party 
who submitted the notice of intent was allowed to discharge. The environmental groups 
asserted that, by allowing permitting authorities to grant dischargers permits based on 
unreviewed notices of intent, the rule constituted a program of impermissible regulation and 
failed to provide required avenues of public participation." The Court of Appeal for the Ninth 
Circuit agreed with the environmental groups in this respect, holding that USEPA failed to 
require review of notices of intent assuring compliance with Clean Water Act standards and also 
failed to make notices of intent available to the public.88 The Court held: "[S]tormwater 
management programs that are designed by regulated parties must, in every instance be 
subject to meaningful review by an appropriate regulatory entity to ensure that each such 
program reduces the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable."89 

Here, as described in detail in Section III.B. above, the WMPs were subject to public review and 
comment, including at Board and staff level meetings, as well as an opportunity to submit 
written comments. Petitioners also submitted written comments on the draft and revised WMPs. 
And, prior to the Executive Officer's approvals, the WMPs underwent extensive review by Board 
staff and USEPA Region IX staff to assure compliance with the standards set forth in the Permit. 
Thus, unlike the notices of intent in the Environmental Defense Center case, the WMPs here 
were subject to "meaningful review." 

85 Order No. R4-2012-0175 as amended by Order WQ 2015-0075, p. 42 (Section 1, RB-AR686). 
86 (9th Cir. 2003) 344 F.3d 832. 
87 Id. at p. 854. 
88 Id. at p. 858. 
89 Id. at p. 856. 
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C. Summary of Response to Contention 3 

Contention: The terms of the conditional approvals are inconsistent with Permit requirements 
and the federal Clean Water Act and therefore establish that the only available course of action 
for the Executive Officer was to deny the WMPs. Petitioners state that, following submission of 
the initial draft WMPs, Board staff identified numerous and significant failures to comply with 
Permit requirements that were not addressed by the Permittees in their revised WMPs nor in the 
Executive Officer's conditions. The Petitioners' technical contentions are summarized on pages 
13-15 of the Petition's Memorandum of Points and Authorities, and described in more detail in 
Exhibit D to the Petition. 

Response: The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees. The Executive Officer determined that the 
nine WMPs, with the conditions imposed, met the WMP provisions in the Permit and thus the 
Clean Water Act, as the Permit implements and meets the requirements of the Clean Water Act. 
The Los Angeles Water Board's responses to the Petitioners' detailed technical contentions in 
its Memorandum of Points of Authorities and Exhibit D to the Petition, is attached hereto in 
Exhibit A (Attachment 1). Attachment 1 is organized in a matrix format that mirrors Exhibit D to 
the Petition. 

The Board disagrees with the Petitioners' statement that the revised WMPs "failed to address 
virtually all of the identified non-compliance issues."9° In fact, Board staff found and stated in 
correspondence to the Permittees that each of the draft WMPs, "for the most part ... includes 
the elements and analysis required in Part VI.0 of the LA County MS4 Permit."91 

As described in Section III.B above, not all of Board staff's comments ultimately required a 
change to be made to the draft WMP or revised WMP. After Board staff provided comments on 
the draft WMPs, many meetings ensued for Permittees to provide clarification on their 
approaches, and for Permittees and Board staff to discuss how Permittees could best address 
the issues raised in Board staff's comments. Where Board staff did not feel the issue was fully 
addressed, staff discussed this with the Executive Officer and the Executive Officer included 
conditions in his approval to ensure the issue was addressed satisfactorily. Ultimately, the 
Board did not find that any of its comments on the draft WMPs or conditions of the Executive 
Officer's approvals were ignored. The WMP groups/Permittees were diligent in addressing the 
comments and conditions, including re-running the Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) and 
identifying and committing to additional specific projects, among others. 

The Petitioners in particular make a variety of allegations related to the RAA conducted for the 
three WMPs with which they specifically take issue. The Petition states that, "Perhaps the most 
glaring deficiency in the WMPs is the flawed Reasonable Assurance Analysis ("RAA") in 
each."92 The RAA is a detailed modeling exercise, intended to ensure that the WMPs ultimately 
achieve the required water quality outcomes of the Permit. The RAA is a key element of a 

9° Petition, Memorandum of Points and Authorities, at p. 11. 
91 For Board staffs written comments on the draft WMPs, see Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed 
Management Group (Section 19, RB-AR2848 - 2859); East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group 
(Section 20, RB-AR3750 - 3758); City of El Monte (Section 21, RB-AR4811 - 4822); Los Angeles River Upper Reach 
2 Watershed Management Group (Section 22, RB-AR5907 - 5917); Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management 
Group (Section 23, RB-AR7889 - 7903); Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group (Section 24, RB- 
AR11227 - 11241); Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group (Section 25, RB-AR14464 - 14478); 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Jurisdiction 7 (Section 26, RB-AR16815 - 16820); and City of Walnut (Section 27, RB- 
AR17306 - 17321). 
92 Petition, Memorandum of Points and Authorities, at p. 11. 
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WMP. Initially, the RAA is required to focus particularly on deadlines in the current term of the 
Permit and the next permit term. Board staff provided comments to the Permittees on the RAAs 
specifically along with comments on the other elements of the draft WMPs.93 

Specifically, Petitioners allege that the WMPs for the Lower San Gabriel River, Los Angeles 
River Upper Reach 2, and Lower Los Angeles River either failed to meaningfully address or 
completely ignored all of Board staffs identified comments. The Board disagrees that the 
Permittees for these WMPs failed to address the Board's comments on their RAAs. The RAAs 
represent the most extensive use of stormwater modeling to implement a MS4 permit to date, 
and all three WMPs use state-of-the-art, peer-reviewed models that are regionally calibrated for 
Los Angeles County watersheds, as required by the Permit.94 Board staff concluded that they 
are a reasonable and robust starting point at this stage of WMP implementation. Unlike a 
situation where a municipality may be using a nationally developed watershed model lacking 
region specific data, the Permittees in Los Angeles County were able to use models that were 
pre-calibrated at the regional/countywide level - namely the Watershed Management Modeling 
System (WMMS) developed by the County of Los Angeles, and the Structural BMP Prioritization 
and Analysis Tool (SBPAT) developed under contract for the City of Los Angeles, Heal the Bay, 
and County of Los Angeles.95 To give an example of the level of detail in these models, the Los 
Angeles River Watershed is broken into 1,016 subwatersheds and 270 reach segments in 
WMMS, while the San Gabriel River Watershed, which includes the Los Cerritos Channel 
Watershed Management Area, is broken into 534 subwatersheds and 171 reach segments.96 
Twenty-one hydrologic response units are used to characterize land use/cover in each 
subwatershed, by incorporating land use data from 2008, slope, and soil type.97 Rainfall is 
characterized using 148 rainfall gages.98 

Further, as described in Section III.B above, Board staff, with input from Permittees and the 
Petitioners through the TAC, developed a guidance document on conducting RAAs.99 The 
RAAs will be further refined through the adaptive management process as more local data 
become available from the expanded integrated monitoring programs and coordinated 
integrated monitoring programs. 

VI. SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO CONTENTIONS RAISED BY 
OCTOBER 30, 2015 ADDENDUM 

The Addendum seeks review of the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015 
to ratify the Executive Officer's approvals of three specific WMPs. The Petitioners contend that 

93 Los Angeles Water Board staff's review letters on the draft WMPs are in Sections 19 - 27 of the Administrative 
Record. See, for example, Review of Draft Watershed Management Program for Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 
Watershed Management Program (RB-AR5915 to RB-AR5917). 
94 See Sec. 8 RAA Modeling Files (RB-AR1931 through RB-AR1933) for information on WMP RAA Models & Data. 
95 Ibid. 
96 Ibid. See, specifically, http://dpw.lacountv.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final Phase I Modeling Report Part I.pdf (last 
accessed December 9, 2015), pg. 11. 
97 Ibid. See, specifically, http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final Phase I Modeling Report Part I.pdf (last 
accessed December 9, 2015), pgs. 11-26. 
98 Ibid. See, specifically http://dpw.lacountv.gov/wmd/wmms/docs/Final Phase I Modeling Report Part I.pdf (last 
accessed December 9, 2015), pg. 27. 
99 See Final Guidelines for Conducting Reasonable Assurance Analysis in a Watershed Management Program, 
including an Enhanced Watershed Management Program with Appendices A, B, and C (Section 6, RB-AR1771 - 
1805). 
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the Los Angeles Water Board "ignored facial deficiencies" in upholding the final WMPs for the 
Lower San Gabriel River WMP, Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 WMP. The Petitioners allege specific deficiencies in each of those final WMPs. 

The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees and has prepared detailed written responses to the 
contentions raised by the Petitioners in the Addendum, which are hereby incorporated by 
reference and attached as Exhibits B and C to this response. The Petitioners presented many of 
their contentions in a matrix format, grouped by WMP. In order to be fully responsive to the 
Petitioners' contentions, the Los Angeles Water Board has used this same matrix format in 
Exhibits B and C. 

The matrices included in Exhibit C were originally developed by the Petitioners and were 
included as Exhibit B of the Addendum. 

The matrices cover the Petitioners' contended deficiencies in the Lower San Gabriel River, the 
Lower Los Angeles River, and the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMPs. The contentions 
have indexes and include columns for: 

1. "Board Comments from October ... 2014" and "Permit Citation": the Petitioners' 
summary and quotation of Los Angeles Water Board staff comments and associated 
permit citations provided to the WMP Groups after staff's review of the draft WMPs; 

2. "Analysis of Revised WMP (January ... 2015) in response to Board Comments ": the 
Petitioners' analysis of the issue as addressed in the revised WMPs; 

3. "Conditional Approval Requirements (April 28, 2015) the Petitioners' citation of 
condition requirements included in the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's 
Approvals of the WMPs; 

4. "Analysis of Final WMP (June 12, 2015)": the Petitioners' analysis of the Final WMPs 
submitted in response to the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer's Approvals; 

5. Response Letter from WMP Group (e.g. "In LSGR Response Letter #21: the Petitioners' 
summary and citation of responses from the WMP Groups regarding the contention; 

6. "Analysis of Response Letter statements": the Petitioners' analysis of responses from 
the WMP Groups; 

7. "Staff Response (August 2015) ". the Petitioners' summary and quotation of Los Angeles 
Water Board staffs response to the cited contention as provided in materials for the Los 
Angeles Water Board's consideration of the Petition on September 10, 2015; and 

8. "Analysis of Staff Response": the Petitioners' analysis of Los Angeles Water Board 
staff's response provided in the materials for the Los Angeles Water Board's 
consideration of the Petition on September 10, 2015. 

Additionally, the Petitioners color coded the matrices various shades of red to indicate their 
assessment of the magnitude of the deficiencies. According to the Petitioners, the darker the 
shade of red, the more serious they consider the WMP deficiency that they have identified. 

The Los Angeles Water Board has included an additional column in each of the three matrices 
to respond to the issues that the Petitioners consider still outstanding (i.e., the rows of the matrix 
that are still colored red). These new responses convey that the issues the Petitioners raise 
have been addressed or include misinterpretations. 

For ease of reference, the Los Angeles Water Board has provided a summary of its response to 
the contentions below, organized according to WMP. Where a contention raised in the 
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Addendum was previously raised by the Petitioners and addressed by the Los Angeles Water 
Board, this is noted and the previous response is provided in Exhibit B. 

A. Contentions Related to the Lower San Gabriel River WMP 

In their Addendum, the Petitioners allege that the Lower San Gabriel River WMP fails to comply 
with Permit requirements in six areas: 1) no clear schedule to demonstrate that compliance will 
be achieved "as soon as possible," 2) no commitment or demonstration that receiving water 
limitations for pollutants not addressed by TMDLs will be achieved, 3) insufficient specificity with 
regard to structure and non-structural BMPs, 4) insufficient specificity with regard to the 
achievement of interim milestones, 5) lack of measurable milestones to evaluate compliance, 
and 6) unenforceable and contingent volumetric reduction targets. The first five of these 
contentions were previously raised by Petitioners and addressed by the Los Angeles Water 
Board. Further response is provided below for a subset of these contentions, as well as for the 
sixth contention, which was not previously raised by the Petitioners in the Petition. 

1. Response to Contentions 1 and 2 Pertaining to Compliance Schedules and 
Attainment of Receiving Water Limitations 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter commenting 
on the revised WMPs. As part of its proceedings on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board 
previously responded to the contention in Board staff's Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 
25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs (WMP) - Lower 
San Gabriel River Responses 1 and 3.100 . In further response to this contention, the Lower San 
Gabriel River WMP Group commits to a compliance schedule with a final compliance date of 
2026 that is based on its RAA. This RAA uses a "limiting pollutant" approach that is meant to 
address applicable TMDL compliance schedules as well as all pollutants, including pollutants 
with receiving water limitations that are not addressed by TMDLs.101 This RAA, and the resulting 
compliance schedule, are not based on financial terms. 

Given that the Group continues to seek funding for the projects needed for its current 
compliance schedule, which deals with the highest priority TMDL pollutants, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the Group cannot commit to (and substantiate) additional expedited compliance 
schedules for certain non-TMDL pollutants.102 The Group itself notes in the revised WMP the 
"aggressiveness" of the compliance schedule that it has already proposed.103 Evaluating the 
Group's response in conjunction with what the Group has already committed to and what other 
Groups have committed to, the Board did not find that there was reason to require further 
expedited compliance schedules from the Group. 

2. Response to Contention 3 Regarding Lack of Specificity with Regard to Structural 
and Non-Structural BMPs 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter commenting 
on the revised WMPs. As part of its proceedings on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board 
previously responded to the contention in Board staff's Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB 

1°° See Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pgs. 20-24. 
101 See Revised Watershed Management Program (Section 25, RB-AR14648 - 14660). 
102 Furthermore, for many of these non-TMDL pollutants the Group has noted (in Table 2-20 of the WMP) that it is 
"unable to determine at this time" whether the pollutant is associated with MS4 discharges. 
103 See Revised Watershed Management Program (Section 25, RB-AR14641). 
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March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs (WMP) - 
Lower San Gabriel River Responses 3 and 4.104 In further response to this contention, the 
Lower San Gabriel River WMP Group states in their revised WMP, "[e]ven though not all 
projects can be specified and scheduled at this time, the Participating Agencies are committed 
to constructing the necessary regional and right-of-way BMPs to meet the determined load 
reductions per applicable compliance schedules."195 The Board interprets this as an explicit 
commitment that responds directly to Board staffs original comment of "[a]lthough it may not be 
possible to provide detailed information on specific projects at this time, the WMP should at 
least commit to the construction of the necessary number of projects to ensure compliance with 
permit requirements per applicable compliance schedules."106 

3. Response to Contention 4 Regarding Insufficient Specificity with Regard to the 
Achievement of Interim Milestones for TMDLs 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter commenting 
on the revised WMPs. As part of its proceedings on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board 
previously responded to the contention in Board staffs Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB 
March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs (WMP) - 
Lower San Gabriel River Response 4.107 

4. Response to Contention 5 Regarding Lack of Measureable Milestones to Evaluate 
Compliance 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter commenting 
on the revised WMPs, particularly with respect to nonstructural BMPs. As part of its proceedings 
on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board previously responded to the contention in Board 
staff's Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised 
Watershed Management Programs (WMP) - Lower San Gabriel River Response 8.199 

In further response to this contention, Section 5.4 of the Lower San Gabriel River WMP lists the 
BMP volume capacities that each Permittee needs to install to comply with milestones in 2017, 
2020, and 2026.109 These BMP capacities are taken directly from the WMP's RAA. 110 

If a Permittee does not achieve these BMP volume capacities by a milestone date, it is not in 
compliance with its WMP. Furthermore, these volumes allow for an assessment of progress 
toward interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving water limitations 
every two years. 

5. Response to Contention 6 Regarding Unenforceable and Contingent Volumetric 
Reduction Targets 

The Petitioners raise a new contention in the Addendum that, "[t]he volumetric reductions in the 
Lower San Gabriel River WMP, however, are conditioned on obtaining funding; and, for 

104 See Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pgs. 23-25 (Section 32, RB-AR18279 - 18281). 
105 See Revised Watershed Management Program, pg. 5-6 (Section 25, RB-AR14646). 
106 See Review of Draft Watershed Management Program (Section 25, RB-AR14469). 
107 See Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pgs. 24-25 (Section 32, RB-AR18280 - 18281). 
108 See Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pgs. 28-29 (Section 32, RB-AR18284 - 18285). 
109 See Revised Watershed Management Program, pgs. 5-8 to 5-20 (Section 25, RB-AR14648 - 14660). 
110 See RAA Modeling Files (included on separate DVD) (Section 8, RB-AR1931); Revised Watershed Management 
Program (Section 25, RB-AR14930 - 15276). 

30 



pollutants not addressed by a TMDL, any deadlines are tentative at best."'" The Petitioners 
further contend that as soon as Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River WMP Group 
demonstrate a failure to obtain funding for WMP implementation, the volumetric reduction 
requirements will be effectively rendered unenforceable.112 The Petitioners did not previously 
raise this contention to the Los Angeles Water Board. 

The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees. As noted in Section VI.C.a of the Los Angeles County 
MS4 Permit: 

A Permittee's full compliance with all requirements and dates for their 
achievement in an approved Watershed Management Program or EWMP shall 
constitute a Permittee's compliance with provisions pertaining to applicable 
interim water quality based effluent limitations and interim receiving water 
limitations in Part VI.E. and Attachments L-R for the pollutant(s) addressed by 
the approved Watershed Management Program or EWMP. 

Therefore, if a Permittee failed to meet a volumetric reduction milestone, that Permittee would 
have to demonstrate compliance with provisions pertaining to applicable interim water quality- 
based effluent limitations and interim receiving water limitations outside of the WMP's 
alternative compliance pathway-otherwise be subject to enforcement. In other words, if a 
Permittee failed to meet a volumetric reduction milestone, the WMP Group would not be able to 
use the alternative compliance pathway for achieving receiving water limitations that is provided 
through WMP implementation. 

The Los Angeles Water Board disagrees with the assertion that the Lower San Gabriel River 
WMP is unenforceable and its deadlines are conditioned on funding. It is true that the WMP 
Group discusses funding difficulties in their final WMP. However, there is no language in the 
WMP that conditions milestones as "contingent on funding" in the pages referenced in the 
Addendum. 

Section 5, "Compliance Schedule" of the Lower San Gabriel River WMP states: 

Meeting the load reductions determined by the RAA results in an aggressive 
compliance schedule in terms of the technological, operational, and economic 
factors that affect the design, development, and implementation of the necessary 
control measures. Notably, as described in Chapter 6, there is currently no 
funding source to pay for these controls. Assuming finances are available, 
conversion of available land into a regional BMP is a protracted process that can 
take several years (not accounting acquisition, when required). As such the 
Group considers the compliance schedule to be as short as possible.113 

Section 6, "Financial Strategy" of the Lower San Gabriel River WMP states: 

Financing the implementation of the Lower SGR Watershed Management 
Program is the greatest challenge confronting the Watershed Group. In the 
absence of stormwater utility fees, the Participating Agencies have no dedicated 
revenue stream to pay for implementation of the Watershed Management 

111 See Addendum, p. 20. 
112 Ibid. 
113 See Revised Watershed Management Program, pg. 5-1 (Section 25, RB-AR14641). 
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Program. In addition to current uncertainties associated with costs and funding, 
there are multiple uncertainties associated with future risks. The first TMDL 
compliance dates for the Lower SGR Watershed Group will be the interim metals 
milestones of 2017, 2020, and the final compliance date of September 30, 2026. 
Thus, there will be many deadlines that must be met despite limited resources. 
Member Agencies will need to set priorities and seek funding in order to meet the 
various compliance deadlines.114 

The above statements are a statement of the reality that the Permittees of the WMP face with 
respect to funding stormwater-related projects. This reality has been echoed by many other (if 
not all) Permittees. This reality, however, is not a contingency. If a Permittee is not compliant 
with its WMP, then it will be subject to enforcement for any violations of applicable effluent 
limitations or receiving water limitations. The WMP Group's statements of concern do not 
constitute built-in mechanisms for WMP milestone date and compliance deadline extensions. If 
the WMP Group would like an extension for a schedule contained in its WMP, there are explicit 
provisions outlined in the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit through which Permittees may 
request extensions of WMP milestone dates and compliance deadlines. 

Section VI.C.6.a of the Permit outlines that, with the exception of final compliance deadlines 
established in a TMDL, a WMP Group may request extensions of deadlines for achievement of 
interim milestones and final compliance deadlines: 

Permittees may request an extension of deadlines for achievement of interim 
milestones and final compliance deadlines established pursuant to Part 
VI.C.5.c.iii., with the exception of those final compliance deadlines established in 
a TMDL. Permittees shall provide requests in writing at least 90 days prior to the 
deadline and shall include in the request the justification for the extension. 
Extensions must be affirmatively approved by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer, notwithstanding Part VI.C.8.a.iii. 

Additionally, the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit's Adaptive Management Process allows for 
the establishment of new compliance deadlines and interim milestones, as noted in Section 
VI.C.8.a.ii: 

Based on the results of the adaptive management process, Permittees shall 
report any modifications, including where appropriate new compliance deadlines 
and interim milestones, with the exception of those compliance deadlines 
established in a TMDL, necessary to improve the effectiveness of the Watershed 
Management Program or EWMP in the Annual Report, as required pursuant to 
Part XVIII.A.6 of the MRP (Attachment E), and as part of the Report of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD) required pursuant to Part II.B of Attachment D - Standard 
Provisions. 

These modifications in the Adaptive Management must go through the process outlined in 
Section VI.C.8.a.iii of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit: "Permittees shall implement any 
modifications to the Watershed Management Program or EWMP upon approval by the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer or within 60 days of submittal if the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer expresses no objections." 

114 See Revised Watershed Management Program, pg. 6-1 (Section 25, RB-AR14667). 
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The above provisions are the mechanisms outlined in the Permit for which the Lower San 
Gabriel River WMP Group may extend the milestones listed in its WMP. As can be seen in the 
provisions, these mechanisms require the action of the Los Angeles Water Board's Executive 
Officer. However, none of these described actions have taken place. 

In its April 28, 2015 conditional approval letter, the Los Angeles Water Board explicitly 
expressed to the Lower San Gabriel WMP Group how it will determine WMP compliance: 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.6 of the 
Long Beach MS4 Permit, the Permittees of the LSGR WMG shall begin 
implementation of the approved Watershed Management Program immediately. 
To continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit provisions within 
the framework of the Watershed Management Program, Permittees must fully 
and timely implement all actions per associated schedules set forth in the 
approved Watershed Management Program regardless of any contingencies 
indicated in the approved Watershed Management Program (e.g., funding) 
unless a modification to the approved Watershed Management Program, 
including any extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los 
Angeles Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, and/or Part VII.C.6 or Part VII.C.8.b-c of the Long Beach 
MS4 Permit. The Los Angeles Water Board will determine the LSGR Permittees' 
compliance with the Watershed Management Program on the basis of the 
compliance actions and milestones included in the Watershed Management 
Program, including, but not limited to, the following: 

Pollutant Reduction Plan to Attain Interim & Final Limits (Section 5.4) 
Nonstructural Best Management Practices Schedule (Section 5.1) 
Table 3-2 New Fourth Term MS4 Permit Nonstructural MCMs (Cities 
only) and NSWD Measures (Section 3.2.4) 
Table 3-5 Nonstructural TCMs (Section 3.4.1) 
Proposition 84 Grant Award LID BMPs (Section 5.2) 
Structural Best Management Practice Schedule (Section 5.3) 
RAA Attachment B: Detailed Jurisdictional Compliance Tables 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the 
LSGR Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates for their 
achievement in their approved Watershed Management Program shall constitute 
compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable WQBELs/WLAs in 
Part VI.E and Attachments N and P of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per 
Part VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C.2.e of the Long Beach 
MS4 Permit, the LSGR Permittees' full compliance with all requirements and 
dates for their achievement in their approved Watershed Management Program 
constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A 
of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VI.A of the Long Beach MS4 Permit for 
the specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their approved 
Watershed Management Program. 

If the Permittees in the LSGR WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for its 
achievement in the approved Watershed Management Program, which will be 
demonstrated through the LSGR WMG's Annual Reports and program audits 
(when conducted), the Permittees in the LSGR WMG shall be subject to the 
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baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 
Permit, including demonstrating compliance with applicable receiving water 
limitations and TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving water 
monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c) of the LA County MS4 Permit, 
and Parts VII.C.2.f and VIII.E.1.d.iii of the Long Beach MS4 Permit.116 

The Los Angeles Water Board understands the Petitioners' concerns about the potential for 
multiple extensions of interim milestones and compliance deadlines. However, given that 
extensions require affirmative approval by the Los Angeles Water Board's Executive Officer and 
are subject to a 30-day public comment period, this concern does not apply to the Los Angeles 
Water Board's approvals of the nine WMPs. As approved, these nine WMPs contain finite and 
enforceable interim milestones and compliance deadlines to measure progress. The State 
Water Board addressed this concern when it reviewed the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. 
The State Water Board noted in its order upholding the Permit: "...Permittees cannot rely on the 
certainty of a deadline extension, and Permittees have a strong incentive to implement control 
measures that will in fact get them to compliance by the established deadline."116 The Los 
Angeles Water Board agrees with this point. Further, any potential for extensions of the 
deadlines in the WMPs would be addressed, upon request, at a later date and based on fact- 
specific evidence at the time of the request. But the mere potential for extensions in the future is 
not cause to deny a WMP. 

B. Contentions Related to the Lower Los Angeles River WMP 

In the Addendum, the Petitioners contend that the Lower Los Angeles River WMP has four 
significant shortcomings, which mirror some of those identified by the Petitioners for the Lower 
San Gabriel River WMP: 1) no clear schedule to demonstrate that compliance will be achieved 
"as soon as possible," 2) no commitment or demonstration that receiving water limitations for 
pollutants not addressed by TMDLs will be achieved, 3) insufficient specificity with regard to 
structure [sic] and non-structural BMPs, and 4) unenforceable and contingent volumetric 
reduction targets. Petitioners previously raised the first three of these contentions, while the 
fourth contention was newly raised in the Addendum. 

1. Response to Contentions 1 and 2 Regarding Compliance Schedules and 
Attainment of RWLs 

These contentions were previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter 
commenting on the revised WMPs. As part of its proceedings on the Petition, the Los Angeles 
Water Board previously responded to the contention in Board staff's Assessment of 
NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management 
Programs (WMP) - Lower Los Angeles River Responses 3 and 4.117 

115 See Watershed Management Program Approval with Conditions, pgs. 4-5 (Section 25, RB-AR15522 - 15523). 
116 State Water Board Order WQ 2015-0075 (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit), p. 36 (Section 1, RB-AR599). 
117 Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pgs. 14-15. 
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2. Response to Contention 3 Regarding Insufficient Specificity with Regard to 
Structural and Non-Structural BMPs 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their Petition. As part of its proceedings 
on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board responded to the contention in the Staff Response 
to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments.118 

3. Response to Contention 4 Regarding Unenforceable and Contingent Volumetric 
Reduction Targets 

This contention was newly raised by the Petitioners in the Addendum and is identical to the sixth 
contention raised in regard to the Lower San Gabriel River WMP above. The response to this 
contention is the same as that given in Section VI.A.5 above. 

C. Contentions Related to the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP 

In their Addendum, the Petitioners allege that the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP has: 
1) an inadequate RAA, receiving water quality data, model calibration, and verification, 2) no 
strategy to comply with interim water quality-based effluent limitations, 3) an inadequate and 
undefined adaptive management process, and 4) no enforceable commitment to meeting 
interim milestones and final deadlines. 

1. Response to Contention 1 Regarding Inadequate RAA 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter commenting 
on the revised WMPs. As part of its proceedings on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board 
previously responded to the contention in Board staffs Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB 
March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs (WMP) 
Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Response 10.119 

In further response to this contention raised again by the Petitioners in their Addendum, the Los 
Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP Group uses the Loading Simulation Program in C++ 
(LSPC), which is a module contained in WMMS, to calculate the baseline loads and allowable 
loads from the WMP area. These two loads are then used to establish target load reductions. 
The Group uses SBPAT to determine an area within the WMP jurisdiction that needs to be 
addressed through implementation of distributed or parcel scale structural BMPs, such that the 
WMP Group will meet its target load reductions.129 

As stated in Section III.A.1 above, model "calibration" refers to the process of adjusting an 
existing model-such as LSPC and SBPAT-so that the model's outputs more accurately 
represent the system being modeled. The LSPC module contained in WMMS is already 
calibrated for the geographic area of Los Angeles County, which includes the area covered by 
the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP. This calibration includes both a: 

- Hydrology Calibration so that the flows rates predicted by the model matches actual 
measured flow rates; and 

118 Exhibit A, Attachment 1, pages 2-3. 
119 Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pgs. 11-12. 
120 See WMP RAA Models & Data (Section 8, RB-AR1931 - 1933). 
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- Pollutant Concentration Calibration - so that the concentrations of pollutants in 
stormwater predicted by the model matches actual measured pollutant concentrations. 

The hydrological calibration for the Los Angeles River Watershed conducted in WMMS includes 
data from 30 stream gauge locations, including seven within the Los Angeles River watershed. 
Of these seven, one is located downstream of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP area 
and six are located at various points upstream. Calibration of WMMS was described in Section 
III.A.1. The Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP relies on WMMS' calibration of the LSPC 
model. 

i. Compatibility between LSPC and SBPAT 

Since LSPC/WMMS is used to establish the target load reductions for the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 WMP, while SBPAT is used to determine the structural BMPs that will be 
implemented to comply with target load reductions, it is necessary to demonstrate how 
compatible the two modeling systems are to each other. To demonstrate this, the WMP Group 
adjusted the SBPAT model so that the calculated runoff volumes were within 10% of the LSPC- 
predicted runoff volumes.121 

ii. Comparison of EMCs 

For most pollutants, LSPC employs land use and pollution specific Event Mean Concentrations 
(EMCs), which are transformed by "build up/wash off' functions. For fecal coliforms, LSPC 
employs land use specific EMCs. These were then calibrated against observed monitoring data 
from mass emissions monitoring stations. 

For SBPAT, monitoring data was transformed to log-normal mean and standard deviation EMC 
statistics.122 

In Section 4.1.3.3, the WMP Group includes a comparison of land use EMCs between LSPC 
and SBPAT. The Group notes, Ty) translate between LSPC determined baseline pollutant 
loads and SBPAT BMP derived load reductions, total load reductions were expressed as a 
percentage of critical condition baseline loads." The WMP Group rationalizes that: 

even if specific baseline loads differ between the two models, the relative 
reduction in loads, resulting from BMP implementation, are comparable. 
Furthermore, the retention basins used in LSPC and most SBPAT 
implementation BMPs, rely on reducing runoff volume to achieve pollutant load 
reductions. Therefore, the effect on loads, relative to baseline loads, is similar, 
even if analyzed using differing EMC statistics.123 

In summary, the WMMS and SBPAT contain sufficient data on local precipitation, hydrology, 
and water quality, including land use specific data, and were appropriately calibrated given 
available data, to provide the required reasonable assurance that the control measures 
proposed in the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP will lead to the achievement of water 
quality standards. The Los Angeles Water Board concluded that the RAA is a reasonable and 
robust starting point at this stage of WMP implementation. 

121 See Table 4-2 on pg. 89 of the Final Watershed Management Program (Section 22, RB-AR6434). 
122 See Table 4-3 on pg. 90 of the Final Watershed Management Program (Section 22, RB-AR6435). 
123 Final Watershed Management Program (Section 22, RB-AR6424). 
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2. Response to Contention 2 Regarding Lack of a Strategy to Comply with Interim 
WQBELs 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their Petition. As part of its proceedings 
on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board responded to the contention in the Staff Response 
to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments, which discusses how the WMP Group 
demonstrates that its phased BMP implementation will meet interim water quality-based effluent 
limitations for metals and bacteria and includes a discussion explaining that no nitrogen 
reduction is required.124 

3. Response to Contention 3 Regarding Inadequate Adaptive Management Process 

This contention was previously raised by Petitioners in their March 25, 2015 letter commenting 
on the revised WMPs. As part of its proceedings on the Petition, the Los Angeles Water Board 
previously responded to the contention in Board staff's Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB 
March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs (WMP) - 
Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Response 6.125 Adaptive management is a well understood 
approach that is used in many fields, including watershed and stormwater management. The 
Permit provides a general structure, timeline and process for adaptive management of 
WMPs.126 In reviewing the draft WMPs, Board staff found that Permittees' descriptions of the 
adaptive management process largely mirrored the description in the Permit; therefore, the 
Executive Officer provided additional direction in his approvals of the WMPs with regard to 
expectations as to the scope and focus of adaptive management.127 

4. Response to Contention 4 Regarding a Lack of Commitment to Meeting Interim 
Milestones and Final Deadlines 

The Petitioners' allege that the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP "fails to commit the 
dischargers to anything, and instead conditions every element of the program on unidentified 
funding, permitting, government approvals, and other contingencies."125 This specific contention 
was not previously raised in this manner to the Los Angeles Water Board, either in comment 
letters or in the Petition. 

In response, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP Group's compliance schedule is 
largely based on TMDL implementation milestones, which the WMP Group explicitly lists in 
Table 1-6 (pg. 18), Section 4.3 (pg. 96), and Appendix C of the final WMP.129 The WMP Group 
incorporates these applicable TMDL compliance dates into its RAA analysis as it states in 
Section 4.6 (pg. 113) of its final WMP: "[The RAA] indicates that for each pollutant of concern, 
the load reductions anticipated by the average cumulative BMP implementation strategy will 
exceed the final total load reductions, and the phased BMP load reductions also meet the 
interim compliance targets (i.e., 50% of final metal TLRs by 2024)" [emphasis added].139 

124 Exhibit A, Attachment 1, pgs. 20, 23-24 (Section 32, RB-AR18249, 18252 - 18253). 
125 Exhibit A, Attachment 2, pg. 7 (Section 32, RB-AR18263). 
126 See Section 1 (RB-AR66 - 67). 
127 See Section 25 (RB-AR6334 - 6335). 
128 See Addendum, pgs. 10-12. 
129 See Section 22 (RB-AR6363, 6441, 6499 - 6504). 
130 See Section 22 (RB-AR6458). 
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Furthermore, the WMP Group uses a limiting pollutant approach, as alluded to in Section 4.5 
(pg. 113): "Bacteria was found to be the driving (or limiting) pollutant for the Los Angeles River 
drainage area, and zinc was the driving pollutant for the Rio Hondo drainage area".131 

The language in the WMP that appears to "condition" implementation schedules is more or less 
restatements of provisions already contained in the Permit. For example, the WMP Group notes 
that dates are "subject to the procurement of grants or other financing support" in Section 5 (pg. 
116)132: 

Interim and final compliance dates in the LAR Metals and Bacteria TMDLs are 
the primary drivers for the LAR UR2 WMA RAA and WMP Plan implementation 
schedule. The dates identified in this WMP Plan are subject to the procurement 
of grants or other financing support commensurate with the existing and future 
fiduciary responsibilities of the Permittees. They may furthermore be adjusted 
based on evolving information developed through the iterative adaptive 
management process identified in the 2012 MS4 Permit or similar Parts within 
future MS4 Permits. 

However, the above ultimately depends on the Adaptive Management Process provisions of the 
Los Angeles County MS4 Permit as outlined in Section VI.C.8.a.ii: 

Based on the results of the adaptive management process, Permittees shall 
report any modifications, including where appropriate new compliance deadlines 
and interim milestones, with the exception of those compliance deadlines 
established in a TMDL, necessary to improve the effectiveness of the Watershed 
Management Program or EWMP in the Annual Report, as required pursuant to 
Part XVIII.A.6 of the MRP (Attachment E), and as part of the Report of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD) required pursuant to Part II.B of Attachment D - Standard 
Provisions. 

Furthermore, the Adaptive Management Process does not automatically allow Permittees to 
change deadlines. Changes have to go through the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer 
as noted in Section VI.C.8.a.iii of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit: "Permittees shall 
implement any modifications to the Watershed Management Program or EWMP upon approval 
by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer or within 60 days of submittal if the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer expresses no objections." 

Another section of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP that has similar language is 
Section 5.1 (pg. 116)133, which states: 

The WMP, including the schedule aspect, will be updated through the adaptive 
management process; to that extent, the implementation schedules identified are 
tentative unless determined as a date certain associated with specific TMDL 
provisions. Any LAR UR2 WMA WMP schedule date extensions must be 
approved by the Los Angeles Water Board's Executive Officer pursuant to Part 
VI. C. 6. a or Part VI. C. 8. of the 2012 MS4 Permit. 

131 Ibid. 
132 See Section 22 (RB-AR6461). 
133 See Final Watershed Management Program (Section 22, RB-AR6461) [emphasis added]. 
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The WMP Group's statement that the implementation schedules identified are "tentative" in this 
context are based on the WMP Group's understanding of the Adaptive Management Process 
and is ultimately immaterial with respect to how the Los Angeles Water Board views the WMP 
deadlines-i.e. the Los Angeles Water Board treats the WMP Implementation Schedule 
contained in the final approved WMP as the schedule the Group must follow unless an 
extension of the schedule is approved in accordance with the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. 

If the WMP Group is not approved for any extension and the WMP Group fails to follow its 
implementation schedule then it will not be able to use the alternative compliance pathway for 
achieving receiving water limitations that is provided through WMP implementation. 

In its April 28, 2015 conditional approval letter,134 the Los Angeles Water Board explicitly 
expressed how it will determine WMP compliance to the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 
WMP Group: 

Pursuant to Part VI.C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the Permittees of the LAR 
UR2 WMG shall begin implementation of the approved WMP immediately. To 
continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit provisions within the 
framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and timely implement all actions 
per associated schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any 
contingencies indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding and purported 
reservation of rights) unless a modification to the approved WMP, including any 
extension of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water 
Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The Los Angeles Water 
Board will determine the LAR UR2 WMG Permittees' compliance with the WMP 
on the basis of the compliance actions and milestones included in the WMP, 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

Section 3 "Watershed Control Measures," including Section 3.3 "Proposed 
Control Measures;" 
Table 3-1 "LAR Metals TMDL Jurisdictional Group 2 Non-Structural BMPs 
Phased Implementation Plan;" 
Table 3-8 "Potential Non-Structural BMP Enhanced Implementation Efforts;" 
Table 4-10 "LID Street Required Tributary area by LAR UR2 WMA 
Permittee;" 
Tables 4-17 to 4-20, which present load reductions associated with non- 
structural BMPs, regional BMPs, and distributed BMPs; 
Table 5-1 "Tentative Control Measure Implementation Schedule" which 
establishes the implementation dates for non-structural BMPs, regional 
BMPs, and distributed BMPs; and 
Additional compliance actions and milestones established in response to 
Conditions 1, 2, 8 and 9, above. 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA County MS4 Permit, the 
LAR UR2 WMG Permittees' full and timely compliance with all actions and dates 
for their achievement in their approved WMP shall constitute compliance with 
permit provisions pertaining to applicable WQBELs/VVLAs in Part VI.E and 
Attachment 0 of the LA County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part VI.C.2.b of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG Permittees' full compliance with all 

134 See Watershed Management Program Approval with Conditions, pg. 5 (Section 22, RB-AR6333). 

39 



requirements and dates for their achievement in their approved WMP constitutes 
compliance with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A of the LA 
County MS4 Permit for the specific waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed 
by their approved WMP. 

If the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG fail to meet any requirement or date for 
its achievement in the approved WMP, which will be demonstrated through the 
LAR UR2 WMG's Annual Reports and program audits (when conducted), the 
Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG shall be subject to the baseline requirements 
of the LA County MS4 Permit, including demonstrating compliance with 
applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs through 
outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c). 

Furthermore, it should be emphasized that under the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, the 
WMP Group cannot request an extension of final compliance deadlines established in a TMDL 
as stated in Section VI.C.6.a of the Permit: 

Permittees may request an extension of deadlines for achievement of interim 
milestones and final compliance deadlines established pursuant to Part 
VI.C.5.c.iii., with the exception of those final compliance deadlines established in 
a TMDL. Permittees shall provide requests in writing at least 90 days prior to the 
deadline and shall include in the request the justification for the extension. 
Extensions must be affirmatively approved by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer, notwithstanding Part VI.C.8.a.iii. 

For these reasons, the stated contention is not a specific issue of the WMP as approved. The 
WMP Group is ultimately relying on provisions of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit to 
provide scheduling flexibility; however, these permit provisions themselves are not automatic, 
but rather have defined processes that must be followed. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

The Los Angeles Water Board's approvals of the nine WMPs were based on thorough and 
consistent reviews conducted by a multidisciplinary team of engineers, scientists, modelers, and 
planners. The Board's reviews and approvals were informed by significant input from Los 
Angeles Water Board staff, USEPA Region IX staff, and stakeholder input, including the 
Petitioners. The Los Angeles Water Board determined that the WMPs were based on well 
accepted technical approaches and met the requirements of the Permit for an approvable WMP. 

As the State Water Board is aware from its prior proceedings, the 2012 Los Angeles County 
MS4 Permit is a paradigm shift from prior MS4 permits in the Los Angeles Region and 
throughout the State, and is requiring new types of technical analysis and a heightened level of 
long-term strategic planning on the part of Permittees and the Los Angeles Water Board. For 
some of the WMPs, the Permittees noted that there were gaps in available monitoring data, 
effectiveness of best management practices, and other pollutant sources that would need to be 
addressed through the adaptive management process to bolster the WMPs. Under the adaptive 
management provisions, many of the assumptions used in developing these WMPs will be 
reviewed and updated every two years, and the programs will be adapted to the new data that 
are collected. Given that the monitoring data that were available to develop the WMPs are data 
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that were collected under the prior MS4 permit and are very limited geographically, the 
monitoring programs and adaptive management process will fill in those data gaps. Ultimately, 
these WMPs are putting permittees on a clear, finite, and transparent path toward compliance 
with the receiving water limitations and water quality-based effluent limitations to which they are 
subject in the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. 

During the Board's consideration of the Petition, Charles Stringer, Chair of the Los Angeles 
Water Board, stated: "[I]t's a cliché, but I'm a big believer in not letting perfection get in the way 
of good. And I think these plans are good."135 In adopting the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, 
it was not the Board's intent to create an impossible situation whereby, due to lack of data, a 
WMP could not be approvable within the specified timeframe in the Permit. In addition, the 
Permit specifies a focus on deadlines during the current term of the Permit (through 2017) and 
the next permit term, recognizing that project details would be fewer for later implementation 
phases. Through the adaptive management program and updates to the WMP, the Permittees 
are expected to add details to later implementation phases as those phases near, and update 
their RAA when directed by the Executive Officer, and at least by June 30, 2021. 

When the State Water Board upheld the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, the State Water 
Board members recognized the significant water quality benefits, among other benefits, that 
could result from the implementation of WMPs and EWMPs, as well as the effort the new 
watershed based programs would require of Permittees. In upholding the alternative compliance 
option to develop and implement WMPs, the State Water Board sent a clear message that it 
wanted to provide an opportunity to give this alternative compliance option a chance. In light of 
this, and the responses provided herein, the Los Angeles Water Board requests that the State 
Water Board deny the Petitioners' requests to: 1) invalidate the Los Angeles Water Board 
Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 conditional approvals and deny all nine WMPs; 2) invalidate 
the Los Angeles Water Board's action on September 10, 2015 to ratify its Executive Officer's 
final approvals of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, Lower San Gabriel River WMP, 
and Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and 3) remand the matter to the Los Angeles Water Board 
for further proceedings. In response to the contentions in the Petition and Addendum, the Los 
Angeles Water Board urges the State Water Board to uphold the Los Angeles Water Board's 
actions in their entirety, retaining the final approvals of all nine WMPs. 

135 Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015, p. 362, lines 16-18 (Section 33, RB-AR18795). 
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EXHIBIT A 

REGIONAL BOARD STAFF'S RESPONSE TO 
PETITION FOR REVIEW OF THE EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER'S APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF NINE 
WMPs PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

MS4 PERMIT (ORDER NO. R4-2012-01750) 

* Includes: Main Response Matrix, Attachment 1 (Staff Response 
to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Contentions in its Memorandum 

of Points and Authorities and Exhibit D), and Attachment 2 
(Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 

Commenting on Revised WMPs) 



Regional Board Staff's Response to Petition for Review of the Executive Officer's approval, with conditions, 
of nine Watershed Management Programs (WMPs) 

pursuant to the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175) 

Contention 
No. 

Summary of Contention Staff Response 

1 In reviewing the Executive Officers decision, both 
the Regional and State Boards must exercise their 
independent judgment as to whether the Executive 
Officer's action is reasonable. (See Stinnes- 
Western Chemical Corp., State Board WQ Order 
No. 86-16 (1986).) The Executive Officer's action 
constitutes an "[a]buse of discretion...if [he] has not 
proceeded in the manner required by law, the order 
or decision is not supported by the findings, or the 
findings are not supported by the evidence." (Cal. 
Civ. Proc. Code § 1094.5(b); see also Zuniga v. 

Los Angeles County Civil Sew. Comm'n (2006) 
137 Cal.App.4th 1255, 1258 (applying same 
statutory standard).) "Where it is claimed that the 
findings are not supported by the evidence, ... 
abuse of discretion is established if the court 
determines that the findings are not supported by 
the weight of the evidence." (Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 
1094.5(c).) 

No specific standard of review applies to the Regional Board's 
review of the Executive Officer's action to approve, with 
conditions, nine WMPs. The Regional Board is not acting as an 
appellate body in this matter. Since the Executive Officer acted 
pursuant to delegated authority on behalf of the Regional Board, 
the Regional Board is, in essence, being asked to reconsider its 
own action. The Regional Board is not required to determine 
whether the Executive Officer's action constituted an abuse of 
discretion. Rather, in this instance, the Regional Board may 
consider whether the Executive Officer's action to approve the 
WMPs, with conditions, was appropriate and proper. At the 
conclusion of its review, the Regional Board may, for each of 
the nine WMPs, either: 1) ratify the Executive Officer's approval, 
2) overturn the Executive Officer's approval, or 3) conduct 
further proceedings on the petition as determined by the Board. 
If, in its review, the Regional Board makes new findings of fact, 
they must be supported by a preponderance of the evidence as 
the Board would be acting as the initial trier of fact. 

Further, the standard of review cited by the Petitioners in 
California Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5 does not 
apply to the Regional Board's consideration of the petition. That 
section applies when a court is reviewing a regional water 
board's and/or State Water Board's action from an adjudicatory 
proceeding. 

2.1 The Executive Officer improperly acted outside the 
scope of delegated authority in "conditionally" 
approving the WMPs because the only authority 
explicitly delegated to the Executive Officer by the 

The Executive Officer acted within the scope of his delegated 
authority in approving the WMPs with conditions. Pursuant to 
Water Code section 13223, a regional water board has the 
authority to delegate any of its powers and duties, with limited 
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Contention 
No. 

Summary of Contention Staff Response 

Regional Board in the Permit was to approve or exceptions, to its Executive Officer. The Regional Board has 
deny the WMPs. Such action, therefore, constitutes done so in a resolution entitled "Delegation of Authority to 
an abuse of discretion. (Cal. Water Code § Executive Officer," which is periodically updated by the Board, 
13223(a); see also California Regional Water most recently in 2014. (Resolution No. R14-005.) In its 
Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (April delegation, the Regional Board has delegated "to its Executive 
11, 2014), Resolution No. R14-005 amending Officer all powers and duties to conduct and to supervise the 
Resolution No. R10-009, Delegation of Authority to 
the Executive Officer.) 

activities of the Regional Board," including, but not limited to, 
"exercising any powers and duties of the Regional Board." The 
Regional Board also specifically delegated to the Executive 
Officer, in Part VI.C.4 (Table 9) of the Permit, the authority to 
"approve or deny" a final WMP on behalf of the Regional Board. 

Petitioners assert that the Executive Officer acted beyond his 
delegated authority because the Regional Board did not 
specifically authorize the Executive Officer to "conditionally 
approve" the WMPs. The Petitioners also appear to assert that, 
even if the Regional Board were to have considered approval of 
the WMPs itself, it also would not have had any legal authority 
to approve a WMP with conditions, and could have only 
provided an unconditional approval or denied the WMP in its 
entirety. Petitioners are interpreting the delegation of authority to 
the Executive Officer literally and narrowly, which is not 
supported by the terms of the Permit or the practice of this 
Regional Board. While the Permit says that the Regional Board, 
or the Executive Officer on behalf of the Regional Board, must 
approve or deny the final WMP by a time certain, the Permit 
does not dictate that any approvals must be unconditional or 
include any other language limiting the discretion of the Board in 
the specific manner of approving a WMP. Thus, the Regional 
Board did not limit itself, or the Executive Officer, to only strictly 
approving or denying a WMP. 

The Executive Officer's action to approve, with conditions, the 
nine WMPs was an action within the broad scope of authority 
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Contention 
No. 

Summary of Contention Staff Response 

delegated to the Executive Officer by the Regional Board in 
Resolution No. R14-005, as well as within specific delegated 
authority in the Permit. In Part VI.0 of the Permit, the Regional 
Board provides the Executive Officer with broad authority 
pertaining to administering the WMP/EWMP provisions on 
behalf of the Board, including authority to approve or deny 
WMPs (Part VI.C.4.c), approve or deny requests for 
modifications to certain deadlines in a WMP/EWMP (Part 
VI.C.4.g & Part VI.C.6.a), approve or deny integrated monitoring 
programs and coordinated integrated monitoring programs (Part 
VI.C.7), require modifications and updates to a WMP/ EWMP 
(Part VI.C.8.b.i), and review and approve modifications to 
WMPs/EWMPs (Part VI.C.8.b.i). Unless specifically limited, 
delegated authority is broadly construed. (see County of San 
Diego v. Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501, 509-510 
[California Legislature's broad delegation of authority to the 
Secretary of State to regulate voting systems includes the 
authority to condition approval of the use of particular voting 
machines on certain procedural safeguards, including 
postelection tallies]). 

In addition, a well-established principle of administrative law 
provides that an agency's authority to approve or disapprove 
inherently includes the authority to approve with conditions. The 
petitioners in Connecticut Fund for the Environment, Inc. v. EPA 
(2d Cir. 1982) 672 F.2d 998, made a very similar argument to 
what Petitioners assert in this matter. In that case, an 
environmental group asserted that USEPA could not 
conditionally approve a state implementation plan under the 
Clean Air Act because the statute required USEPA to "approve 
or disapprove" the plan within four months of submission. 
Under USEPA's conditional approval procedures, a plan that is 
in substantial compliance with the Act may be conditionally 
approved as satisfying the Act if the state provides strong 
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Contention 
No. 

Summary of Contention Staff Response 

assurances that the remaining minor deficiencies will be 
remedied within a specified short period. (id. at p. 1005.) The 
environmental group argued that the literal "approve or 
disapprove" language and the absence of any mention of 
conditional approvals in the Clean Air Act precluded USEPA's 
conditional approval. (id. at p. 1006.) The Court of Appeal for 
the Second Circuit declined to construe the Act as allowing only 
outright approval or disapproval of state plans. The Court held: 
"But this Court has held that an agency's power to approve 
conditionally is inherent in the power to approve or disapprove." 
(ibid.) The Court further held: "[T]he power to condition ... 
approval on the incorporation of certain amendments is 
necessary for flexible administrative action and is inherent in the 
power to approve or disapprove. We would be sacrificing 
substance to form if we held invalid any conditional approval but 
affirmed an unqualified rejection accompanied by an opinion 
which explicitly stated that approval would be forthcoming if 
modifications were made." (ibid.) The Court further noted that a 
conditional approval offers administrative agencies a measured 
course that may be more precisely tailored to particular 
circumstances than the all-or-nothing choice of outright approval 
or disapproval. (ibid. [citing U.S. v. Chesepeake & Ohio Ry., 426 
U.S. 500, 514 [involving the Interstate Commerce Commission's 
powers under the Interstate Commerce Act]]). Lastly, the Court 
stated that the conditional approval mechanism, in the context 
of the Clean Air Act, gave USEPA the necessary flexibility to 
work more closely with the states and that it generally deferred 
to USEPA's choice of methods to carry out its difficult and 
complex job as long as that choice is reasonable and consistent 
with the Act. (ibid.) 

Here, the authority to conditionally approve is a necessary and 
proper exercise of the Executive Officer's power to accomplish 
the purpose for which the Regional Board delegated its authority 
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in the Permit. In addition, a permitting agency is given 
substantial deference by appellate bodies in interpreting its own 
permits. As such, it is proper and reasonable for the Regional 
Board to interpret the Executive Officer's delegated authority to 
provide the flexibility of an approval with conditions to fulfill the 
goals of the Permit. Using his discretion, the Executive Officer 
determined that denial of the WMPs on the basis of needing the 
types of revisions described below was not warranted and could 
be appropriately addressed within a specified short period 
through individually tailored approvals with conditions to 
address these items. 

USEPA also utilizes procedures that provide for conditional 
approvals under the Clean Water Act. For example, in section 
6.2.1 of its Water Quality Standards Handbook- Chapter 6: 
Procedures for Review and Revision of Water Quality Standards 
(40 CFR 131 - Subpart C), USEPA specifically allows the use of 
conditional approvals in carrying out its review of a state's water 
quality standards under Clean Water Act section 303(c). This is 
despite any express "conditional approval" language in section 
303(c). 

Moreover, the Executive Officer's action conditionally approving 
the WMPs is wholly consistent with a long-standing practice of 
this Regional Board to approve submitted documents with 
conditions when deemed appropriate. When appropriate, the 
Executive Officer regularly conditionally approves submitted 
documents on behalf of the Regional Board, including 
monitoring plans, TMDL work plans, permit workplans, and site 
cleanup workplans and remedial action plans. The Executive 
Officer's authority to approve such documents is either pursuant 
to the Executive Officer's general delegation or in Regional 
Board adopted permits or regulations. For example, TMDLs 
adopted by the Regional Board as Basin Plan amendments 
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often authorize the Executive Officer to "approve" TMDL work 
plans and monitoring plans on behalf of the Board. The 
Executive Officer has issued numerous conditional approvals of 
TMDL work plans and monitoring plans over at least the last 
decade. Like the Permit, these TMDLs do not specify that such 
approvals must be without conditions. 

Board staff is not aware of any prior situation where the 
Petitioners, or any other person/entity for that matter, has 
challenged the Regional Board Executive Officer's conditional 
approval of a document. Also, if the delegation to the Executive 
Officer in the Permit to "approve or deny" a WMP literally only 
means the Executive Officer was required to approve the WMP 
without any conditions or deny it in its entirety, such an 
interpretation could, going forward, impact other Regional Board 
programs. 

Other regional water boards, as well as the State Water Board, 
also routinely issue conditional approvals pertaining to both 
water quality and water rights matters. This common practice by 
the Water Boards recognizes that regional water boards and the 
State Water Board require flexibility to manage their programs 
efficiently and effectively. 

Lastly, it should be noted that the Executive Officer also 
approved, with conditions, three of the nine WMPs pursuant to 
the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit. This was done pursuant to 
the same delegation language contained in both the Los 
Angeles County and City of Long Beach MS4 permits. Yet, the 
Petitioners do not seek review of the Executive Officer's 
approval, with conditions, pursuant to the City of Long Beach 
MS4 Permit. The deadline for Petitioners to seek review has 
passed and those approvals, with conditions, are final. If the 
Executive Officer had authority to conditionally approve WMPs 
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pursuant to the City of Long Beach MS4 Permit, it is unclear 
why Petitioners would assert that no such authority existed as to 
the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. 

2.2 Because the nine WMPs, as finally submitted, 
failed to meet the program development 
requirements by the designated schedule set forth 
in the Permit, neither the Regional Board nor the 
Executive Officer on its behalf could approve the 
final WMPs. The only course of action available to 
the Executive Officer pursuant to the Permit was to 
deny the final WMPs by the April 28, 2015 
deadline. 

As noted above, neither the Regional Board nor its Executive 
Officer was limited to only approving the WMPs without 
conditions or denying them in their entirety. Like the Executive 
Officer, the Regional Board would have had similar authority to 
approve the WMPs, with conditions. 

As discussed below, the Executive Officer determined that the 
nine WMPs did meet the program development requirements by 
the designated schedule set forth in the Permit. As such, both 
the Regional Board, and the Executive Officer on behalf of the 
Regional Board, could have decided to approve the final WMPs. 

2.3 The Executive Officer's conditions were aimed at 
correcting the WMPs' failures to comply with the 
Permit requirements and clearly demonstrate that 
the WMPs should have been properly denied on 
April 28, 2015. 

The Executive Officer's conditions did not generally require 
fundamental changes to the WMPs. Rather, the conditions 
largely requested revisions such as providing additional 
supporting or clarifying information, providing consistency within 
the WMP, and correcting typographical errors. Some of the 
conditions were related to lack of detail, particularly for 
actions/projects to be conducted later in WMP implementation, 
in future permit cycles, or due to lack of data (e.g., source 
assessment and model calibration), which can only be remedied 
with data collection. In the conditional approval letters, the 
Executive Officer required that Permittees refine and recalibrate 
the RAA as new data become available. In adopting the Permit, 
it was not the Board's intent to create an impossible situation 
whereby, due to lack of data, a WMP could not be approvable 
within the specified timeframe. In addition, the Permit specifies a 
focus on deadlines during the current term (through 2017) and 
next 5-year permit term, recognizing that project details would 
be fewer for later implementation phases. Through the adaptive 
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management program and updates to the WMP, the Permittees 
are expected to add details to later implementation phases as 
those phases near. 

Using his discretion, the Executive Officer determined that 
denial of the WMPs on the basis of needing the types of 
revisions described above was not warranted and could be 
appropriately addressed through individually tailored approvals 
with conditions to address these items. This was particularly in 
light of the newness of the WMP permit provisions and the 
significant effort made by the Permittees in developing their 
WMPs consistent with these provisions. The development of 
these watershed programs is an accomplishment never before 
conducted by the Permittees and has required a learning 
process. In addition, denial of the WMPs on the basis of 
needing these types of revisions could have delayed timely 
implementation of the Permit. The Executive Officer determined 
that it was more beneficial to approve the WMPs with conditions 
and a short period to address the conditions, such that WMP 
implementation could begin as soon as possible. 

Moreover, most of the revised WMPs could have been 
approved by the Executive Officer without any conditions as the 
revised WMPs met the requirements of the Permit. However, 
the Executive Officer chose to approve the WMPs with 
conditions to ensure that Permittees were fully responsive to the 
Board's comments on the WMPs. 

Further, Petitioners assume that all of the Regional Board's 
comments in its review letters necessarily required a change to 
be made to the draft WMP or revised draft WMP. In some 
cases, the Regional Board's comments were addressed without 
further changes to the WMPs, such as explanations provided by 
the Permittees during phone calls and/or meetings and/or in the 
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submittals of the revised WMPs themselves. Many Permittees 
included matrixes with their revised WMPs that summarized 
how each of the staff's comments on the draft WMP were 
addressed. 

2.4 By conditionally approving the WMPs, the 
Executive Officer provided Permittees an additional 
45 days to comply with the Permit's WMP 
development requirements and thereby improperly 
extended the Permit's WMP deadlines. This 
created yet another process and a new, 
unauthorized schedule that will only defer 
compliance with the Permit's RWLs and TMDL- 
limitations. 

The Executive Officer's approvals with conditions did not extend 
the WMP deadlines or create a new unauthorized schedule in 
the Permit. The schedule in the Permit remains unchanged. For 
this contention, the Petitioners appear to assert that the 
approvals with conditions were not actually approvals at all. This 
is incorrect. The Executive Officer's April 28, 2015 letters 
approved the WMPs, conditioned on the Permittees making 
relatively minor revisions within a short timeframe and by a date 
certain, and required the Permittees to begin implementation of 
the approved WMP immediately as required by the Permit. 

Lastly, the method by which the Executive Officer approved the 
WMPs does not defer a Permittees' compliance with receiving 
water limitations and TMDL limitations. To the contrary, the 
Permittees were instructed to begin implementation of their 
respective WMPs immediately upon approval. By timely 
approving the WMPs, and providing a short but reasonable time 
frame for Permittees to make the relatively minor revisions, the 
Executive Officer's action ensured that there was no delay in 
implementation. In addition, additional time to address the 
imposed conditions does not defer compliance with TMDL or 
receiving water limitations compliance schedules, as TMDL 
schedules are not changed by WMPs or the dates by which a 
WMP is approved. Moreover, the Executive Officer clearly 
stated in his letters that, in the event that "Permittees fail to 
meet any requirements or date for its achievement in the 
approved WMP...the [Permittee] shall be subject to the baseline 
requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit...." 
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2.5 The conditional approvals left the extension open- 
ended, specifying that "[t]he Board may rescind this 
approval if all of the following conditions are not 
met to the satisfaction of the Board" by June 12, 
2015. Thus, the "conditional approvals" left open 
the possibility that the Executive Officer/Regional 
Board may further extend the 45-day deadline and 
issue another round of conditional approvals 
beyond June 12, 2015. However, the Executive 
Officer did not have any authority to indefinitely 
extend the Permit's deadlines. Therefore, the 
conditional approvals' open-ended extensions are 
a further abuse of discretion. 

The conditional approvals did not leave open the possibility that 
the Executive Officer may further extend the 45-day deadline 
and issue another round of conditions. The conditional approval 
letters clearly stated that the Permittees must submit a final 
WMP addressing the conditions to the Board's satisfaction by a 
specific deadline. Nowhere did the Executive Officer indicate 
that he would consider granting an extension or issue another 
round of conditional approvals. 

In addition, this contention is largely moot as the Executive 
Officer did not, as the Petitioners feared, extend the deadlines 
or issue another round of conditional approvals. Final WMPs 
addressing the Executive Officer's conditions were submitted in 
May and June 2015. Between July 2015 and August 2015, the 
Executive Officer determined that the conditions had been 
satisfied in all nine final WMPs. 

3.1 By conditionally approving WMPs -a procedure 
nowhere provided for in the 2012 MS4 Permit - the 
Executive Officer improperly modified the 2012 
MS4 Permit in violation of the substantive and 
procedural requirements of state and federal law. 
The Executive Officer de facto amended the Permit 
terms, creating a new process, timeline, and set of 
standards by conditionally approving WMPs 
without circulation of a draft permit, public notice, 
fact sheet, or public hearing date, as required by 
law. (See Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. 

EPA, 344 F.3d 832, 853 (9th Cir. 2003); 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 124.5-124.15; Cal. Water Code Section § 

13223(a).) 

Because the Executive Officer's approvals of the WMPs with 
conditions was within the scope of delegated authority, as 
explained above, the Permit did not need to be modified or 
amended to allow the Executive Officer the authority to approve 
the WMPs with conditions. As such, the Executive Officer's 
inclusion of conditions to the approval of the WMPs did not 
modify the Permit or amend any of its terms by creating a new 
process, timeline, or set of standards. The terms of the Permit, 
including procedures and deadlines pertaining to WMP review 
and approval, did not change. As such, the procedures noted by 
the Petitioners, including circulation of a draft permit, public 
notice, fact sheet, or public hearing, were not required prior to 
the Executive Officer's action. 

Prior to the approvals with conditions of the WMPs, Board staff 
complied with the public review requirements of the Permit, 
which requires that "all documents submitted to the Regional 
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Water Board Executive Officer for approval shall be made 
available to the public for a 30-day period to allow for public 
comment." Beginning on July 3, 2014, the Board provided a 46- 
day public review and written comment period on the draft 
WMPs. On October 9, 2014, the Board also held a workshop at 
its regularly scheduled Board meeting to discuss the draft 
WMPs during which stakeholders and interested persons were 
provided an opportunity to make oral comments on the draft 
WMPs to the Board and Executive Officer. In addition, Board 
staff held a public meeting on April 13, 2015 for Permittees, 
stakeholders and interested persons to discuss the revised draft 
WMPs with the Board's Executive Officer and staff. Board 
members were invited to attend this meeting and several Board 
members did attend. Throughout the WMP review process, 
Board staff participated in several meetings, phone calls, and 
email exchanges with Permittees and interested persons, 
including Petitioners. 

Moreover, the WMPs underwent extensive review by Regional 
Board staff, USEPA Region IX staff, and the public prior to the 
Executive Officer's action. In conducting its review, Board staff 
developed a list of review and evaluation questions, which was 
used to ensure a comprehensive and consistent review of the 
draft WMPs relative to permit requirements. Each WMP was 
assigned a lead reviewer, who was supported by TMDL 
Program staff, including the Board's modeling expert, Dr. C.P. 
Lai. Lead staff were overseen by the MS4 Unit Chief, Mr. Ivar 
Ridgeway, and by the Regional Programs Section Chief, Renee 
Purdy. Additionally, Board staff teamed with USEPA Region IX 
staff to jointly review the draft WMPs. During the review period, 
Board staff and USEPA staff held conference calls on a weekly 
basis to discuss the draft WMPs. 

On the basis of Board staff's review, USEPA Region IX staff's 
review, and in consideration of written and oral comments made 
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by interested persons, the Board sent letters to the Permittees 
providing comments on the draft WMPs that identified the 
revisions that needed to be addressed prior to the Board's 
approval of the WMPs, and directed the Permittees to submit 
revised draft WMPs addressing the Board's comments by 
approximately January 28, 2015 for Board review. 

Petitioners cite Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. EPA (9th 
Cir. 2003) 344 F.3d 832, as support for their contention that the 
Executive Officer's conditional approval of the WMPs amended 
the terms of the Permit because an approved WMP becomes 
substantive terms of the Permit. As described above, the 
Executive Officer's action did not amend the terms of the 
Permit. Approved WMPs implement the terms of Permit by 
detailing the specific actions and milestones a Permittee will 
abide by to achieve compliance with the terms of the Permit. An 
approved WMP, however, does not amend the terms of the 
Permit. The terms of the Permit remain unchanged, including 
the receiving water limitations and water-quality based effluent 
limitations. Moreover, Environmental Defense Center is not on 
point. In that case, environmental groups sought judicial review 
of a USEPA rule mandating that discharges from small MS4s 
and construction sites be subject to NPDES permitting 
requirements. Under the rule, small MS4s could seek 
permission to discharge by submitting an individualized set of 
BMPs in six specific categories, either in the form of an 
individual permit application or in the form of a notice of intent to 
comply with a Phase II general permit. USEPA did not require 
that permitting authorities review an NO1 before a party who 
submitted the notice of intent was allowed to discharge. The 
environmental groups asserted that, by allowing permitting 
authorities to grant dischargers permits based on unreviewed 
notices of intent, the rule constituted a program of impermissible 
regulation and failed to provide required avenues of public 
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participation. (Id. at p. 854.) The Court of Appeal for the Ninth 
Circuit agreed with the environmental groups in this respect, 
holding that USEPA failed to require review of notices of intent 
assuring compliance with Clean Water Act standards and also 
failed to make notices of intent available to the public. (id. at p. 
858.) The Court held: "[S]tormwater management programs that 
are designed by regulated parties must, in every instance be 
subject to meaningful review by an appropriate regulatory entity 
to ensure that each such program reduces the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable." (id. at p. 856.) 

Here, as described above, the WMPs were subject to public 
review and comment, including at Board and staff level 
meetings, as well as an opportunity to submit written comments. 
Petitioners submitted written comments on the draft and revised 
WMPs. The WMPs also underwent extensive review by 
Regional Board staff and USEPA Region IX staff to assure 
compliance with the standards set forth in the Permit. Thus, the 
WMPs were subject to "meaningful review." 

4.1 The terms of the conditional approvals are 
inconsistent with Permit requirements and the 
federal Clean Water Act and therefore establish that 
the only available course of action for the Executive 
Officer was to deny the WMPs. Following 
submission of the initial draft WMPs, Regional 
Board staff identified numerous and significant 
failures to comply with Permit requirements and 
therefore directed Permittees, in writing, to submit 
revised plans to address the deficiencies. 
Unfortunately, the revised draft WMPs failed to 
address virtually all of the identified non- 
compliance issues. Rather than denying the 
insufficient WMPs as required by the Permit, 

The Executive Officer determined that the nine WMPs, with the 
conditions imposed, met the WMP permit provisions and the 
federal Clean Water Act. In addition, as described above, 
neither the Executive Officer nor the Board itself was limited to 
only denying the WMPs. 

Staff disagree that the revised draft WMPs "failed to address 
virtually all of the identified non-compliance issues." To the 
contrary, the Permittees largely addressed all of Board staff's 
comments prior to the Executive Officer's action. However, as 
previously mentioned, not all of the Regional Board's comments 
necessarily required a change to be made to the draft WMP or 
revised draft WMP. In some cases, the Regional Board's 
comments were addressed without further changes to the 
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however, the Executive Officer approved the WMPs, such as explanations provided by the Permittees during 
WMPs with conditions - conditions that fail to phone calls and/or meetings and/or in the submittals of the 
address all of the WMP inadequacies previously revised WMPs themselves. Many Permittees included matrixes 
cited by Regional Board staff itself. This constitutes with their revised WMPs that summarized how each of the 
an abuse of discretion. staff's comments on the draft WMP were addressed. 

The petition, including Exhibit D to the petition, as well as the 
Petitioner's March 25, 2015 comments on the revised WMPs 
only specifically allege substantive inadequacies of three of the 
nine WMPs, namely the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, the 
Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 WMP. The Petitioners do not allege any specific 
challenges to the substantive adequacy of the remaining six 
WMPs, but still request that the Regional Board invalidate the 
Executive Officer's approvals with conditions for those six 
WMPs. Without specific factual allegations concerning an 
inadequacy of a WMP, the Petitioners have not provided the 
Regional Board with specific allegations to review. Board staff 
are thus left to speculate as to Petitioners' concerns with the 
remaining six WMP and cannot adequately respond to unknown 
allegations. The Regional Board may determine that the 
sufficiency of these six WMPs is not properly before the 
Regional Board in its consideration of the petition. 

For the Regional Board's reference pertaining to the alleged 
substantive inadequacies of the Lower San Gabriel River WMP, 
the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, and the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 WMP, Board staff has prepared responses to 
Petitioners' detailed technical comments in its Memorandum of 
Points and Authorities and in Exhibit D to the petition. These 
responses are included in a separate matrix as Attachment 1 to 
this document. 

For the Board's further reference, Board staff has also prepared 
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an assessment of the Petitioners' March 25, 2015 comments on 
the revised WMPs. This assessment is included as an additional 
matrix as Attachment 2 to this document. 

4.2 Reasonable Assurance Analysis 
Perhaps the most glaring deficiency in the WMPs 
is the flawed Reasonable Assurance 
Analysis ("RAA") in each. The RAA is a detailed 
modeling exercise, intended to ensure that the 
WMPs implement stormwater pollution control 
measures of the correct type, location, and size to 
achieve compliance with WQSs in receiving water 
bodies. The RAA forms the bedrock for WMP 
development, and therefore for pollution control 
and compliance with the CWA for those Permittees 
that choose to develop WMPs. 

Moreover, Regional Board staff has also 
recognized the importance of the RAA in WMP 
development and implementation and thereby 
need for a robust analysis. As a result, Regional 
Board staff generated extensive comments on the 
RAAs that were described in the initial drafts of the 
WMPs. 

Despite the detailed comments from Regional 
Board staff, and the admonition that failure to 
conduct the required corrections to the RAA 
modeling would result in denials, the final draft 
WMPs for the Lower San Gabriel, Los Angeles 
River Upper Reach 2, and Lower Los Angeles 
River WMGs either failed to meaningfully address 
or completely ignored all of the Regional Board 
staff's identified comments. 

Staff disagrees with the Petitioners' contentions that the 
conditionally approved WMPs "fail to address any of the RAA 
inadequacies identified by []staff." As previously noted, the 
Permittees addressed staff's comments prior to the Executive 
Officer's action. For specific responses to alleged inadequacies, 
see Attachment 1, as well as staff's assessment of Petitioners' 
March 25, 2015 comments on the revised WMPs in Attachment 
2. 

Staff further disagrees that the terms of the conditional 
approvals will not ensure that the RAA will provide any 
assurance that WMP implementation will achieve compliance 
with water quality standards and the Clean Water Act. Like 
many Permittees, Regional Board staff recognizes that the 
RAAs are not perfect. At this point, they cannot be. RAAs are 
modeling exercises that reflect current knowledge, best 
engineering judgment, and available data. The models used for 
the RAAs were calibrated using the best available monitoring 
data, and they will be further refined through the adaptive 
management process as more data become available from the 
expanded integrated monitoring programs and coordinated 
integrated monitoring programs. As previously noted, some of 
the conditions imposed by the Executive Officer were due to 
lack of data, which can only be remedied with data collection. 
As the Board is aware, the Permit required new and expanded 
monitoring, including new outfall monitoring. As outfall 
monitoring is conducted, new data will be collected. In adopting 
the Permit, it was not the Board's intent to create an impossible 
situation whereby, due to lack of data, a WMP could not be 
approvable within the specified timeframe. In addition, the 
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Rather than denying the facially inadequate final 
WMPs as required by the Permit, the Executive 
Officer, on behalf of the Regional Board, approved 
the WMPs with conditions that fail to address any 
of the RAA inadequacies identified by RWQCB 
staff. Therefore, even if fully complied with, the 
terms of the conditional approvals will not ensure 
that the RAA - the basis for development, 
implementation, and evolution of the pollution 
control measures to be implemented via the WMPs 
- will provide any level of assurance that the WMP 
implementation will achieve compliance with water 
quality standards and the Clean Water Act, let 
alone the "reasonable" assurance that the Permit 
and the State Board require. For this reason alone, 
the WMPs must be denied. 

Permit specifies a focus on deadlines during the current term 
(through 2017) and next 5-year permit term, recognizing that 
project details would be fewer for later implementation phases. 
Through the adaptive management program and updates to the 
WMP, the Permittees are expected to add details to later 
implementation phases as those phases near, and update their 
RAA when directed by the Executive Officer, and at least by 
June 30, 2021. 

See Attachment 1 for staff's responses to the detailed list of 
RAA contentions identified by Petitioners in their Memorandum 
of Points and Authorities and Exhibit D to the petition. 

4.3 For the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, 
the revised plan confirms that the model had not 
been calibrated and is thus an almost entirely 
speculative exercise. 

Because of its small area within the larger Los Angeles River 
watershed and the lack of monitoring data within the Group's 
watershed management area, the Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 WMP relied upon calibration that has been conducted 
for the Countywide Watershed Management Modeling System 
(WMMS). Specifically, the Group used the Countywide 
calibration to summarize and compare Loading Simulation 
Program in C++ (LSPC) predicted and observed flows for key 
locations within the Los Angeles River watershed upstream and 
downstream of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 
watershed management area. The hydrology calibration at both 
locations was considered "very good" according to the criteria in 
the Regional Board staff's RAA guidelines. 

The Group also used the calibrated Countywide LSPC model to 
adjust the input parameters of the Structural BMP Prioritization 
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and Analysis Tool (SBPAT), which the Group elected to use in 
its RAA, to improve comparability with the County-calibrated 
LSPC baseline condition outputs. Board staff found this to be a 
reasonable approach given the limited data currently available 
within the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 watershed 
management area, but directed the Group to use data collected 
through its CIMP to refine and recalibrate its RAA through the 
adaptive management process. 

4.4 Substantive Program Requirements 
Similar to the RAA-related deficiencies, many of 
the other inadequacies that Regional Board staff 
originally identified in their October 2015 comments 
were not addressed by the conditional approvals. 
A comprehensive list of the substantive 
requirements of the Permit that the conditional 
approvals fail to address is provided in Exhibit D to 
the petition. The failure of the revised WMPs to 
address these deficiencies should have resulted in 
denial of the WMPs. 

See Attachment 1 for staff's responses to Petitioners' detailed 
technical comments in its Exhibit D to the petition. 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Staff Response to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments in its Memorandum of Points and Authorities and Exhibit D 

Permit Citation Regional Board 
Comment on Draft 
WMP 

Environmental Groups' 
Analysis of Revised WMP 
Responsiveness to 
Regional Board Comment' 

Regional Board Staff's Assessment of Revised 
WMP Responsiveness to Comments and/or Final 
WMP Responsiveness to Conditions of Approval 

Lower Los Angeles River 
Part "The MS4 Permit The response, and other The Revised WMP provided more specificity in Section 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) requires that the WMP statements throughout the 5 regarding structural and non-structural best 

provide specificity with document, demonstrate that management practices (BMPs). Regarding structural 
regard to structural and no commitments to BMPs, the Revised WMP included a pollutant reduction 
non-structural BMPs, 
including the number, 
type, and location(s), etc. 
adequate to assess 
compliance. In a number 
of cases, additional 
specificity....is 
needed....[T]here should 
at least be more 
specificity on actions 
within the current and 
next permit terms." 

"specificity or actions" or 
associated timelines are 
made. 

plan in Section 5.4 (pg. 5-7) that indicates the BMP 
volume that each Permittee needs to install within its 
jurisdiction at 31%, 50%, and final milestone dates 
(these milestones occur in 2017, 2024, and 2028, 
respectively) and also identified regional projects that 
could support achieving the 31% and 50% milestones. 

Section 5.3 was revised to include a schedule of 
feasibility studies and site assessments for regional 
projects. Section 5.2 (pg. 5-4) listed structural low 
impact development (LID) BMPs that are to be 
constructed within this permit term. 

However, the Revised WMP did not contain definitive 
milestone dates, nor did it specify the Permittees 
responsible for the projects. The Executive Officer's 
approval letter included a condition that the Group add 
definitive dates for these LID BMPs. The Final WMP 
includes two new tables, Tables 5-2 and 5-3, which 

For each comment, the Petitioners indicated that there was no requirement to address the comment on the draft WMP in the conditions set forth 
in the Executive Officer's approval letter. Where a condition was not included in the approval letter, it is because the Executive Officer determined 
that the comment had been adequately addressed, either in the revised WMP or through other means. 
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provide detail on the Permittees responsible for each 
LID BMP, and the deadlines and status for the project 
tasks (pgs. 5-4 to 5-5). 

The compliance schedule for nonstructural BMPs 
contained in Table 5-1 (pg. 5-3) of the Revised WMP 
contained some indeterminate milestone dates and in 
the case of TCM-RET-1 "Encourage Downspout 
Disconnects," no interim milestones or milestone dates. 
The Executive Officer's approval letter included a 
condition that the Group modify the milestones for these 
BMPs. The Final WMP addresses this condition by 
including additional milestones and dates for their 
achievement. 

These details on structural and non-structural BMPs 
adequately addressed the Board staff's comment. 

Part "...the WMP should at No change was made in the As originally contained in the draft WMP, Section 5.4 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(c) least commit to the document in response to the (pg. 5-7) lists the BMP volume capacities that each 

construction of the 
necessary number of 
projects to ensure 
compliance with permit 
requirements per 
applicable compliance 
schedules." 

comment. Permittee needs to install to comply with milestones in 
2017, 2024, and 2028. These BMP capacities are taken 
directly from the WMP's reasonable assurance analysis 
(RAA) analysis. 

If a Permittee does not achieve these BMP volume 
capacities by a milestone date, they are not in 
compliance with their WMP. 

Further, as stated above, Section 5.2 (pg. 5-4) lists 
structural LID BMPs that are to be constructed within 
this permit term. Section 5.3 (pg. 5-4) was revised to 
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include a schedule of feasibility studies and site 
assessments for regional projects. However, the 
Revised WMP did not contain definitive milestone 
dates, nor did it specify the Permittees responsible for 
the LID BMPs. The Executive Officer's approval letter 
included a condition that the Group add definitive dates 
for these LID BMPs. The Final WMP includes two new 
tables, Tables 5-2 and 5-3, which provide detail on the 
Permittees responsible for each LID BMP, and the 
deadlines and status for the project tasks (pgs. 5-4 to 5- 
5). 

The Group has conveyed to Board staff that the 
information contained in Section 5 is the maximum 
practicable given uncertainties and that greater 
certainty will be provided through the adaptive 
management process. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The RAA should clarify No change was made in the The Group has indicated to Board staff that the 
that sufficient sites were document in response to the complete list of potential sites - including the sites that 
identified so that the 
remaining necessary 
BMP volume can be 
achieved by those sites 
that were not 'excluded 
for privacy." 

comment. were "excluded for privacy" - provide the necessary 
BMP volume, and that the "excluded for privacy" sites 
should be considered since they are still potential 
regional BMPs sites within the watershed. 

Section 5.4 (pgs. 5-7 through 5-15) lists potential 
regional BMPs that each Permittee may implement to 
achieve their 2017 and 2024 milestones. The regional 
BMPs listed in this section consist of public parks and 
do not include sites with addresses that were "excluded 
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for privacy." 

Since the Group's Pollution Reduction Plan is an "initial 
scenario" that may adapt over time by substituting 
BMPs that produce an equivalent volume reduction, the 
above information given by the Group is sufficient. For 
example, through adaptive management, the RAA 
(Appendix A-4-1, pg. 64) notes that a jurisdiction may 
"increase implementation of green streets and reduce 
implementation of regional BMPs." 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The RAA identifies zinc No change was made in the The Group has added additional clarification on its 
as the limiting pollutant document in response to the limiting pollutant approach in Section 5 (pg. 5-1) of the 
and notes that this 
pollutant will drive 
reductions of other 
pollutants. 

If the Group believes that 
that [sic] this approach 
demonstrates that 
activities and control 
measures will achieve 
applicable receiving 
water limitations, it 

should explicitly state 
and justify this for each 
category 1, 2, and 3 
pollutant." 

comment. WMP and in Section 5.3.1 of the RAA (Appendix A-4-1, 
pg. 38). 

The revised WMP does not state and justify this 
approach for each category 1, 2, and 3 pollutant; 
however, this is not necessary given the Group's 
limiting pollutant approach. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "We note that modeling No change was made in the The Group has clarified that the Harbor Toxics TMDL 
was not conducted for document in response to the did not directly model these pollutants, but instead used 
organics (DDT, PCBs, 
and PAHs). It is not clear 
why these pollutants 
were not modeled or why 
previous modeling of 
these pollutants could 
not be used....An 
explanation for the lack 
of modeling is needed." 

comment. sediment as a surrogate. To establish baseline 
pollutant loading, the Group uses the 90th percentile of 
observed concentrations for DDT, PCBs, and PAHs. 
This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "...the Dominguez No change was made in this On pgs. 38-39 of Appendix 4, A-4-1, Reasonable 
Channel and Greater Los section of the document and Assurance Analysis, the Group demonstrates that their 
Angeles and Long Beach there is no inclusion of limiting pollutant approach takes into account the 
Harbor Waters Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL was 
[sic] appears to be 
completely omitted from 
the draft WMP." 

analysis of pollutant controls, 
as requested. 

Harbor Toxics TMDL by evaluating DDT, PCB, and 
PAHs in its RAA. The Group states that implementing 
control measures that control zinc will achieve the load 
reductions required to achieve the water quality based 
effluent limitations (WQBEL5) of the Harbor Toxics 
TMDL. This is a reasonable assumption and consistent 
with the Harbors Toxics TMDL, in which the Board 
acknowledges that implementation of other TMDLs in 
the watershed may contribute to the implementation of 
the Harbors Toxics TMDL. 

For this reason, no condition was included in the 
Executive Officer's approval letter to address this 
comment. 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "Pursuant to Section There is only one reference in The Group explained to Board staff that discharges to 
VI.C.5.a., the WMP the document to San Pedro San Pedro Bay will be addressed by the City of Long 
should be revised to Bay, and it remains Beach's WMP, which is currently under review by Board 
include an evaluation of unchanged from the 2014 staff. As a note, the City of Long Beach is the only 
existing water quality 
conditions, classify them 
into categories, identify 
potential sources, and 
identify strategies, 
control measures, and 
BMPs as required in the 
permit for San Pedro Bay 
unless MS4 discharges 
from the LLAR WMA 
directly to San Pedro Bay 
are being addressed in a 
separate WMP." 

version of the WMP. Group member adjacent to San Pedro Bay; however, 
the portion of Long Beach included in the Lower LA 
WMP Group is primarily adjacent to the LA River 
Estuary, not San Pedro Bay. 

As the original comment notes, this approach is 
appropriate. Therefore, no condition was included in the 
Executive Officer's approval letter to address this 
comment. 

Part "The draft WMP appears No change was made in the The RAA's approach of using zinc as a limiting 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) to rely mostly on the document in response to the pollutant, while anticipating copper reductions through 

phase-out of copper in 
automotive brake 
pads...to achieve the 
necessary copper load 
reductions....[O]ther 
structural and non- 
structural BMPs may still 
be needed to reduce Cu 
loads sufficiently to 
achieve compliance 
deadlines for interim 
and/or final WQBELs." 

comment. Senate Bill 346 is an adequate approach to compliance 
with copper WQBELs. Therefore, no condition was 
included in the Executive Officer's approval letter to 
address this comment 

The WMP Group has explained its approach and 
estimates of copper reductions under Senate Bill 346 
have been provided since issuance of comments on the 
draft WMP. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 
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Part "For waterbody-pollutant No response identified. The revised WMP (pg. 5-1) includes new language that 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c) combinations not clarifies the Group's strategy: 

addressed by TMDLs, 
the MS4 Permit requires 
that the plan 
demonstrate using the 
reasonable assurance 
analysis (RAA) that the 
activities and control 
measures to be 
implemented will achieve 
applicable receiving 
water limitations as soon 
as possible....[The RAN 
does not address the 
question of whether 
compliance with 
limitations for pollutants 
not addressed by TMDLs 
could be achieved in a 
shorter time frame." 

Meeting the load reductions determined by the 
RAA results in an aggressive compliance 
schedule in terms of the technological, 
operational, and economic factors that affect 
the design, development, and implementation 
of the necessary control measures. 

The revised WMP provides an estimate of the cost of 
structural BMPs and based on this estimated cost, 
reiterates the financial difficulties and uncertainties of 
implementing the WMP (particularly the lack of funding 
sources for controls), and concludes that the 
compliance schedule is as short as possible to allow 
time to both address technological and operational 
challenges and to secure the necessary funding to 
implement the watershed control measures in the 
WMP. 

This additional clarification is a sufficient response to 
the comment. The Group's existing strategy to control 
pollutants "as soon as possible" is sound. 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The WMP assumes a 
10% pollutant reduction 
from new non-structural 
controls.... additional 
support for this 
assumption should be 
provided, or as part of 
the adaptive 
management process, 
the Permittees should 
commit to evaluate this 
assumption during 
program implementation 
and develop alternate 
controls if it becomes 
apparent that the 
assumption is not 
supported." 

No change was made in the 
document in response to the 
comment. 

The revised WMP now includes Section 4.3 (pg. 4-4), 
which discusses non-modeled controls, including the 
10% pollutant reduction from new non-structural 
controls. 

Section 4.3 also clarifies the support for the 10% 
pollutant reduction and commits to a reevaluation of the 
assumption: "Agencies will evaluate this assumption 
during Program implementation and develop alternate 
controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is 
not supported." 

This adequately addressed Board staffs comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "...the predicted baseline 
concentrations and loads 
for all modeled pollutants 
of concern, including 
TSS, should be 
presented in summary 
tables for wet weather 
conditions." 

No change was made in the 
document in response to the 
comment. 

Table 5-6 of the RAA (Appendix A-4-1, pg. 40) reflects 
baseline loads for organics, metals, and bacteria. 

Although TSS is not included, the sediment associated 
pollutants are included (DDT, PCB, and PAH). 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The report presents the 
existing runoff volumes, 
required volume 
reductions and proposed 

No change was made in the 
document in response to the 
comment. 

Attachment B to the revised WMP includes detailed 
jurisdictional compliance tables that include runoff 
volumes, required volume reductions, and proposed 
volume reductions for each subwatershed. 
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volume reductions from 
BMP scenarios to Language was added in section 9.2.1 of the RAA 
achieve the 85th (Appendix, pg. 55) that clarifies the incremental and 
percentile, 24-hour 
volume retention 
standard for each major 

cumulative columns in Tables 9-4 through 9-7. 

Section 4.2 of the revised WMP commits to re-calibrate 
watershed area....The the RAA based on data collected through the 
same information...also monitoring program (which includes the non-stormwater 
needs to be presented 
for each modeled 
subbasin...Additionally, 
more explanation is 
needed as to what 
constitutes the 

outfall screening and monitoring program). 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

'incremental' and 
'cumulative' critical year 
storm volumes in table 9- 
4 through 9-7 and how 
these values were 
derived from previous 
tables. 

"The report needs to 
present the same 
information, if available, 
for nonstormwater 
runoff." 
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Lower San Gabriel River 

Part "...the WMP should at The response implies no The Petitioners' comment and Board staffs assessment 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(b)-(d) least commit to the 

construction of the 
commitment beyond good 
intentions and a willingness to 

is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

necessary number of track progress (or its lack As originally contained in the draft WMP, Section 5.4 
projects to ensure thereof) through the permit (pgs. 5-7 through 5-20) lists the BMP volume capacities 
compliance with permit 
requirements per 
applicable compliance 
schedules." 

cycle. that each Permittee needs to install to comply with 
milestones in 2017, 2020, and 2026. These BMP 
capacities are taken directly from the WMP's RAA 
analysis. 

If a Permittee does not achieve these BMP volume 
capacities by a milestone date, they are not in 
compliance with their WMP. 

Section 5.2 (pg. 5-4) lists structural LID BMPs that are 
to be constructed within this permit term. Section 5.3 
(pg. 5-4) was revised to include a schedule of feasibility 
studies and site assessments for regional projects. 
However, the Revised WMP did not contain definitive 
milestone dates, nor did it specify the Permittees 
responsible for the LID BMPs. The Executive Officer's 
approval letter included a condition that the Group add 
definitive dates for these structural BMPs. The Final 
WMP includes two new tables, Tables 5-2 and 5-3, 
which provide detail on the Permittees responsible for 
each LID BMP, and the deadlines and status for the 
project tasks (pgs. 5-4 to 5-5). 

The Group has conveyed to Board staff that the 
information contained in Section 5 is the maximum 
practicable given uncertainties and that greater 
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certainty will be provided through the adaptive 
management process. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part "The MS4 Permit The response, and other The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(d) requires that the WMP 

provide specificity with 
statements throughout the 
document, make it clear that 

is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

regard to structural and no commitments to The Revised WMP provided more specificity in Section 
non-structural BMPs, 
including the number, 
type, and location(s), etc. 

"specificity or actions" or 
associated timelines are 
made. There is also no cross- 

5 regarding structural and non-structural BMPs. 
Regarding structural BMPs, the Revised WMP includes 
a pollutant reduction plan in Section 5.4 (pg. 5-7) that 

adequate to assess walk between scheduled indicates the BMP volume that each Permittee needs to 
compliance. In a number completion dates and interim install within its jurisdiction at 10%, 35%, and Final 
of cases, additional 
specificity....is 

compliance deadlines. Given 
the vague nature of nearly all 

milestone dates (these milestones occur in 2017, 2020, 
and 2026, respectively) and also identifies regional 

needed....there should at of the "milestones," it's not projects that could support achieving the 10% and 35% 
least be more specificity 
on actions within the 

surprising that there is no 
direct linkage between 

milestones. 

current and next permit actions, meeting interim As stated above, Section 5.2 (pg. 5-4) lists structural 
terms to ensure that the requirements, and the LID BMPs that are to be constructed within this permit 
following interim 
requirements are met..." 

schedule. term. Section 5.3 was revised to include a schedule of 
feasibility studies and site assessments for regional 
projects. However, the Revised WMP did not contain 
definitive milestone dates, nor did it specify the 
Permittees responsible for the projects. The Executive 
Officer's approval letter included a condition that the 
Group add definitive dates for these LID BMPs. The 
Final WMP includes two new tables, Tables 5-2 and 5- 
3, which provide detail on the Permittees responsible for 
each LID BMP, and the deadlines and status for the 
project tasks (pgs. 5-4 to 5-5). 
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The compliance schedule for nonstructural BMPs 
contained in Table 5-1 (pg. 5-3) of the Revised WMP 
contained some indeterminate milestone dates and in 
the case of TCM-RET-1 "Encourage Downspout 
Disconnects," no interim milestones or milestone dates. 
The Executive Officer's approval letter included a 
condition that the Group modify the milestones for these 
BMPs. The Final WMP addressed this condition by 
including additional milestones and dates for their 
achievement. 

These details on structural and non-structural BMPs 
adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The RAA identifies zinc The draft WMP does not The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
as the limiting pollutant appear to have been modified is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. (Note: The 
and notes that this 
pollutant will drive 
reductions of other 
pollutants. 

in response to this comment. RAA for LLAR, LSGR, and the Los Cerritos Channel 
WMP Groups were contained in a 347-page attachment 
that covered all three watersheds.) 

If the Group believes that 
that [sic] this approach 
demonstrates that 
activities and control 
measures will achieve 
applicable receiving 
water limitations, it 
should explicitly state 
and justify this for each 
category 1, 2, and 3 

The Group has added additional clarification on its 
limiting pollutant approach in Section 5 (pg. 5-1) of the 
WMP and in Section 5.3.1 of the RAA (Appendix A-4-1, 
pg. 38). 

The revised WMP does not state and justify this 
approach for each category 1, 2, and 3 pollutant; 
however, this is not necessary given the Group's 
limiting pollutant approach. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 
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pollutant." 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "We note that modeling 
was not conducted for 
organics (DDT, PCBs, 
and PAHs). It is not clear 
why these pollutants 
were not modeled or why 
previous modeling of 
these pollutants could 
not be used....An 
explanation for the lack 
of modeling is needed." 

No change was made in the 
document in response to the 
comment. 

The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

The Group has clarified that the Harbor Toxics TMDL 
did not directly model these pollutants, but instead used 
sediment as a surrogate. To establish baseline 
pollutant loading, the Group uses the 90th percentile of 
observed concentrations for DDT, PCBs, and PAHs. 
This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(4)(c) 

"The draft WMP appears 
to rely mostly on the 
phase-out of copper in 
automotive brake 
pads...to achieve the 
necessary copper load 
reductions....[O]ther 
structural and non- 
structural BMPs may still 
be needed to reduce Cu 
loads sufficiently to 
achieve compliance 
deadlines for interim 
and/or final WQBELs." 

No change was made in the 
document in response to the 
comment. 

The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

The RAA's approach of using zinc as a limiting 
pollutant, while anticipating copper reductions through 
Senate Bill 346 is an adequate approach to compliance 
with copper WQBELs. Therefore, no condition was 
included in the Executive Officer's approval letter to 
address this comment. 

The WMP Group has clarified its approach and 
estimates of copper reductions under Senate Bill 346 
have been provided since issuance of comments on 
draft WMP. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 
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Part "For waterbody-pollutant There is no response to this The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
VI.C.5.b.iv.(5)(c) combinations not 

addressed by TMDLs, 
the MS4 Permit requires 
that the plan 

comment. is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

The revised WMP (pg. 5-1) includes new language that 
clarifies the Group's strategy: 

demonstrate using the 
reasonable assurance 
analysis (RAA) that the 
activities and control 
measures to be 
implemented will achieve 
applicable receiving 
water limitations as soon 
as possible....[The RAA] 
does not address the 
question of whether 
compliance with 
limitations for pollutants 
not addressed by TMDLs 
could be achieved in a 
shorter time frame." 

Meeting the load reductions determined by the 
RAA results in an aggressive compliance 
schedule in terms of the technological, 
operational, and economic factors that affect 
the design, development, and implementation 
of the necessary control measures. 

The revised WMP provides an estimate of the cost of 
structural BMPs and based on this estimated cost, 
reiterates the financial difficulties and uncertainties of 
implementing the WMP (particularly the lack of funding 
sources for controls), and concludes that the 
compliance schedule is as short as possible to allow 
time to both address technological and operational 
challenges and to secure the necessary funding to 
implement the watershed control measures in the 
WMP. 

This additional clarification is a sufficient response to 
the comment. The Group's existing strategy to control 
pollutants as soon as possible" is sound. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The draft assumes a There was no substantial The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
10% pollutant reduction 
from new non- structural 

advance over what was 
previously included, though 

is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

controls.... additional 
support for this 

the issue is acknowledged 
explicitly. 

The revised WMP now includes Section 4.3 (pg. 4-4), 
which discusses non-modeled controls, including the 
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assumption should be 
provided, particularly 
since the group appears 
to be relying almost 
entirely on these controls 
for near-term pollutant 
reductions to achieve 
early interim 
milestones/deadlines." 

10% pollutant reduction from new non-structural 
controls. 

Section 4.3 also clarifies the support for the 10% 
pollutant reduction and commits to a reevaluation of the 
assumption: "Agencies will evaluate this assumption 
during Program implementation and develop alternate 
controls if it becomes apparent that the assumption is 
not supported." 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "Based on the results of Between the 2014 and 2015 The Group has clarified that upstream flows were taken 
the hydrology calibration 
shown in Table 4- 

RAA's, the `Yo error improves 
from -19.0% to -3.31%. There 

into account in the RAA. 

3, the error difference is no text change to explain Additionally, the Group has also clarified that the tables 
between modeled flow this difference, nor any in Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 have been updated to show 
volumes and observed difference in the graphed the modeled versus observed volume error for the daily 
data is 19%....The higher monthly hydrographs for calibration results as opposed to the monthly calibration 
error percentage could 
be due to the exclusion 
of contributions of flow 
volume from upstream. 

observed and modeled flows. results used in the draft WMP. 

This addressed Board staff's comment. 

For calibration purposes, 
upstream volume should 
be included....Once 
model calibration has 
been completed, the 
upstream flow volume 
can then be excluded...." 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "...the predicted baseline No change in the RAA to The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
concentrations and loads 
for all modeled 
pollutants of concern, 
including TSS, should be 
presented in summary 
tables for wet weather 
conditions." 

address this comment. is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

Table 5-6 of the RAA (Appendix A-4-1, pg. 40) reflects 
baseline loads for organics, metals, and bacteria. 

Although TSS is not included, the sediment associated 
pollutants are included (DDT, PCB, and PAH). 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The report presents the The request for a series of The Petitioners' comment and Board staff's assessment 
existing runoff volumes, 
required volume 

tables by subbasin has not 
been met; an added sentence 

is similar to that made on the LLAR WMP. 

reductions and proposed defines the terms used but Attachment B to the revised WMP includes detailed 
volume reductions from not how the values were jurisdictional compliance tables that include runoff 
BMP scenarios to derived from previous tables. volumes, required volume reductions, and proposed 
achieve the 85th 
percentile, 24-hour 

No new information 
addressing comment about 

volume reductions for each subwatershed. 

volume retention 
standard for each major 
watershed area....The 
same information...also 
needs to be presented 
for each modeled 
subbasin...Additionally, 
more explanation is 
needed as to what 
constitutes the 
'incremental' and 
'cumulative' critical year 
storm volumes in table 9- 
6 and 9-7 and how these 

non-stormwater runoff. Language was added in section 9.2.1 of the RAA 
(Appendix A-4-1, pg. 55) that clarifies the incremental 
and cumulative columns in Tables 9-4 through 9-7. 
Explanation for how the values were derived from 
previous tables is unnecessary since Section 7.11 of 
the RAA (Appendix A-4-1, pg. 46) describes how 
incremental volume reductions for milestones were 
calculated. 

Regarding non-stormwater runoff, the revised WMP 
does not include the same information for non- 
stormwater runoff, however it includes additional 
information to support the assumptions used in its dry 
weather analysis: 

values were derived from - 10% nonstructural BMP assumption in Section 
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previous tables. 

"The report needs to 
present the same 
information, if available, 
for non-stormwater 
runoff." 

4.3 
- 25% irrigation reduction assumption in Section 

4.2.1 

Section 4 of the WMP, the Group commits to re- 
calibrate its modeling as data is collected through its 
monitoring program (which includes the non-stormwater 
outfall screening and monitoring program). 

As explained in Section 7.1.2. of the RAA (Appendix A- 
4-1, pg. 51), for non-stormwater flows, the Group 
assumes a 10% load reduction from nonstructural 
BMPs and a 25% reduction in irrigation, which leads to 
another modeled load reduction. The remaining load 
reduction required for dry weather is assumed to be 
addressed by structural BMPs. 

Since the Group is committed to recalibrate modeling 
with new monitoring data and evaluate the above 
assumptions, the revised WMP adequately addressed 
Board staff's comment. 

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The WMP did not model 
any pollutants in 

Categories 2 and 3. 
These pollutants or 
surrogates need to be 
included in the RAA, or 
supported justification for 
the use of the proposed 
limiting pollutants as 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

Section 2.4 of the Revised WMP was revised to clarify 
that Category 2 and Category 3 pollutants were well 
represented by Category 1 pollutants (see Table 2-7). 
For example, "coliform bacteria," a Category 2 pollutant, 
is represented by E. coli, a Category 1 pollutant, while 
various metals identified as Category 3 pollutants are 
represented by other metals that are Category 1 

pollutants. This adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 
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surrogates for each 
Category 2 and Category 
3 waterbody-pollutant 
combination." 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii "...the WMP should The recommended action Section 2 of the revised and final WMP was amended 
utilize General Industrial 
Storm Water Permittee 
monitoring results...to 
assess and potentially 

was not done. to include details on the Group's analysis of non-MS4 
industrial stormwater data. The following discussion 
was included on page 30 both the revised WMP and 
final WMP: 

refine estimates of 
pollutant loading from the 
identified "non-MS4" 
areas. 

Monitoring data, from non-MS4 Permittees in 
the LAR UR2 WMA [watershed management 
area], were also reviewed, however of 161 
General Industrial Permittees within the WMA, 
only 35 were found to have submitted data to 
the State Storm Water Multiple Application and 
Report Tracking System (SMARTS) website. 
Initially, this data was briefly reviewed and 
appeared to have little diagnostic value in 
predicting pollutant sources or loads. 
Following receipt of the Board WMP comment 
letter, the analysis was repeated and again the 
data was found to be of limited value in guiding 
either current pollutant sources assessments 
or developing credible industrial land use 
pollutant EMCs. In the majority of cases, the 
monitoring data appeared variable and 
inconsistent, reported with mistaken 
concentration units, and the analytical 
parameters tracked were unrelated to likely 
facility pollutants or observed watershed 
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impairments. A determination was made that 
this data did not meet the RAA Guideline 
criteria for being sustentative and defensible. 
In addition, the current versions of Permit 
approved RAA models are limited to less than 
20 land use categories, preventing the 
application of SMARTS Monitoring Data to 
individual Industrial Permittees. 

The approach in the final WMP is reasonable in light of 
this analysis. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii "The draft WMP should 
consider existing TMDL 
modeling data, where 
available, when refining 
the source assessment. 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

The Group and Board staff discussed the existing 
TMDL modeling and found it too general to refine the 
Group's source assessment for its watershed area. The 
Group did, however, add detail to the discussion of 
TMDL source assessments in Section 2.3 of its Revised 
WMP, including consideration of recent TMDL 
monitoring data. This is appropriate as the comment 
was for the Group to consider existing TMDL modeling 
data. 

Part VI.C.5.a.iii "A process and schedule 
for developing the 
required spatial 
information on catchment 
areas to major outfalls 
should be proposed, if 
this information does not 
already exist." 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

The Group clarified that some of the required spatial 
information was presented in the Coordinate Integrated 
Monitoring Program (CIMP). For the remainder, the 
Group committed to developing it as it implements its 
illicit connection/illicit discharge activities, non- 
stormwater screening and prioritization, and source 
identification. 
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Part VI.C.5.b "The draft WMP does not There is no evidence that this Sections 4 and 5 of the Revised WMPs were revised to 
Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) clearly specify a strategy comment was considered or add clarity and specificity to the Group's phased 

to comply with the interim 
WQBELs for the LA 

addressed. implementation schedule relative to interim TMDL 
compliance deadlines. 

River metals 
TMDL....Further 
discussion of current 
compliance with the LA 
River nitrogen 
compounds TMDL, for 
which there is a final 
compliance deadline of 
2004, is also needed..." 

The Revised WMP also summarizes monitoring data 
from the LA River Metals TMDL coordinated monitoring 
program, which indicate that metals rarely exceed 
receiving water limitations during dry-weather at 
monitoring stations adjacent to the LAR UR2 watershed 
management area. (The interim compliance deadline of 
2020 for metals in dry weather is one of the nearer term 
deadlines for the Group.) Regarding compliance with 
the LA River nitrogen compounds TMDL, the Group 
included an expand discussion in the RAA explaining 
that no nitrogen pollutant reduction was required. 

The Group will further evaluate whether past interim 
and final deadlines have been met as data are collected 
through the Group's CIMP. 

Part VI.C.5.b "...the specific LID street Section 4.3.3.2 identifies on Table 4-10 of the revised and final WMP lists the extent 
projects and their proposed LID street BMP in of LID streets that will be required within the jurisdiction 
locations are not Vernon and one completed of each LAR UR2 Permittee. Additionally, Section 
identified. The draft WMP and one potential LID street 4.3.3.2 (Revised WMP) and Section 4.5.2 (Final WMP) 
should provide as much BMP in Commerce. It went on state: 
specificity as feasible in to give some budgetary ...they [LID streets] will be located near runoff 
describing the potential rationalizations. Mere collection or discharge points where their 
locations for mention of three LID street benefit is most easily accessed and 
LID streets. Additionally, 
the permittees that would 

BMPs, only one finished or 
with a solid commitment, is 

quantifiable. LID Streets were applied to treat 
25 percent of commercial and residential land 

be responsible for unresponsive. uses in areas that were not tributary to 
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implementing LID street 
projects should be 
specified." 

proposed regional BMPs on the Los Angeles 
River side of LAR UR2 WMA. 

The revised WMP identifies three near-term LID street 
BMPs in Section 4.3.3.2. The approval letter included a 
condition, directing the Group to provide interim 
milestones for LID Street implementation associated 
with the areas identified in Table 4-10. The Final WMP 
provides additional interim milestones for both specific 
projects and overall green street implementation in 
Table 5-1. The Final WMP also includes additional 
detail in Section 3.3.3 on green street projects in 
progress or recently completed with the LAR UR2 
WMA, and greater detail in Section 4.5.2 on the type, 
location and treatment scale of planned green street 
projects. The additional detail and commitments 
adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b "The WMP assumes a Section 3.3.2 reasons that the The RAA's approach of using zinc as a limiting 
significant reduction in phase-out is ahead of pollutant, while anticipating copper reductions through 
copper based on the schedule and that other Senate Bill 346 is an adequate approach to compliance 
phase-out of copper in copper reductions will be with copper WQBELs. Therefore, no condition was 
automotive brake afforded by source controls included in the Executive Officer's approval letter to 
pads...to achieve the 
necessary copper load 

for zinc. Section 4.3.2.2 also 
discusses the issue but with 

address this comment. 

reductions....[A]dditional nothing beyond the content of The WMP Group has clarified its approach and 
structural BMPs may still the draft WMP. The WMP estimates of copper reductions under Senate Bill 346 
be needed to reduce shows no analysis of other have been provided since issuance of comments on the 
copper loads prior to sources and their draft WMP. Specifically, the Revised WMP provided 
entering receiving waters magnitudes, how the detail on expected reductions in copper runoff under 
and eliminate copper accelerated phase-out might various implementation scenarios at TMDL compliance 
exceedances of RWLs." affect copper concentrations milestones (Section 4.3.2.2, Table 4-8, pg. 87). 
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and loadings, or how source 
controls for zinc will affect 
copper. Sources of zinc and 
copper are not necessarily 
coincident, and frequently are 
not. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "Table 1-5 should be 
updated....The 
concentration-based 
WQBELs for metals on 
page 78 are incorrect...." 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

The revised WMP did not correct the error. However, 
during a subsequent meeting, Board staff directed the 
Group to correct Table 1-5 to reflect the correct 
effective date for the Los Angeles River Nitrogen 
Compounds and Related Effects TMDL. The final WMP 
has the correct date in Table 1-5. During the same 
meeting, Board staff directed the Group to revise the 

were 
presented as water effects ratio (WER)-adjusted 
WQBELs, as the recently adopted WERs are not yet in 
effect. The final WMP was revised to present the 
currently applicable WQBELs. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The differences 
between baseline 
concentrations/loads and 
allowable 
concentrations/loads 
should be presented in a 
time series...and then as 
a summary of 90th 
percentile of the 
differences between 
pollutant 
concentrations/loads and 
allowable 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

Section 4.4 (Modeling Output) of the Revised WMP and 
Section 4.5 (Modeling Output) of the Final WMP states: 

[t]he following tables present individual and 
summed BMP load reductions for fecal 
coliform, copper, and zinc for the Los Angeles 
River and Rio Hondo drainage areas. The 
following tables will follow the units presented 
in Attachment 0 of the MS4 Permit. Bacteria 
loads will be presented in MPN/day, and metal 
loads will be presented in kg/day. Bacteria load 
reduction results (Table 4-20 and Table 4-21) 
are shown for the final wet-weather bacteria 
TMDL compliance date of 2037, modeled 
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concentrations/loads for 
wet weather periods, in 
units consistent with the 
applicable WQBELs and 
Receiving Water 
Limitations..." 

using rainfall data from the 90th percentile year 
based on wet days (2011). Metals load 
reduction results (Table 4-22 and Table 4-23) 
are shown for the final wet-weather metals 
TMDL compliance date of 2028, modeled 
using rainfall data from the 90th percentile year 
based on rainfall (1995). Average (mean) load 
reduction results are shown, as well as the 
interquartile ranges (25th to 75th percentiles), 
to reflect model output variability, which is 
primarily driven by land use EMC variability. 

Time series data were provided in model output files. 
Total BMP load reductions that exceed the target load 
reductions indicate that reasonable assurance (of 
meeting the permit limits) has been demonstrated for 
that pollutant for that drainage area. The tables in 
combination with the model output files adequately 
addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "...a detailed explanation 
should be provided of the 
calculations used to 
derive the target load 
reductions." 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

Section 4.3.1, Target Load Reductions, details how the 
Target Load Reductions were calculated. The Group 
provided model input and output files that allowed 
Board staff to verify the calculated Target Load 
Reductions. The Groups' explanation adequately 
addressed Board staff's comment. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "Model output should 
also be provided for 
phased BMP 
implementation to 
demonstrate that interim 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered or 
addressed. 

The Group submitted the model input and output file in 
in response to Board staff's request. The revised WMP 
relies on a storm water volume capture approach to 
demonstrate compliance with WQBELs and receiving 
water limitations. The modeling calculated the 
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WQBELs for metals and 
bacteria will be met." 

necessary volume capture to achieve compliance with 
WQBELs and receiving water limitations. Section 4.3.1, 
Target Load Reductions, includes the calculated 
volume capture of the BMPs that need to be 
implemented to achieve compliance. Table 5-1 of the 
revised WMP identifies the proposed control measure 
implementation schedule based on the phasing needed 
to achieve compliance with interim and final compliance 
targets for both bacteria and metals. The final WMP 
was revised in response to a condition in the Executive 
Officer's approval letter to modify the title of Table 5-1 
to Control Measure Implementation Schedule, removing 
the word "tentative" from the title. 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The ID number for each There is no evidence that this The Group provided the subwatershed ID numbers as 
of the 50 subwatersheds comment was considered or well as submitted the model input and output files in 
from the model input file 
should be provided and 
be shown in the 
simulation domain to 
present the geographic 
relationship of 
subwatersheds within the 
watershed area that are 
simulated in the LSPC 
model." 

addressed. response to Board staff's request. 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The flow, runoff volume There is no evidence that this The Group submitted the model input and output files in 
and water quality....time comment was considered or in response to Board staff's request. The time series 
series output at the 
watershed outlet as well 
as for each modeled 
subbasin should be 
provided using the 90th 
percentile critical 
conditions....to estimate 
the baseline condition. In 
addition, per RAA 

addressed. output is contained within the submitted model files. 

Guidelines, the model 
output should include 
stormwater runoff volume 
and pollutant 
concentration/load at the 
outlet and for each 
modeled subbasin for 
each BMP scenario as 
well..." 

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "The identification of the The presentation does not Section 4.3.1, Target Load Reductions, of the revised 
90th percentile years in demonstrate that the choice WMP clearly states LACFCD's South Gate Transfer 
Table 4-2 needs to be of critical years given in Table Station (D1256) rain gauge is associated with the 
supported by presenting 4-2 is correct. The analysis largest unit area within the WMA, as demonstrated in 
historical hydrological and graphing are not for Figure 4-4 and was therefore assumed to be 
data to demonstrate the precipitation frequency, as representative of atmospheric conditions for the sub- 
selected critical period 
will capture the variability 

requested by the comment, 
but flow rate frequency. The 

region. The period of record for the gage is 1986-2011. 
The final WMP was revised to include Table 4-1, which 

of rainfall and storm addition to the WMP is thus lists the annual rainfall depth, for each year, for the 
sizes/conditions." unresponsive. period of 1989 to 2011. The comment was 

appropriately addressed. 
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Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) "Model simulation for Two paragraphs were added The models identified in the Los Angeles County MS4 
copper, lead, zinc, 
nitrogen, and bacteria 

to the WMP in section 4.3 
reasoning that the approved 

Permit for use in conducting Reasonable Assurance 
Analysis were selected because they can represent 

under the dry weather models are not applicable to rainfall and runoff processes of urban and natural 
condition was not dry weather. Yet the watershed systems. The models were designed to 
included in the Report consultant who prepared the model rain events and the resulting pollutant loads 
and needs to be 
addressed." 

Lower San Gabriel River RAA 
developed methodology to 
simulate dry weather 
conditions and to develop 
dry-weather pollutant 
reduction targets. 

based on predictable rainfall-runoff relationships. 

While several Groups used the models to strategically 
plan dry weather compliance, they did so in a novel 
manner by modeling irrigation flow as a simulated rain 
event. This approach was taken by watershed groups 
where the Permittees determined that irrigation flow 
may be a significant source of dry weather pollutant 
loading in their watershed. 

Generally, modeling of non-stormwater discharges is 
not conducted due to uncertainties in predicting dry- 
weather runoff volume, which is driven by variable and 
unpredictable human activities rather than climatic 
factors. As such, dry weather compliance strategies are 
generally more conceptual, targeting reduction in non- 
stormwater discharges through implementation of illicit 
discharge elimination programs and BMPs for 
stormwater runoff that can have the added benefit of 
addressing dry-weather runoff as well. Section 4.3, 
Modeling Process, of the revised WMP states in part, 
"[a]lthough model simulations for dry weather are not 
included, dry weather compliance is demonstrated by 
the Los Angeles River Bacteria TMDL Load Reduction 
study, Los Angeles River Metals TMDL CMP Annual 
Reports, and will continue to be assessed through 
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CIMP implementation, particularly dry-weather receiving 
water monitoring and non-stormwater outfall screening, 
source assessments, and monitoring" (pg. 75). 

The approval letter also included a condition, requiring 
the Group to include reference to the LA River Bacteria 
TMDL dry-weather load reduction strategy (LRS), 
submitted by the Group in December 2014, and the 
specific steps and dates for investigating outlier outfalls 
as set forth in the LRS. The Final WMP includes a new 
section 3.1.5.3 and revisions to Table 1-6, which 
identify steps and dates for investigating outlier outfalls 
as required by the condition in the approval letter (pg. 
41). The dry weather RAA approach is appropriate. 
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Identify and address Category 3 The Category 3 pollutants Tables 2-6 and 2-7 in the revised WMP (pp. 
Water Body-Pollutant [total phosphorus, pH, total 29, 34) and final WMP (pp. 29, 34) list 
Combinations (WBPCs) in RAA 
and WMP similar to Category 1 

suspended solids, chromium, 
and nickel] are not 

potential Category 3 pollutants. Both note 
that the data used to identify these Category 

WBPCs; analyze load reductions represented on the Category 1 3 pollutants are from outside of the Group's 
from proposed watershed control 
measures. 

or 2 lists. (Page 3) boundaries. Therefore, the WMP commits to 
obtaining data applicable to the LAR UR2 
subwatershed area to update the Category 3 
pollutants through the Group's Coordinated 

(1) 

Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) and 
the adaptive management process. This is a 
reasonable approach as receiving water 
monitoring under the previous LA County 

Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

MS4 Permit was limited to several mass 
emissions stations (typically one per 
watershed), which limits the ability of some 
groups to identify Category 3 pollutants. 

The WMP needs to provide support It is false that total nitrogen While it is true that TN and inorganic 
for the assumption that Category 2 (TN) and Category 1 inorganic nitrogen compounds are not the same 
and 3 pollutants will be addressed nitrogen compounds are "the pollutant, in the RAA, the use of subset of 
by focusing on the limiting bacteria same pollutant" because TN pollutants that are proxies for other Category 
and metals pollutants. consists of, in addition to 

inorganic compounds, various 
organic nitrogen compounds. 
The Environmental Groups 
further state, "[t]here is no 
evidence that this comment 

1, 2 and 3 pollutants is a reasonable and 
necessary approach as the models identified 
for use in the permit were developed to 
model a subset of pollutants. (For example, 
the Countywide Watershed Management 
Modeling System (WMMS) models TN, 
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[by Board staff] was 
considered." 
(Pages 3-4) 

which includes both inorganic and organic 
nitrogen compounds.) This is based on the 
knowledge that the baseline loading, target 
reductions and anticipated reductions with 
best management practices (BMP) 
implementation of other pollutants with 
similar sources and fate and transport 
mechanisms will be represented by the 
subset of modeled pollutants. It is also based 
on the fact that some pollutants will drive 
BMP implementation (i.e., these "limiting" 
pollutants will require the most aggressive 
suite of BMPs to meet water quality 
requirements). The revised and final WMP. 
adequately describe this approach and the 
rationale in Section 4.0 on page 70 and 73, 
respectively. 

(2) 
Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

Use General Industrial Stormwater 
Permit monitoring results and other 
data to refine estimates of pollutant 
loading from non-MS4 areas in the 
RAA and WMP, 

Although some of the data 
may be inadequate, additional 
data should be used wherever 
possible, including regional 
data, data from the literature of 
the field, and data from 
permitted industries 
elsewhere. Using the best 
available data for this purpose 
would not be inconsistent with 
other modeling and analysis 
strategies pursued in the 
WMP; e.g., almost all receiving 
water data relied upon are 
from outside the reach in 

Section 2 of the revised and final WMP was 
amended to include details on the Group's 
analysis of industrial stormwater data. The 
following discussion was included on page 
30 of both the revised WMP and final WMP: 

Monitoring data, from non-MS4 
Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMA 
[watershed management area], 
were also reviewed, however of 161 

General Industrial Permittees within 
the WMA, only 35 were found to 
have submitted data to the State 
Storm Water Multiple Application 
and Report Tracking System 
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question. (SMARTS) website. Initially, this 
(Page 4) data was briefly reviewed and 

appeared to have little diagnostic 
value in predicting pollutant sources 
or loads. Following receipt of the 
Board WMP comment letter, the 
analysis was repeated and again 
the data was found to be of limited 
value in guiding either current 
pollutant sources assessments or 
developing credible industrial land 
use pollutant EMCs. In the majority 
of cases, the monitoring data 
appeared variable and inconsistent, 
reported with mistaken 
concentration units, and the 
analytical parameters tracked were 
unrelated to likely facility pollutants 
or observed watershed 
impairments. A determination was 
made that this data did not meet the 
RAA Guideline criteria for being 
sustentative and defensible. 

When presented with this analysis, Board 
staff agreed that the data were not 
appropriate to use to refine estimates of 
pollutant loading from industrial facilities 
within the LAR UR2 WMA. Consequently, 
the LAR UR2 Watershed Management 
Group relied upon the regional event mean 
concentrations (EMCs) to determine 
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baseline loading from industrial areas within 
its subwatershed area. The analysis of 
monitoring data submitted by general 
industrial stormwater permittees within the 
subwatershed and discussion of TMDL 
source assessments in Section 2.3, and the 
use of regional land use specific EMCs in the 
RAA, adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 

Specify why the LA River metals No assessment was provided A number of Permittees opted to further 
TMDL is not included as Category 
la since some compliance 

by the Environmental Groups, 
but the following statement 

subcategorize pollutants within Categories 1, 
2 and 3, though such subcategorization is 

deadlines have passed. was in the letter, "[t]here is no 
evidence that this comment 

not required by the permit. In this case, the 
revised WMP does not specify why metals 

The WMP does not specify a was considered." are not included in Category la,' but the 
strategy to comply with interim LA 
River metals TMDL WQBELs and 
specifically needs to be revised to 

(Page 4) revised and final WMP does accurately 
identify the past interim compliance 
milestones for metals in Table 1-6 (p. 18) 

(3) document either that past and appropriately identifies metals as 
Los Angeles deadlines have been achieved or Category 1 pollutants in Tables 2-6 and 2-7 
River Upper provide a strategy to do so. (pp. 29, 34). 

Reach 2 
Both also note the following in Section 2.3 
Source Assessment, which informs the 
Group's prioritization of pollutants, lais 
summarized in the Los Angeles River Metals 
TMDL CMP Annual Reports, dry-weather 
monitoring data from stations adjacent to the 
LAR UR2 WMA were rarely in exceedance 
for metals." The revised and final WMP 
clearly state that the Group will continue to 
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monitor for dry weather metal 
concentrations, as proposed in the CIMP, 
and implement. the structural and non- 
structural watershed control measures 
identified in Section 5 to further identify and 
control the sources of metals in runoff and 
LAR UR2 WMA receiving waters. Through 
the CIMP, data will be obtained to evaluate 
whether past deadlines have been achieved. 
This adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 

(4) 
Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

The WMP needs to include a firm 
schedule for implementation of 
trash TMDL BMPs. 

The Environmental Groups' 
state that there is no evidence 
that this comment was 
considered. (Page 4) 

Both the revised and final WMP include the 
final implementation date of October 1, 2015 
in Table 5-1 on pages 104 and 117, 
respectively, which is consistent with the 
trash TMDL schedule. The revised WMP 
identified challenges with retrofitting 
remaining catchbasins with full capture 
devices (p. 40). However, the approval letter 
included a condition, directing the Group to 
include a strategy to address the remaining 
catchbasins as necessary to comply with the 
trash TMDL. The final WMP includes 
discussion of the Group's final trash TMDL 
implementation steps to overcome these 
retrofitting challenges in Section 3.1.5.3 on 
page 41. 
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The WMP should provide as much The Environmental Groups Table 4-10 of the revised and final WMP lists 
specificity as feasible in describing state that the information in the the extent of LID streets that will be required 
the locations of LID streets and draft and revised WMP is within the jurisdiction of each LAR UR2 
permittees responsible for them. insufficient. Permittee. Additionally, Section 4.3.3.2 

(Page 5) (Revised WMP) and Section 4.5.2 (Final 
WMP) state, "...they [LID streets] will be 
located near runoff collection or discharge 
points where their benefit is most easily 
accessed and quantifiable. LID Streets were 
applied to treat 25 percent of commercial 
and residential land uses in areas that were 
not tributary to proposed regional BMPs on 
the Los Angeles River side of LAR UR2 

(5) 
WMA." The revised WMP identifies three 
near-term LID street BMPs in Section 

Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

4.3.3.2. The approval letter included a 
condition, directing the Group to provide 
interim milestones for LID Street 
implementation associated with the areas 
identified in Table 4-10. The Final WMP 
provides additional interim milestones for 
both specific projects and overall green 
street implementation in Table 5-1. The Final 
WMP also includes additional detail in 
Section 3.3.3 on green street projects in 
progress or recently completed with the LAR 
UR2 WMA, and greater detail in Section 
4.5.2 on the type, location and treatment 
scale of planned green street projects. The 
additional detail and commitments 
adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 
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(6) 
Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

The WMP should provide more 
detail on how the adaptive 
management process will be 
implemented. 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered, and 
the subject is crucial to 
success in reaching 
compliance. 
(Page 5) 

Section 1 of the revised and final WMP state, 
"[t]his WMP plan is a critical component of 
the iterative Adaptive Management Process 
(AMP) strategy and will be updated every 
two years as described in the MS4 Permit, or 
amended with minor corrections as 
warranted by changing regional precedents 
and the development of new scientific and 
technical data." The final WMP also states in 
Section 4.0, "...CIMP implementation, outfall 
monitoring, and the adaptive management 
process, should allow directly applicable 
local LAR UR2 WMA models to be 
developed, tested, and calibrated based on 
observed data, allowing revision of this initial 
RAA and consideration of different 
pollutants, standards, and implemented 
watershed control measures" (p. 79). The 
Executive Officer also provided additional 
direction on the adaptive management 
process to all Permittees implementing a 
WMP in the letters approving the WMPs. 

(7) 
Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

The WMP needs to include specific 
commitments to implement the 
non-structural BMP enhancements, 
or not rely upon the 5% load 

A comparison of page 
numbers is by no means 
documentation that load 
reduction will result. Non- 

On the basis of discussions at technical 
advisory committee (TAC) meetings and, 
specifically, RAA subcommittee meetings, 
the RAA guidance document developed by 
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reduction anticipated from their structural BMPs beyond street Regional Board staff allows Permittees to 
use. vacuuming are ignored. assume a 5% reduction in pollutant load 

(Page 5) from the baseline load in light of the 
additional minimum control measures 
(MCMs) in the 2012 permit as compared to 
the 2001 permit. 

Section 3.1 of the Revised WMP discusses 
new minimum control measures (MCM) 
provisions of the 2012 permit that will 
support a reduction in pollutant loads, while 
Table 3-8 on page 68 identifies specific non- 
structural BMPs that will be implemented by 
the Permittees of the LAR UR2 WMA 
consistent with, or in addition to, the baseline 
provisions of the 2012 permit. Table 3-8 
includes a suite of non-structural BMPs; 
street vacuuming is only one among this 
suite. 

The Executive Officer's approval letter 
included conditions, directing the Group to 
revise certain sections of the WMP to clarify 
the Permittees' commitments regarding non- 
structural BMP implementation. Sections 3.1 
and 4.4.4 of the final WMP note some of the 
differences in MCM requirements from the 
2001 permit and the 2012 permit, and Table 
3-8 of the final WMP (pp. 69-70) provides 
greater specificity with regard to the non- 
structural BMPs that each Permittee within 
the LAR UR2 WMA will implement, including 
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the timing of implementation. This 
adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 

(8) 
Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

The WMP is predicated on the 
assumption that industries will 
eliminate their contributions to 
receiving water exceedances as 
required by their permits. However, 
it is important that the jurisdictions 
ensure that industries implement 
required BMPs through various 
actions, such as tracking critical 
sources, education, and inspection. 

The draft WMP is vague and 
does not even name, let alone 
commit to, specific measures 
such as those mentioned in 
the Board's comment. 
(Page 6) 

In the revised and final WMP, the LAR UR2 
Watershed Management Group commits to 
complying with all Industrial/Commercial 
Facilities Pollutant Control Program 
provisions of the 2012 permit. In the Final 
WMP, Table 3-8 is revised to include specific 
commitments to non-structural BMPs in 
addition to implementation of the baseline 
provisions of the Industrial/Commercial 
Facilities Pollutant Control Program 
provisions and indicates each Permittee's 
specific commitments, including timing of 
implementation. Additionally, Section 3.1.1.2 
of the Final WMP considers additional 
enhancements to the program in certain 
jurisdictions with more extensive industrial 
area (e.g., City of Commerce). 

(9) 
Los Angeles 
River Upper 

Reach 2 

The differences between baseline 
concentrations/loads and allowable 
concentrations/loads should be 
presented in a time series for each 
pollutant... 

In addition, a detailed explanation 
should be provided of the 
calculations used to derive the 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered. 
(Page 6) 

Section 4.4 (Modeling Output) of the Revised 
WMP and Section 4.5 (Modeling Output) of 
the Final WMP states: 

[t]he following tables present 
individual and summed BMP load 
reductions for fecal coliform, 
copper, and zinc for the Los 
Angeles River and Rio Hondo 
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target load reductions. drainage areas. The following 
tables will follow the units 

Note: The March 25, 2015 Letter presented in Attachment 0 of the 
referenced RAA Comment B3, but MS4 Permit. Bacteria loads will be 
misstated comment to read, "Give presented in MPN/day, and metal 
model output for interim WQBELs." loads will be presented in kg/day. 

Bacteria load reduction results 
(Table 4-20 and Table 4-21) are 
shown for the final wet-weather 
bacteria TMDL compliance date of 
2037, modeled using rainfall data 
from the 90th percentile year 
based on wet days (2011). Metals 
load reduction results (Table 4-22 
and Table 4-23) are shown for the 
final wet-weather metals TMDL 
compliance date of 2028, modeled 
using rainfall data from the 90th 
percentile year based on rainfall 
(1995). Average (mean) load 
reduction results are shown, as 
well as the interquartile ranges 
(25th to 75th percentiles), to 
reflect model output variability, 
which is primarily driven by land 
use EMC variability. 

Time series data were provided to the Board 
in model output files. Total BMP load 
reductions that exceed the target load 
reductions (TLRs) indicate that reasonable 
assurance (of meeting the permit limits) has 
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been demonstrated for that pollutant for that 
drainage area. This explanation along with 
the model output files adequately addressed 
Board staff's comment. 

Describe how the model was This [description in section 4.5] Section 4.1.3.1 (Hydrology Calibration) of the 

(10) 

calibrated. does not demonstrate 
calibration. A calibration 
adjusts model parameters as 
needed to bring observed and 
simulated values into as much 
agreement as can be 
accomplished. What the final 
sentence of the response 
describes is not calibration but 
instead a verification step, 
which is a demonstration of 

Final WMP details the approach used for 
model calibration. It states, in part, lals part 
of the Los Angeles County WMMS system, 
the LSPC module, including the Los Angeles 
River Watershed, was calibrated for 
hydrology and water quality performance. 
Input parameters and model settings were 
not modified during the LAR UR2 WMA 
RAA, so the original County calibration 
results should continue to apply; however 
they are partially repeated and summarized 

Los Angeles the degree of difference that herein, with an emphasis on local or WMA 

River Upper still exists between an applicability" (p. 75). Section 4.1.3.1 also 

Reach 2 independent observed data set 
and simulated values after 
calibration. There is no 
evidence presented that either 
operation has been completed. 

clarifies the calibration process by stating, 
"[t]he County calibration documentation 
allows us to compare and summarize LSPC 
predicted and observed flows for key 
locations within watershed. As shown in 

(Page 6) Figure 4-1, for the Los Angeles River at 
Sepulveda Dam from October, 2002 to 
October, 2006, an average difference of 
1.25% in annual stream volumes was 
observed placing these results within RAA 
Guidelines Very good' range. For the period 
between October 1988 and October 1992 as 
shown in Figure 4-2, the watershed LSPC 
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model similarly compared favorably with 
downstream USGS gauge 11103000, with 
an average difference of only 4.37%, which 
is also within the 'very good' range." (p. 75) 
Additionally, in the Executive Officer's 
approval letter, a condition was included to 
provide the comparison of runoff volumes 
from Loading Simulation Program in C++ 
(LSPC) and Structural BMP Prioritization and 
Analysis Tool (SBPAT) as an appendix or 
subsection to the model calibration section. 
The Final WMP provided this comparison in 

Table 4-2 on page 89. This is a reasonable 
approach given available data for the LAR 
UR2 WMA. The approval letter also directed 
the LAR UR2 Watershed Management 
Group to refine and recalibrate its RAA 
based on data obtained through the Group's 
CIMP, which will be specific to the LAR UR2 
WMA, as part of the adaptive management 
process. 

Consider other TMDL source No difference in draft and Section 2.2.4 is part of the Water Quality 
investigations (e.g., for metals). revised WMPs in how metals 

TMDL results were reported or 
Characterization section of the WMP rather 
than the Source Assessment section. Data 

(1) used in section 2.2.4, in collected since 2008 per the LA River Metals 
Lower Los 
Angeles 

particular for source 
investigation. 

TMDL are presented in this section. 

River (Page 7) The WMP's source assessment in Section 
2.3 (starting on page 2-34) considers TMDL 
source investigations by citing TMDL 
findings that were not included in the draft 
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WMP. For example: 
- Pg. 2-36: LA River Nitrogen 

Compounds and Related Effects 
TMDL - Wastewater reclamation 
plants are largest source of nutrient 
loadings; 

- Pg. 2-37: LA River Metals TMDL - 
Stormwater accounts for the majority 
of annual loading for various metals 
(40-95%); POTWs are primary 
source of metal loadings in dry 
weather; 

- Pg. 2-34: LA River Bacteria TMDL - 
Dry weather urban runoff and 
stormwater are the primary sources 
of bacterial loading in the watershed; 
and 

- Pg. 2-39: LA River Trash TMDL - 
Urban runoff is the dominant source 
of trash. 

Need: (1) map of major outfalls and Maps of major outfalls and The LLAR Group has provided maps of 
structural controls, (2) outfall structural controls is a permit major outfalls and structural controls (see 
database, (3) maps of 53 requirement, which is not met Revised WMP, Section 3.4.3.3, Figure 3-16 

(2) subcatchments or process and here. and Chapter 4). Information pertaining to the 

Lower Los schedule to develop. (Page 7) outfall database was submitted with the 

Angeles 
River 

CIMP. What the Group cannot provide 
readily are the drainage areas associated 
with each major outfall. However, Board 
staff's original comment states that if maps 
are not readily available, a process and 
timeline can be proposed. 
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The LLAR Group has indicated the difficulty 
of providing the requested catchment area 
information as part of its WMP submittal and 
has made a 1-year timeline to provide the 
catchments for major outfalls with significant 
discharges and outfalls where stormwater 
monitoring will occur. The CIMP also notes 
that refinement of catchment areas for major 
outfalls is ongoing. This adequately 
addressed Board staff's comment. 

Demonstrate schedule ensures The program needs to more The revised WMP (pg. 5-1) includes new 
compliance as soon as possible. clearly demonstrate that the language that clarifies the Group's strategy: 

(3) 

compliance schedule (section 
5) ensures that compliance 
can be achieved "as soon as 
possible." 
(Page 7) 

"Meeting the load reductions determined by 
the RAA results in an aggressive compliance 
schedule in terms of the technological, 
operational, and economic factors that affect 
the design, development, and 
implementation of the necessary control 
measures." 

Lower Los 
Angeles 

River 
The revised WMP provides an estimate of 
the cost of structural BMPs, and based on 
this estimated cost, reiterates the financial 
difficulties and uncertainties of implementing 
the WMP (particularly the lack of funding 
sources for controls), and concludes that the 
compliance schedule is as short as possible 
to allow time to both address technological 
and operational challenges and to secure the 
necessary funding to implement the 
watershed control measures in the WMP. 
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This additional clarification is a sufficient 
response to the comment. The Group's 
existing strategy to control pollutants "as 
soon as possible" is sound. 

(4) 
Lower Los 

Angeles 
River 

Address if limits for pollutants not 
addressed by TMDLs could be 
complied with in a shorter time. 

There is no evidence that this 
comment was considered. 
(Pages 7-8) 

This comment is similar to the above 
comment that compliance schedules for non- 
TMDL pollutants are "as soon as possible." 
The clarification provided by the Group in 
Section 5 (pg. 5-1) of the revised WMP on 
how the Group's strategy for meeting load 
reductions determined in the RAA is an 
aggressive compliance schedule is sufficient 
with respect to this comment. 

(5) 
Lower Los 
Angeles 

River 

More specificity on type, number, 
location, and timing of watershed 
controls. "The MS4 Permit requires 
that the WMP provide specificity 
with regard to structural and non- 
structural BMPs, including the 
number, type, and location(s), etc. 
adequate to assess compliance." 

Regional Water Board staff 
recognizes uncertainties may 
complicate establishment of 
specific implementation dates, 
however there should at least be 
more specificity on actions within 
the current and next permit terms. 

As is the case with the Lower 
San Gabriel River ("LSGR") 
WMP, this passage has 
interpreted the Board's 
requirement for [as soon as 
possible] ASAP compliance in 
strictly financial terms, with 
additional indeterminate 
delays added for acquisition 
and "conversion." 

This response, and other 
statements throughout the 
document, make it clear that 
no commitments to "specificity 
or actions" or associated 
timelines have been provided. 

The compliance schedule for nonstructural 
BMPs contained in Table 5-1 (pg. 5-3) of the 
Revised WMP contained some 
indeterminate milestone dates and in the 
case of TCM-RET-1 "Encourage Downspout 
Disconnects," no interim milestones or 
milestone dates. The Executive Officer's 
approval letter included a condition, directing 
the Group to modify the milestones for these 
BMPs. The Final WMP addressed this 
condition by including additional milestones 
and dates for their achievement. 

Section 5.2 (pg. 5-4) lists structural LID 
BMPs that are to be constructed within this 
permit term; however, the revised WMP did 
not contain definitive milestone dates nor did 
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For those actions with starting it specify the Permittees responsible for the 
dates, both the draft WMP and projects. The Executive Officer's approval 
revised WMP (with just 7 letter included a condition, directing the 
months between them) fail to Group to add definitive dates for these 
demonstrate that actionable structural BMPs. The Final WMP includes 
steps have been taken. For two new tables, Tables 5-2 and 5-3, which 
example, Table 5-1 in both provide detail on the Permittees responsible 
documents lists the for each LID BMP, and the deadlines and 
"Nonstructural TCM status for the project tasks (pgs. 5-4 to 5-5). 
Compliance Schedule." 
However, of the items in the Regarding other structural BMPs, the 
2014 table with associated Revised WMP includes a pollutant reduction 
2014 start dates, several are plan in Section 5.4 (pg. 5-7) that indicates 
now listed in the 2015 table as the BMP volume that each Permittee needs 
having 2015 start dates (e.g., to install within its jurisdiction at 31%, 50%, 
"Enhance tracking through use and Final milestone dates (these milestones 
of online GIS MS4 Permit occur in 2017, 2024, and 2028, respectively) 
database" and "Exposed and also identifies regional projects that 
soil ordinance")-clearly, no could support achieving the 31% and 50% 
assurances can be assumed 
from these documents. There 
is also no pathway between 

milestones. 

These details on structural and non- 
scheduled completion dates structural BMPs adequately address Board 
and interim compliance 
deadlines, as requested by the 

staff's comment. 

Board's comment and required 
by the 2012 Permit. 
(Pages 8-9) 
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(6) 
Lower Los 

Angeles 
River 

The draft WMP proposes a final 
compliance date of September 
2030 for bacteria in the LA River 
Estuary. However, the Group does 
not provide sufficient justification 
for this date. ... Additional 
milestones and a schedule of dates 
for achieving milestones should be 
defined for addressing bacteria 
discharges to the LA River Estuary. 

The response only addresses 
a schedule for submittals, not 
for achieving milestones. 
(Page 9) 

The Group did not address this comment in 
the Revised WMP. The Load Reduction 
Strategy schedule for LAR Estuary was 
inadequate. 

The Executive Officer's approval letter 
included a condition, directing the Group to 
change the dates of submittals and 
implementation, as well as a date for when 
final water quality based effluent limitations 
(WQBELs) should be achieved. Section 
5.4.10 of the Final WMP includes a revised 
Table 5-4, which provides milestones and a 
revised schedule of dates for achieving 
milestones sooner than initially proposed. 
The Executive Officer determined these 
revisions adequately addressed the 
condition in the approval letter. 

(7) 
Lower Los 
Angeles 

River 

The WQBELs that are established 
in the Dominguez Channel and 
Greater Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL shall be achieved 
through implementation of the 
watershed control measure 
proposed in the WMP. However, 
the Dominguez Channel and 
Greater Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL appears to be 
completely omitted from the draft 

There is a section in the 2014 
WMP (3.4.1.6) on these 
TMDLs, but no change was 
made in this section of the 
document and there is no 
inclusion or analysis of 
pollutant controls, as 
requested. 

On pgs. 38-39 of Appendix 4, A-4-1 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis, the Group 
demonstrates that their limiting pollutant 
approach takes into account the Harbor 
Toxics TMDL by evaluating DDT, PCB, and 
PAHs in its RAA. The Group states that 
implementing control measures that control 
zinc will achieve the load reductions required 
to achieve the WQBELs of the Harbor Toxics 
TMDL. This is a reasonable assumption and 
consistent with the Harbors Toxics TMDL, in 
which the Board acknowledges that 
implementation of other TMDLs in the 
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WMP. The draft WMP did not watershed may contribute to the 
include and analyze a strategy to 
implement pollutant controls 
necessary to achieve all applicable 

implementation of the Harbors Toxics TMDL. 

For this reason, no condition was included in 
interim and final water quality- 
based effluent limitations... 

the approval letter to address this comment. 

Pursuant to Section VI.C.5.a., the There is only one reference in The Group explained to Board staff that 
WMP should be revised to include the document to San Pedro discharges to San Pedro Bay will be 
an evaluation of existing water Bay, as follows and addressed by the City of Long Beach's 
quality conditions, classify them unchanged from the 2014 WMP, which is currently under review by 
into categories, identify potential version: In addition, the Cities Board staff. As a note, the City of Long 
sources, and identify strategies, 
control measures, and BMPs as 

of Signal Hill and Long Beach, 
and the LACSD developed a 

Beach is the only Group member adjacent to 
San Pedro Bay; however, the portion of Long 

required in the permit for San Contaminated Sediment Beach included in the Lower LA River WMP 
Pedro Bay unless MS4 discharges Management Plan to support Group is primarily adjacent to the LA River 
from the LLAR WMA directly to San the long-term recovery of Estuary, not San Pedro Bay. 
Pedro Bay are being addressed in sediment and water quality in 
a separate WMP. the Long Beach Harbor, 

Eastern San Pedro Bay, and 
As the original comment notes, this 
approach is appropriate. Therefore, no 

-- the LAR Estuary." (p. 3-30). condition was included in the Executive 
This is an insufficient Officer's approval letter to address this 
response. comment 
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The draft WMP provided Identical wording as in the The Group discusses structural controls on 
corresponding implementation LSGR WMP was added here pg. 5-4 noting that: "Uncertainties associated 
schedules for nonstructural BMPs, 
which are assumed to result a 10% 

as well; it is no more 
responsive to the comment on 

with the structural controls complicate 
establishment of specific implementation 

reduction in pollutant load. For this plan as it is for the LSGR dates. Despite this uncertainty the Group 
structural BMPs, general WMP. has made a diligent effort to provide a clear 
implementation timeframes are (Pages 9-10) schedule of specific actions within the 
given...to meet 31% and 50% of current and next permit terms in order to 
the compliance target by 2017 and achieve target load reductions." 
2024, respectively. However, 
greater specificity should be To substantiate this statement, the Group 
provided with regard to these has provided additional detail in its Table 5-1 
dates, and additional milestones for nonstructural BMPs and has added 
and dates for their achievement information in Section 5.3.2 on its approach 
between 2017 and 2024 should be to implement structural controls: 
included. 

Right-of-Way (ROW) BMPs: 
- Will be considered when new capital 

improvement projects are being 
constructed. 

- The Strategic Transportation Plan will 
redevelop major transportation 
corridors and will require that 
structural stormwater BMPs are 
incorporated into these projects 
where feasible. 

Adaptive Management will provide an 
assessment of the effectiveness of these 
2 pathways for ROW BMPs in 
contributing to metals reductions. 
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Regional BMPs: 
- Preliminary site assessments and 

feasibility studies by March 2016 
- Field analysis of selected sites by 

December 2016 

The Group included additional detail on its 
Prop 84 Grant projects in Section 5.2; 
however, this section still lacked specific 
milestone dates. The Executive Officer's 
approval letter included a condition, directing 
the Group to provide definitive dates with 
respect to these projects. The Final WMP 
includes two new tables, Tables 5-2 and 5-3, 
which provide detail on the Permittees 
responsible for each LID BMP, and the 
deadlines and status for the project tasks 
(pgs. 5-4 to 5-5). 

Regardless of the "uncertainty" that the 
Group cites in the WMP, the Board will treat 
the volume reduction milestones in 2017 and 
2024 as compliance metrics for the Group. 

Although section 3 includes a This passage [in Compliance The Group reasonably justifies that their 
compliance strategy, the program Schedule, page 5-1] has strategy will achieve compliance with 

(1) needs to more clearly demonstrate interpreted the Board's receiving water limitations (RWL5) as soon 
Lower San that the compliance schedules requirement for [as soon as as possible. 

Gabriel River (section 5) ensure compliance is possible] ASAP compliance in 
"as soon as possible." strictly financial terms, with 

additional indeterminate 
The WMP conveys the uncertainty and 
financial hurdles faced by the Group as well 
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delays added for acquisition as the fact that the Group must control 
The WMP needs to provide a clear and "conversion." It also several different pollutants, including 
schedule that demonstrates expresses the judgment pollutants specified in TMDLs. 
implementation of the BMPs will (drawn from section 5.3.1 of 
achieve the required interim metal the RAA [Appendix 4-1]) that The Group's strategy of controlling other 
reductions by the compliance compliance schedules need pollutants as it implements its schedule to 
deadlines. The WMP schedule 
should at the least provide 

only be evaluated for zinc, 
since other pollutants will be 

control the limiting pollutant zinc through 
nonstructural control measures and 

specificity on actions within the reduced at least as rapidly. structural control measures is sound and 
current and next permit terms. consistent with the Board's integrated water 

resources approach to TMDL 
implementation, which is characterized by 
implementation measures that address 
multiple pollutants and achieve other 
benefits. The Group provides a pollutant 
reduction plan with interim milestones that 
specifies BMP volume capacity compliance 
targets that the Group must meet. These 
targets are specified at the jurisdictional and 
subwatershed levels (see Attachment B to 
the RAA - Detailed Jurisdictional 
Compliance Tables). 

The Group's comment about conversion of 
land and acquisition is with regards to 
regional BMPs. However, it should be noted 
that the potential initial scenario of control 
measures presented in the Group's pollutant 
reduction plan specifies BMP capacity to be 
installed through right-of-way BMPs and LID 
BMPs on public parcels, leaving a remaining 
BMP volume to be handled through 
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"Potentially Regional BMPs," provided in the 
WMP's RAA (shown in Tables 9-6 and 9-7), 
constituting only -2% of the BMP capacity to 
be installed. 

Right-of-Way BMP volume = 94.8 acre-feet 
(af) 
Estimated LID on Public Parcels = 21.8 af 
Remaining BMP Volume/Potentially 
Regional BMP = 2.2 af 

This response, and other The Group provides specificity in its control 
statements throughout the measures by specifying the number of BMPs 
document, make it clear that to be implemented in terms of BMP capacity 
no commitments are made to volume. It then provides milestones for the 
"specificity or actions" or 
associated timelines. For 
those actions with starting 

installation of this BMP capacity volume. 

The Group commits to achieving milestones 
dates, even the draft and on page 5-5 stating: "...over time the 
revised WMPs with just 7 Watershed Group will report and 
months between them, 
demonstrate a failure to 

demonstrate that the summative effects of 
projects implemented add up to the required 

perform. For example, Table reductions for interim milestones and final 
5-1 in both documents lists the targets." 
"Nonstructural TCM 
Compliance Schedule." Taken altogether, the above information 
However, of the items in the addressed Board staff's comment. 
2014 table with associated 
2014 start dates, several are Regarding the starting dates for 
now listed in the 2015 as nonstructural BMPs in Table 5-1, the cited 
having 2015 start dates (e.g., start dates were specified as ranges in the 
"Enhance tracking through use draft WMP. For example the start date for 
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of online GIS MS4 Permit 
database"; "Exposed soil 
ordinance")-clearly, no 
assurances can be assumed 
from these documents. There 
is also no cross-walk between 
scheduled completion dates 
and interim compliance 
deadlines, as requested by the 
Board's comment and required 
by the 2012 Permit. 
(Pages 10-12) 

"Enhanced tracking through use of online 
GIS MS4 Permit database" was 2014-2017. 
These dates were modified to be more 
specific in the revised WMP and to include 
associated milestones to track progress. To 
address instances where a milestone date 
was not specific, the Executive Officer's 
approval letter included a condition that the 
Group modify the milestone. The Executive 
Officer determined that the Final WMP 
addressed this condition. 

(2) 
Lower San 

Gabriel River 

For waterbody-pollutant 
combinations not addressed by 
TMDLs, the MS4 Permit requires 
that the plan demonstrate...that the 
activities and control measures to 
be implemented will achieve 
applicable receiving water 
limitations as soon as possible. The 
RAA ...does not address the 
question of whether compliance 
with limitations for pollutants not 
addressed by TMDLs could be 
achieved in a shorter time frame. 

There is no response to this 
comment; the RAA continues 
to not address whether 
compliance with limitations for 
pollutants not addressed by 
TMDLs could be achieved in a 
shorter time frame. 
(Page 12) 

The Group responds to this comment in 
Section 5 of the WMP through its justification 
that their strategy is "as soon as possible." 
This comment is a corollary to the above 
comment and is sufficiently addressed. 

(3) 
Lower San 

Gabriel River 

"...the WMP should at least 
commit to the construction of the 
necessary number of projects to 
ensure compliance with permit 
requirements per applicable 
compliance schedules." 

This response clearly implies 
no commitment beyond good 
intentions and a (mandated) 
willingness to track progress 
(or its lack thereof) through the 
permit cycle. 

The Group commits to the compliance 
milestones that are to be achieved through a 
mixture of structural BMPs, including green 
street conversion. 

Compliance with the 2017 first-term 
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(Pages 12-13) milestone is planned to be achieved through 
the implementation of non-structural control 
measures, which the Group provides more 
specificity (as compared to the draft WMP) in 
Table 5-1 by providing specific start dates 
and additional milestones prior to 2017. 

The MS4 Permit requires that the Given the vague nature of The Group's 2017 10% reduction milestone 
WMP provide specificity with nearly all of the "milestones" is proposed to be met entirely based on 
regard to structural and non- (see above), there is no direct nonstructural controls. They cite: 
structural BMPs, including the 
number, type, and location(s), etc. 
adequate to assess compliance. 

linkage between actions, 
meeting interim requirements, 
and schedule to ensure even 
the 2017 targets. 

- Expanded nonstructural MCMs in the 
MS4 permit (particularly 
Development Construction Program) 

(4) 

...there should at least be more 
specificity on actions within the 
current and next permit terms to 
ensure that the following interim 
requirements are met: (1) a 10% 

(Pages 13-14) - Expanded non-stormwater discharge 
control measures in the MS4 permit 

- Nonstructural targeted control 
measures (e.g., ordinances, 
increased street sweeping, promotion 

Lower San 
Gabriel River 

reduction in metals loads during 
wet weather and a 30% reduction 
in dry weather by 2017 and (2) a 

35% reduction in metals loads 
during wet weather and a 70% 
reduction during dry weather by 

of downspout retrofits, etc.) 

To track this, the nonstructural targeted 
control measures that the Group has 
developed have a compliance schedule with 
associated milestones. 

2020. 
However, due to the nature of these 
measures being contingent upon political will 
(e.g., ordinances), public involvement (e.g., 
downspout retrofits), and external forces 
(e.g., source control regulations on metals 
and grant-funded based projects), 
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implementation of these measures carries 
with it a degree of uncertainty. Because of 
this, the Executive Officer's approval letter 
included a condition that the Group include, 
where appropriate, more definitive 
milestones for the nonstructural control 
measures listed in Table 5-1 and the 
structural control measures listed in Section 
5.2. In the Final WMP, the Group revised 
milestones for the BMPs listed in Table 5-1 
and included jurisdiction-specific milestones 
(with milestone dates from 2015 to 2017) for 
the construction and completion of the 
structural BMPs listed in Section 5.2. The 
Executive Officer determined that this 
adequately addressed the condition in the 
approval letter. 

The RAA identifies zinc as the As with other issues, there is There is a direct linkage between control 
limiting pollutant and notes that this no linkage between identified measures and milestones since the Group 
pollutant will drive reductions of control measures and commits to pollutant reduction milestones in 
other pollutants. If the Group compliance schedule or 2017 (10%) and 2020 (35%); and a final 
believes that that this approach milestones. Although there is a milestone in 2026 (100% of required 
demonstrates that activities and plausible set of measures to reduction based on the RAA). Although the 

(5) 
Lower San control measures will achieve control zinc (and, by specifics of the locations of the control 

applicable receiving water association, all other measures are not set-in-stone, the required Gabriel River 
limitations, it should explicitly state pollutants), there is no BMP volume capacity that the Group needs 
and justify this for each category 1, 

2, and 3 pollutant. 
indication that they will ever be 
implemented. 

to implement are clearly set by jurisdiction 
and by subwatershed. 

(Page 14) 
This means that the Group is responsible for 
implementing a suite of control measures 
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that will achieve the volume capture 
milestones calculated from the RAA. These 
BMP volume capture milestones and dates 
for their achievement are compliance metrics 
for the Group. This adequately addressed 
Board staffs comment. 

(6) 
Lower San 

Gabriel River 

For dry weather, the WMP 
assumes a 25% reduction in 
irrigation (RAA, section 7.1.2). 
Additional support should be 
provided for this assumption, 
particularly since the group 
appears to be relying almost 
entirely on this non-structural BMP 
for near-term pollutant reductions 
to meet early interim 
milestones/deadlines. 

The justification for 25% 
reductions may be plausible 
but is hardly "conservative" (as 
stated in the text); it also 
presupposed implementation 
of actions that would lead to 
such an outcome. The text 
also invokes emergency 
drought regulations as an 
example of how public 
education can reduce water 
use, although its applicability 
to long-term reductions is 
nowhere clarified. 
(Page 14-15) 

The Group supports the 25% by citing 
studies that report water reductions from 
institution of conservation programs. They 
also commit to reevaluate this assumption. 
This adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 

As a reference, the RAA models existing 
condition dry-weather loads using 2003 and 
2008 dry weather flows for Aug 17-Sep 30. 

(7) 
Lower San 

Gabriel River 

Page 6-1 notes that "[t]he final non- 
TMDL water quality standard 
compliance date is projected to be 
sometime in 2040." However, the 
pollutant reduction plan milestones 
in Section 5 only appear to go up to 
the year 2026. For watershed 
priorities related to addressing 
exceedances for receiving water 

There are no milestones, 
based on measureable criteria 
or indicators, an explicit 
schedule, or a final compliance 
date. 
(Page 15) 

The 2026 date provided by the Group is the 
final compliance date for the San Gabriel 
River Metals TMDL and, through the Group's 
limiting pollutant approach, the compliance 
date used for the Category 1, 2, and 3 
pollutants identified in the WMP. 

The cited 2040 date for bacteria serves as a 
backup date if, through adaptive 
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limitations, the permit requires 
milestones based on measureable 

management and future model simulations, 
the 2026 deadline for zinc is inadequate to 

criteria or indicators, a schedule control bacteria. The 2040 date is based on 
with dates for achieving the 
milestones, and a final date for 
achieving the receiving water 

schedules for other bacteria TMDL5. 

As an additional note, a SGR bacteria TMDL 
limitations as soon as possible. was recently adopted by the Board and the 
These need to be included in the implementation schedule provides MS4 
revised WMP. Permittees up to 20 years from the effective 

date of the TMDL to achieve the wet weather 
TMDL wasteload allocations. When the 
permit is reopened or reissued, and 
provisions consistent with the assumptions 
and requirements of the SGR bacteria TMDL 
are incorporated, the Group will be required 
to revise its WMP consistent with the 
implementation schedule of the TMDL. 

The Executive Officer's approval letter 
included a condition, directing the Group to 
clarify the bacteria compliance schedule with 
the language: If it is determined through the 
adaptive management process that required 
bacteria load reductions may not be met by 
controlling for zinc, then the WMP will be 
modified to incorporate bacteria milestones 
with measureable criteria or indicators 
consistent with any future bacteria TMDL for 
the San Gabriel River and with, at the latest, 
a final deadline of 2040." The Final WMP 
included this language in Section 5.4.14 on 
page 5-23. 
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(8) 
Lower San 

Gabriel River 

As proposed in the WMP, the 10% 
load reduction was assumed to 
result from the cumulative effect of 
nonstructural BMPs. There is 
uncertainty in the ability of these 
BMPs to meet the required 
reductions by September 2017. 

Additional support for the 
anticipated pollutant load 
reductions from these non- 
structural BMPs and source control 
measures over the next two to 
three years should be provided to 
increase the confidence that these 
measures can achieve the near- 
term interim WQBELs by 
September 2017. 

-- 

Section 5 Compliance Schedule of 
the draft Watershed Management 
Plan only provided implementation 
schedule for non-structural targeted 
control measures up to 2017. The 
LSGR Watershed Management 
Group must provide measurable 

No "additional support" was 
provided. 

While this issue has been 
acknowledged through the 
changes in the WMP, it has 
not been addressed. 
(Pages 15-16) 

. 

The Group added two additional subsections 
in section 4 of their WMP to provide 
additional support for the sufficiency of 
nonstructural controls to cumulatively meet 
the 10% load reduction milestone. 

This comment is related to previous 
comments regarding nonstructural BMPs. 

-- 

The Group adds additional specificity to its 
compliance schedule in Section 5.1. 

In the sense that "measureable milestones" 
refer to things that are quantitative and/or 
definitively scheduled on a particular date, 
the compliance schedule may appear to be 
lacking. However, given the types of 
nonstructural controls that the Group is 
pursuing, anything of this nature is not likely 
reasonable. 

However, the schedule still provides a way to 
track progress towards interim and final 
WQBELs. The change is that, instead of 
preemptively setting a milestone to be met 
by a particular date, the Group instead will 
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milestones for implementing each 
one of the proposed control 
measures that will allow an 
assessment of progress toward the 
interim and final WQBELs and 
receiving water limitations every 
two years. 

provide information on the successes and 
failures of its planned nonstructural controls. 
This gives information on whether the 
Group's proposed nonstructural control 
measures are actually having any on-the- 
ground impact. 

This comment is related to previous 
comments regarding specificity. 

The above revisions adequately addressed 
Board staff's comment. 

The report needs to present the There is no evidence in either The revised WMP does not include the same 
same information, if available, for the 2015 RAA or the revised information for non-stormwater runoff; 
non-stormwater runoff. WMP that this comment was however, it includes additional information to 
Alternatively, the report should addressed. support the assumptions used in its dry 
include a commitment to collect the (Page 17) weather analysis: 
necessary data in each watershed 
area, through the non-stormwater 
outfall screening and monitoring 

- 10% nonstructural BMP assumption 
in Section 4.3 

- 25% irrigation reduction assumption 
(9) program.... in Section 4.2.1 

Lower San 
Gabriel River In Section 4 of the WMP, the Group commits 

to re-calibrate its modeling as data is 
collected through its monitoring program 
(which includes the non-stormwater outfall 
screening and monitoring program). 

As explained in Section 7.1.2. of the RAA 
(Appendix A-4-1, pg. 51), for non-stormwater 
flows, the Group assumes a 10% load 
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reduction from nonstructural BMPs and a 
25% reduction in irrigation, which leads to 
another modeled load reduction. The 
remaining load reduction required for dry 
weather is assumed to be addressed by 
structural BMPs. 

Since the Group is committed to recalibrate 
modeling with new monitoring data and 
evaluate the above assumptions, the revised 
WMP adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment. 
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EXHIBIT B 

Los Angeles Water Board's Detailed Response to Petitioners' Contentions in Addendum for Petition for Review 

Contention Petitioners' Summary of Los Angeles 
Water Board Comment on Draft WMP or 

New Contention 

Response 

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP 

(1) Inadequate The Petitioners state, "On October 27, 2014, This contention was previously addressed in the Los Angeles 
Reasonable the staff provided written comments on the Water Board Staffs Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 
Assurance Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 group's 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed 
Analysis, draft WMP, which, among other things, Management Programs (WMP)1 - Los Angeles River Upper 
Receiving Water identified and provided extensive Reach 2 Response 10 (pgs. 11-12)2: 
Quality Data, 
Model 

commentary on the poor model calibration. 
Specifically, the staff commented that the "Section 4.1.3.1 (Hydrology Calibration) of the Final WMP 

Calibration, and plan did not describe how the model was details the approach used for model calibration. It states, in 
Verification calibrated in accordance with the calibration 

criteria set forth Table 3.0 of the Reasonable 
part, "Ws part of the Los Angeles County WMMS system, 
the LSPC module, including the Los Angeles River 

Assurance Analysis Guidelines. Moreover, no Watershed, was calibrated for hydrology and water quality 
historical hydrology and water quality performance. Input parameters and model settings were not 
monitoring data were used for comparison modified during the LAR UR2 WMA RAA, so the original 
with the model results for the baseline County calibration results should continue to apply; however 
prediction." they are partially repeated and summarized herein, with an 

emphasis on local or WMA applicability" (p. 75). Section 
4.1.3.1 also clarifies the calibration process by stating, "Whe 
County calibration documentation allows us to compare and 
summarize LSPC predicted and observed flows for key 
locations within watershed. As shown in Figure 4-1, for the 
Los Angeles River at Sepulveda Dam from October, 2002 to 
October, 2006, an average difference of 1.25% in annual 
stream volumes was observed placing these results within 
RAA Guidelines 'very good' range. For the period between 

The Los Angeles Water Board Staffs Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
(WMP) is included as Exhibit A, Attachment 2. 
2 See RB-AR18267 - 18268. 
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October 1988 and October 1992 as shown in Figure 4-2, the 
watershed LSPC model similarly compared favorably with 
downstream USGS gauge 11103000, with an average 
difference of only 4.37%, which is also within the 'very good' 
range." (p. 75) 

Additionally, in the Executive Officer's approval letter, a 
condition was included to provide the comparison of runoff 
volumes from Loading Simulation Program in C++ (LSPC) 
and Structural BMP Prioritization and Analysis Tool (SBPAT) 
as an appendix or subsection to the model calibration 
section. The Final WMP provided this comparison in Table 
4-2 on page 89. This is a reasonable approach given 
available data for the LAR UR2 WMA. The approval letter 
also directed the LAR UR2 Watershed Management Group 
to refine and recalibrate its RAA based on data obtained 
through the Group's CIMP, which will be specific to the LAR 
UR2 WMA, as part of the adaptive management process." 

(2) No Strategy The draft WMP does not clearly specify a This contention was previously raised and addressed in the 
to Comply with strategy to comply with the interim WQBELs Staff Response to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments3 
Interim WQBELs for the LA River metals TMDL (January 11, on page 204: 

2012; January 11, 2020 and January 11, 
2024 deadlines). Table 3-1 presents a "Sections 4 and 5 of the Revised WMPs were revised to add 
phased implementation plan, which suggests clarity and specificity to the Group's phased implementation 
that Phase 2 activities will be conducted to 
meet the 2020 deadline and Phase 3 

schedule relative to interim TMDL compliance deadlines. 

activities, to meet the 2024 deadline; The Revised WMP also summarizes monitoring data from 
however, the draft WMP needs to be revised 
to include documentation that the 2012 past 

the LA River Metals TMDL coordinated monitoring program, 
which indicate that metals rarely exceed receiving water 

3 The Los Angeles Water Board Staffs Response to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments is included as Exhibit A, Attachment 1. 
4 See RB-AR18249. 
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deadlines have been achieved or specify an limitations during dry-weather at monitoring stations adjacent 
appropriate strategy for achieving compliance to the LAR UR2 watershed management area. (The interim 
with the past due interim WQBELs. compliance deadline of 2020 for metals in dry weather is one 

of the nearer term deadlines for the Group.) Regarding 
compliance with the LA River nitrogen compounds TMDL, 
the Group included an expand discussion in the RAA 
explaining that no nitrogen pollutant reduction was required. 

The Group will further evaluate whether past interim and 
final deadlines have been met as data are collected through 
the Group's C1MP." 

This contention was also partly addressed in the Staff 
Response to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments on 
pages 23-245, which discusses how the Group demonstrates 
that its phased BMP implementation will meet interim WQBELs 
for metals and bacteria: 

"The Group submitted the model input and output file in in 
response to Board staff's request. The revised WMP relies 
on a storm water volume capture approach to demonstrate 
compliance with WQBELs and receiving water limitations. 
The modeling calculated the necessary volume capture to 
achieve compliance with WQBELs and receiving water 
limitations. Section 4.3.1, Target Load Reductions, includes 
the calculated volume capture of the BMPs that need to be 
implemented to achieve compliance. Table 5-1 of the revised 
WMP identifies the proposed control measure 
implementation schedule based on the phasing needed to 
achieve compliance with interim and final compliance targets 
for both bacteria and metals. The final WMP was revised in 
response to a condition in the Executive Officer's approval 

5 See RB-AR18252 - 18253. 
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letter to modify the title of Table 5-1 to Control Measure 
Implementation Schedule, removing the word "tentative" 
from the title." 

(3) Inadequate While the draft WMP notes revisions will This contention was previously addressed in Staffs 
Adaptive occur as part of the "Adaptive Management Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 
Management Process" in referral to multiple proposed Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
Process actions it does not include a comprehensive (WMP) - Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Response 6 (pg. 

strategy for the Adaptive Management 7)6: 

process. The draft WMP should provide more 
detail on how the "Adaptive Management "Section 1 of the revised and final WMP state, 7t]his WMP 
Process" will be implemented. plan is a critical component of the iterative Adaptive 

Management Process (AMP) strategy and will be updated 
every two years as described in the MS4 Permit, or 
amended with minor corrections as warranted by changing 
regional precedents and the development of new scientific 
and technical data." The final WMP also states in Section 
4.0, "...CIMP implementation, outfall monitoring, and the 
adaptive management process, should allow directly 
applicable local LAR UR2 WMA models to be developed, 
tested, and calibrated based on observed data, allowing 
revision of this initial RAA and consideration of different 
pollutants, standards, and implemented watershed control 
measures" (p. 79). The Executive Officer also provided 
additional direction on the adaptive management process to 
all Permittees implementing a WMP in the letters approving 
the WMPs." 

6 See RB-AR18263. 
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The April 28, 2015 Approval (with Conditions) issued to the Los 
Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Group states on pages 6 and 77: 

"The LAR UR2 WMG shall conduct a comprehensive 
evaluation of its WMP no later than April 28, 2017, and 
subsequently, every two years thereafter pursuant to the 
adaptive management process set forth in Part VI. C.8 of the 
Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. As part of this process, the 
LAR UR2 WMG must evaluate progress toward achieving: 

Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment 0 of the LA 
County MS4 Permit according to the milestones set 
forth in its WMP; 
Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving 
waters; 
Stormwater retention milestones; and 
Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current 
year and will continue into the subsequent year(s), 
among other requirements. 

The LAR UR2 WMG's evaluation of the above shall be 
based on both progress implementing actions in the WMP 
and an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and 
receiving water data. Per Attachment E, Part XVIII.6 of the 
LA County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG shall implement 
adaptive management strategies, including but not limited to: 

Refinement and recalibration of the Reasonable 
Assurance Analysis (RAA) based on data specific to the 
LAR UR2 WMG WMP area that are collected through 

7 See RB-AR6334 - 6335. 
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the LAR UR2 WMG's Coordinated Integrated 
Monitoring Program and other data as appropriate,. 
Identifying the most effective control measures, why 
they are the most effective, and how other control 
measures can be optimized based on this 
understanding; 
Identify the least effective control measures, why they 
are ineffective, and how the control measures can be 
modified or replaced to be more effective; 
Identify significant changes to control measures during 
the prior year(s) and the rationale for the changes; and 
Describe all significant changes to control measures 
anticipated to be made in the next year(s) and the 
rationale for each change. 

As part of the adaptive management process, any 
modifications to the WMP, including any requests for 
extension of deadlines not associated with TMDL provisions, 
must be submitted to the Los Angeles Water Board for 
review and approval. The Permittees of the LAR UR2 WMG 
must implement any modifications to the WMP upon 
approval by the Los Angeles Water Board or its Executive 
Officer, or within 60 days of submittal of modifications if the 
Los Angeles Water Board or its Executive Officer expresses 
no objections. Note that the Permittees' Report(s) of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD) is due no later than July 1, 2017. To 
align any modifications to the WMP proposed through the 
adaptive management process with permit reissuance, 
results of the first adaptive management cycle should be 
submitted in conjunction with the Permittees' ROWD." 
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(4) No 
Commitment to 
Meeting Interim 
Milestones and 
Final Deadlines 

The Petitioners contend: The initial draft 
WMP submitted by the Los Angeles River 
Upper Reach 2 watershed group on June 26, 
2014 failed to commit to any schedule for 
achieving interim milestones and final 
deadlines as required by the Permit (2012 
Permit, at Part VI.C.5.c.), yet the Regional 
Board staff did not raise the issue in their 
October 27, 2014 comments. 

This contention was not previously raised in this manner in the 
Petition. In response, the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 
WMP Group's compliance schedule is largely based on TMDL 
implementation milestones, which the Group explicitly lists in 
Table 1-6 (pg. 18), Section 4.3 (pg. 96), and Appendix C of the 
Final WMP8. 

The Group incorporates these applicable TMDL compliance 
dates into its RAA analysis as it states in Section 4.6 (pg. 113) 
of its Final WMP8: 

"(The RAA] indicates that for each pollutant of concern, the 
load reductions anticipated by the average cumulative BMP 
implementation strategy will exceed the final total load 
reductions and the phased BMP load reductions also meet 
the interim compliance targets (i.e., 50% of final metal TLRs 
by 2024)." [underlined for emphasis] 

Furthermore, the Group uses a limiting pollutant approach, as 
indicated in Section 4.5 (pg. 113)10: 

"Bacteria was found to be the driving (or limiting) pollutant for 
the Los Angeles River drainage area, and zinc was the 
driving pollutant for the Rio Hondo drainage area." 

The language in the WMP that appears to "condition" 
implementation schedules is more or less a restatement of 
provisions already contained in the Permit allowing Permittees 
to request of the Executive Officer approval for changes to 
some compliance schedules. For example, the Group notes 

8 See RB-AR6363; RB-AR6441; RB-AR6499. 
9 See RB-AR6458. 
1° Ibid. 
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that dates are "subject to the procurement of grants or other 
financing support" in Section 5 (pg. 116)11: 

"Interim and final compliance dates in the LAR Metals and 
Bacteria TMDLs are the primary drivers for the LAR UR2 
WMA RAA and WMP Plan implementation schedule. The 
dates identified in this WMP Plan are subject to the 
procurement of grants or other financing support 
commensurate with the existing and future fiduciary 
responsibilities of the Permittees. They may furthermore be 
adjusted based on evolving information developed through 
the iterative adaptive management process identified in the 
2012 MS4 Permit or similar Parts within future MS4 Permits." 

However, the above ultimately relies on the Adaptive 
Management Process provisions of the LA County MS4 Permit 
as outlined in Section VI.C.8.a.ii (pg. 69)12: 

"Based on the results of the adaptive management process, 
Permittees shall report any modifications, including where 
appropriate new compliance deadlines and interim 
milestones, with the exception of those compliance 
deadlines established in a TMDL, necessary to improve the 
effectiveness of the Watershed Management Program or 
EWMP in the Annual Report, as required pursuant to Part 
XVIII.A.6 of the MRP (Attachment E), and as part of the 
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) required pursuant to 
Part ILB of Attachment D - Standard Provisions." 

Furthermore, the Adaptive Management does not automatically 
let Permittees change deadlines. Changes have to go through 

"See RB-AR6461. 
12 See RB-AR713. 
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the Los Angeles Water Board Executive Officer as noted in 
Section VI.C.8.a.iii of the LA County MS4 Permit": 

"Permittees shall implement any modifications to the 
Watershed Management Program or EWMP upon approval 
by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer or within 60 
days of submittal if the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer expresses no objections." 

Another section of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP 
that has similar language is Section 5.1 (pg. 116)14, which 
states: 

`The WMP, including the schedule aspect, will be updated 
through the adaptive management process; to that extent, 
the implementation schedules identified are tentative unless 
determined as a date certain associated with specific TMDL 
provisions. Any LAR UR2 WMA WMP schedule date 
extensions must be approved by the Los Angeles Water 
Board's Executive Officer pursuant to Part VI. C. 6.a or Part 
VI.C.8.a.ii-iii of the 2012 MS4 Permit." [underlined for 
emphasis] 

The Group's statement that the implementation schedules 
identified are "tentative" in this context are based on the 
Group's understanding of the Adaptive Management Process 
and is ultimately immaterial with respect to how Los Angeles 
Water Board Staff views the Group's WMP deadlines-i.e. Los 
Angeles Water Board Staff sees the WMP Implementation 
Schedule contained in the Final WMP as the schedule the 
Group must follow unless an extension of the schedule is 

" See RB-AR71 3. 
14 See RB-AR6461. 
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approved in accordance with the LA County MS4 Permit. 

If the Group is not approved for an extension and the Group 
fails to follow its implementation schedule then it will not be 
able to use the alternative compliance path for achieving 
receiving water limitations that is provided through WMP 
implementation. 

The Los Angeles Water Board explicitly expressed how it will 
determine WMP compliance to the Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 Group in its April 28, 2015 Approval (with Conditions) 
Letter (pg. 5)15: 

"Pursuant to Part VI. C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit, the 
Permittees of the LAR UR2 WMG shall begin 
implementation of the approved WMP immediately. To 
continue to be afforded the opportunity to implement permit 
provisions within the framework of the WMP, Permittees 
must fully and timely implement all actions per associated 
schedules set forth in the approved WMP regardless of any 
contingencies indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding 
and purported reservation of rights) unless a modification to 
the approved WMP, including any extension of deadlines 
where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles Water Board 
pursuant to Part VI. C. 6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii. The Los 
Angeles Water Board will determine the LAR UR2 WMG 
Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the 
compliance actions and milestones included in the WMP, 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

Section 3 'Watershed Control Measures," including 

15 See RB-AR6333. 
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Section 3.3 "Proposed Control Measures," 
Table 3-1 "LAR Metals TMDL Jurisdictional Group 2 
Non-Structural BMPs Phased Implementation Plan;" 
Table 3-8 "Potential Non-Structural BMP Enhanced 
Implementation Efforts;" 
Table 4-10 "LID Street Required Tributary area by LAR 
UR2 WMA Permittee;" 
Tables 4-17 to 4-20, which present load reductions 
associated with non-structural BMPs, regional BMPs, 
and distributed BMPs; 
Table 5-1 "Tentative Control Measure Implementation 
Schedule" which establishes the implementation dates 
for non-structural BMPs, regional BMPs, and distributed 
BMPs; and 
Additional compliance actions and milestones 
established in response to Conditions 1, 2, 8 and 9, 
above. 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG Permittees' full and 
timely compliance with all actions and dates for their 
achievement in their approved WMP shall constitute 
compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable 
WQBELs/VVLAs in Part VI. E and Attachment 0 of the LA 
County MS4 Permit. Further, per Part VI.C.2.b of the LA 
County MS4 Permit, the LAR UR2 WMG Permittees' full 
compliance with all requirements and dates for their 
achievement in their approved WMP constitutes compliance 
with the receiving water limitations provisions of Part V.A of 
the LA County MS4 Permit for the specific waterbody- 
pollutant combinations addressed by their approved WMP. 

If the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG fail to meet any 
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requirement or date for its achievement in the approved 
WMP, which will be demonstrated through the LAR UR2 
WMG's Annual Reports and program audits (when 
conducted), the Permittees in the LAR UR2 WMG shall be 
subject to the baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 
Permit, including demonstrating compliance with applicable 
receiving water limitations and TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs 
through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts 
Vl.C.2.c and VLE.2.d.L(4)(c)." 

Furthermore, it should be emphasized that under the MS4 
Permit, the Group cannot request an extension of final 
compliance deadlines established in a TMDL as stated in 
Section VI.C.6.a of the Permit16: 

"Permittees may request an extension of deadlines for 
achievement of interim milestones and final compliance 
deadlines established pursuant to Part VI.C.5.c.iii., with the 
exception of those final compliance deadlines established in 
a TMDL. Permittees shall provide requests in writing at least 
90 days prior to the deadline and shall include in the request 
the justification for the extension. Extensions must be 
affirmatively approved by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer, notwithstanding Part VI.C.8.a.iii." 

For these reasons, the cited issue is not a specific issue of the 
WMP as approved. The Group is ultimately relying on 
provisions of the LA County MS4 Permit to provide scheduling 
flexibility, however these permit provisions themselves are not 
automatic, but rather have defined processes that must be 
followed. 

16 See RB-AR711. 
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Lower San Gabriel River WMP 

(1) No Clear Where data indicate impairment or The Group commits to a compliance schedule with a final 
Schedule to exceedances of RWLs and the findings from compliance date of 2026 that is based on its RAA. This RAA 
Demonstrate that the source assessment implicate discharges uses a "limiting pollutant" approach that is meant to address 
Compliance will from the MS4, the Permit requires a strategy applicable TMDL compliance schedules as well as other 
be Achieved "as for controlling pollutants that is sufficient to pollutants, including pollutants with RWLs that are not 
Soon as achieve compliance as soon as possible. addressed by TMDLs. 
Possible" Although Section 3 includes a compliance 

strategy, the program needs to more clearly This RAA, and the resulting compliance schedule, are not 
demonstrate that the compliance schedule based on financial terms. 
(Section 5) ensures compliance is "as soon 
as possible." Given that the Group continues to seek funding for the projects 

needed for its current compliance schedule, which deals with 
The WMP needs to provide a clear schedule the highest priority TMDL pollutants, it is reasonable to 
that demonstrates implementation of the conclude that the Group cannot commit to (and substantiate) 
BMPs will achieve the required interim metal additional expedited compliance schedules for certain non- 
reductions by the compliance deadlines. The TMDL pollutants.17 The Group themselves note in the revised 
WMP schedule should at the least provide WMP the "aggressiveness" of the compliance schedule that 
specificity on actions within the current and they have already proposed. Evaluating the Group's response 
next permit terms. in conjunction with what the Group has already committed to 

and what other Groups have committed to, Staff did not find 
...it would be reasonable to update the WMP that there was reason to require further expedited compliance 
to contain project milestones and 
implementation timeframes for projects that 
will be implemented under this grant. 

schedules for non-TMDL pollutants from the Group. 

-- 

Previously, this contention was previously addressed in Staffs 
Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 

" 7 Furthermore, for many of these non-TMDL pollutants the Group has noted (in Table 2-20 of the WMP) that it is "unable to determine at this time" whether the 
pollutant is associated with MS4 discharges. 
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Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
(WMP) - Lower San Gabriel River Response 1 (pgs. 20-23)18: 

"The Group reasonably justifies that their strategy will 
achieve compliance with receiving water limitations (RWLs) 
as soon as possible. 

The WMP conveys the uncertainty and financial hurdles 
faced by the Group as well as the fact that the Group must 
control several different pollutants, including pollutants 
specified in TMDLs. 

The Group's strategy of controlling other pollutants as it 
implements its schedule to control the limiting pollutant zinc 
through nonstructural control measures and structural 
control measures is sound and consistent with the Board's 
integrated water resources approach to TMDL 
implementation, which is characterized by implementation 
measures that address multiple pollutants and achieve other 
benefits. The Group provides a pollutant reduction plan with 
interim milestones that specifies BMP volume capacity 
compliance targets that the Group must meet. These targets 
are specified at the jurisdictional and subwatershed levels 
(see Attachment B to the RAA - Detailed Jurisdictional 
Compliance Tables). 

The Group's comment about conversion of land and 
acquisition is with regards to regional BMPs. However, it 
should be noted that the potential initial scenario of control 
measures presented in the Group's pollutant reduction plan 
specifies BMP capacity to be installed through right-of-way 
BMPs and LID BMPs on public parcels, leaving a remaining 

18 See RB-AR18276 - 18279. 
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BMP volume to be handled through "Potentially Regional 
BMPs," provided in the WMP's RAA (shown in Tables 9-6 
and 9-7), constituting only -2% of the BMP capacity to be 
installed. 

Right-of-Way BMP volume = 94.8 acre-feet (af) 
Estimated LID on Public Parcels = 21.8 af 
Remaining BMP Volume/Potentially Regional BMP = 2.2 af 

The Group provides specificity in its control measures by 
specifying the number of BMPs to be implemented in terms 
of BMP capacity volume. It then provides milestones for the 
installation of this BMP capacity volume. 

The Group commits to achieving milestones on page 5-5 
stating: "...over time the Watershed Group will report and 
demonstrate that the summative effects of projects 
implemented add up to the required reductions for interim 
milestones and final targets." 

Taken altogether, the above information addressed Board 
staff's comment. 

Regarding the starting dates for nonstructural BMPs in Table 
5-1, the cited start dates were specified as ranges in the 
draft WMP. For example the start date for "Enhanced 
tracking through use of online GIS MS4 Permit database" 
was 2014-2017. These dates were modified to be more 
specific in the revised WMP and to include associated 
milestones to track progress. To address instances where a 
milestone date was not specific, the Executive Officer's 
approval letter included a condition that the Group modify 
the milestone. The Executive Officer determined that the 
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Final WMP addressed this condition." 

Regarding the cited excerpt: 

"...it would be reasonable to update the WMP to contain 
project milestones and implementation timeframes for 
projects that will be implemented under this grant," 

The Final WMP clearly includes project milestones and 
implementation timeframes requested in Section 5.2 (pgs. 5-4 
through 5-5)19. 

(2) No For waterbody-pollutant combinations not This contention is addressed in the above response as was 
Commitment or addressed by TMDLs, the MS4 Permit stated in Staffs Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 
Demonstration requires that the plan demonstrate using the 2015 Letter Commenting on Revised Watershed Management 
that Compliance reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) that Programs (WMP) - Lower San Gabriel River Response 2 (pg. 
with Receiving the activities and control measures to be 23)20: 

Water implemented will achieve applicable receiving 
Limitations for water limitations as soon as possible. The "The Group responds to this comment in Section 5 of the 
Pollutants Not RAA demonstrates the control measures WMP through its justification that their strategy is as soon 
Addressed by would be adequate to comply with the as possible." This comment is a corollary to the above 
TMDLs will be limitations/deadlines for the "limiting comment and is sufficiently addressed." 
Achieved As pollutants" for TMDLs and concludes that this 
Soon as will ensure compliance for all other pollutants 
Possible of concern. However, it does not address the 

question of whether compliance with 
limitations for pollutants not addressed by 
TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time 
frame. 

"See RB-AR15685 - 15686. 
20 See RB-AR18279. 
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(3) Insufficient The RAA identifies potential areas for green This contention was previously addressed in Staffs 
Specificity with street conversion and assumes a 30% Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 
Regard to conversion of the road length in the suitable Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
Structural and areas; however, the specific locations and (WMP) - Lower San Gabriel River Response 3 (pg. 23-24)21: 
Non-Structural projects are not identified. Although it may not 
BMPs be possible to provide detailed information on "The Group commits to the compliance milestones that are 

specific projects at this time, the WMP should 
at least commit to the construction of the 
necessary number of projects to ensure 

to be achieved through a mixture of structural BMPs, 
including green street conversion. 

compliance with permit requirements per Compliance with the 2017 first-term milestone is planned to 
applicable compliance schedules. be achieved through the implementation of non-structural 

control measures, which the Group provides more specificity 
(as compared to the draft WMP) in Table 5-1 by providing 
specific start dates and additional milestones prior to 2017." 

Furthermore, the Lower San Gabriel River Group states in their 
revised WMP (page 5-6)22: 

"Even though not all projects can be specified and 
scheduled at this time, the Participating Agencies are 
committed to constructing the necessary regional and right- 
of-way BMPs to meet the determined load reductions per 
applicable compliance schedules" 

Staff interprets this as an explicit commitment that responds 
directly to the original staff comment of "bafithough it may not 
be possible to provide detailed information on specific projects 
at this time, the WMP should at least commit to the 
construction of the necessary number of projects to ensure 
compliance with permit requirements per applicable 
compliance schedules." 

21 See RB-AR18279 - 18280. 
22 See RB-AR14646. 



Los Angeles Water Board's Detailed Response to Petitioners' Contentions 
in the Addendum for Petition for Review 

-18- Exhibit B 

Contention Petitioners' Summary of Los Angeles 
Water Board Comment on Draft WMP or 

New Contention 

Response 

(4) Insufficient In a number of cases, additional specificity on This contention was previously addressed in Staffs 
Specificity with the number, type and general location(s) of Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 
Regard to the watershed control measures well as the Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
Achievement of timing of implementation for each (emphasis (WMP) - Lower San Gabriel River Response 4 (pgs 24-25)23: 
Interim added) is needed... there should at least be 
Milestones for more specificity on actions within the current "The Group's 2017 10% reduction milestone is proposed to 
TMDLs and next permit terms to ensure that the be met entirely based on nonstructural controls. They cite: 

following interim requirements are met (1) a 
10% reduction in metals loads during wet - Expanded nonstructural MCMs in the MS4 permit 
weather and a 30% reduction in dry weather (particularly Development Construction Program) 
by 2017 and (2) a 35% reduction in metals - Expanded non-stormwater discharge control measures in 
loads during wet weather and a 70% the MS4 permit 
reduction during dry weather by 2020. - Nonstructural targeted control measures (e.g., 

ordinances, increased street sweeping, promotion of 
downspout retrofits, etc.) 

To track this, the nonstructural targeted control measures 
that the Group has developed have a compliance schedule 
with associated milestones. 

However, due to the nature of these measures being 
contingent upon political will (e.g., ordinances), public 
involvement (e.g., downspout retrofits), and external forces 
(e.g., source control regulations on metals and grant-funded 
based projects), implementation of these measures carries 
with it a degree of uncertainty. Because of this, the 

23 See RB-AR18280 - 18281. 
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Executive Officer's approval letter included a condition that 
the Group include, where appropriate, more definitive 
milestones for the nonstructural control measures listed in 
Table 5-1 and the structural control measures listed in 
Section 5.2. In the Final WMP, the Group revised milestones 
for the BMPs listed in Table 5-1 and included jurisdiction- 
specific milestones (with milestone dates from 2015 to 2017) 
for the construction and completion of the structural BMPs 
listed in Section 5.2. The Executive Officer determined that 
this adequately addressed the condition in the approval 
letter." 

(5) Lack of The LSGR Watershed Management Group Section 5.4 (pgs. 5-9 to 5-23) of the Lower San Gabriel River 
Measureable must provide measureable milestones for WMP24 lists the BMP volume capacities that each Permittee 
Milestones to implementing each one of the proposed needs to install to comply with milestones in 2017, 2020, and 
Evaluate control measures that will allow an 2026. These BMP capacities are taken directly from the WMP's 
Compliance assessment of progress toward the interim 

and final WQBELs and receiving water 
RAA. 

limitations every two years. If a Permittee does not achieve these BMP volume capacities 
by a milestone date, they are not in compliance with their 
WMP. Furthermore, these volumes allow for an assessment of 
progress toward interim and final WQBELs and receiving water 
limitations every two years. 

This contention was also previously addressed, particularly 
with respect to nonstructural BMPs, in Staffs Assessment of 
NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter Commenting on 
Revised Watershed Management Programs (WMP) - Lower 
San Gabriel River Response 8 (pgs. 28-29)25: 

"The Group added two additional subsections in section 4 of 

24 See RB-AR15690 - 15704. 
25 See RB-AR18284 - 18285. 
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their WMP to provide additional support for the sufficiency of 
nonstructural controls to cumulatively meet the 10% load 
reduction milestone. 

This comment is related to previous comments regarding 
nonstructural BMPs. 

The Group adds additional specificity to its compliance 
schedule in Section 5.1. 

In the sense that "measureable milestones" refer to things 
that are quantitative and/or definitively scheduled on a 
particular date, the compliance schedule may appear to be 
lacking. However, given the types of nonstructural controls 
that the Group is pursuing, anything of this nature is not 
likely reasonable. 

However, the schedule still provides a way to track progress 
towards interim and final WQBELs. The change is that, 
instead of preemptively setting a milestone to be met by a 
particular date, the Group instead will provide information on 
the successes and failures of its planned nonstructural 
controls. This gives information on whether the Group's 
proposed nonstructural control measures are actually having 
any on-the-ground impact. 

This comment is related to previous comments regarding 
specificity. 

The above revisions adequately addressed Board staff's 
comment." 
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(6) The Petitioners contend: Confronted by This contention was not previously raised. In response, as 
Unenforceable Petitioners with the Lower San Gabriel River noted in Section VI.C.3.b of the LA County Permit26: 
and Contingent WMP's lack of commitment to meeting interim 
Volumetric milestones and final compliance deadlines at "A Permittee's full compliance with all requirements and 
Reduction the September 10, 2015 Regional Board dates for their achievement in an approved Watershed 
Targets public meeting, the Board staff responded Management Program or EWMP shall constitute a 

that they interpreted the volumetric reductions Permittee's compliance with the receiving water limitations 
set forth in the WMPs as enforceable provisions in Part VA of this Order for the specific water 
requirements. The staff went on to assert that body-pollutant combinations addressed by an approved 
failure to meet these volumetric reductions on 
time would be a Permit violation, subject to 

Watershed Management Program or EWMP." 

enforcement by the Regional Board, U.S. This continues in Section VI.C.3.c of the LA County Permit27: 
EPA, and the affected public. The volumetric 
reductions in the Lower San Gabriel River "If a Permittee fails to meet any requirement or date for its 
WMP, however, are conditioned on obtaining achievement in an approved Watershed Management 
funding; and, for pollutants not addressed by Program or EWMP, the Permittee shall be subject to the 
a TMDL, any deadlines are tentative at best. provisions of Part VA for the waterbody-pollutant 
As soon as Permittees of the Lower San combination(s) that were to be addressed by the 
Gabriel River group demonstrate a failure to requirement. For waterbody-pollutant combinations that are 
obtain funding for WMP implementation, the not addressed by a TMDL, final compliance with receiving 
volumetric reduction requirements will be water limitations is determined by verification through 
effectively rendered unenforceable. Given the monitoring that the receiving water limitation provisions in 
financial constraints and conflicting priorities 
municipalities consistently complain of, a 

Part VA.1 and 2 have been achieved." 

claim of failure to secure funding for WMP Therefore, if a Permittee failed to meet a volumetric reduction 

26 See RB-AR697. 
27 Ibid. 
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implementation is a virtual certainty. milestone, that Permittee would have to demonstrate 
Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River compliance with provisions pertaining to applicable interim 
watershed group should not be allowed to water quality based effluent limitations and interim receiving 
evade enforceable requirements of the water limitations outside of the WMP's alternative compliance 
Permit; therefore, a final WMP containing 
such wavering and uncertain commitment 
should have been denied. 

path-otherwise be subject to enforcement. 

In other words, if a Permittee failed to meet a volumetric 
reduction milestone, the Group would not be able to use the 

The final WMP for the Lower San Gabriel alternative compliance path for achieving receiving water 
River fails to comply with explicit Permit 
requirements for what ought to be included in 
a WMP for Regional Board approval. The 

limitations that is provided through WMP implementation. 

Regarding the contention, staff does not agree with the 
WMP, therefore, should have been denied as assertion that the Lower San Gabriel River WMP is 
required by the Permit. As such, the Regional unenforceable and its deadlines are conditioned on funding. 
Board's action on September 10, 2015 to 
ratify the Lower San Gabriel River final WMP It is true that the Group discusses funding difficulties in their 
was inappropriate, improper, and an abuse of Final WMP. However, there is no language that conditions 
discretion. milestones as "contingent on funding" in the pages referenced 

in the Petition Addendum. 

Section 5, "Compliance Schedule" (pg. 5-1) of the Lower San 
Gabriel River WMP states28: 

"Meeting the load reductions determined by the RAA results 
in an aggressive compliance schedule in terms of the 
technological, operational, and economic factors that affect 
the design, development, and implementation of the 
necessary control measures. Notably, as described in 
Chapter 6, there is currently no funding source to pay for 
these controls. Assuming finances are available, conversion 
of available land into a regional BMP is a protracted process 
that can take several years (not accounting acquisition, 

28 See RB-AR15682. 
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when required). As such the Group considers the 
compliance schedule to be as short as possible." 

Section 6, "Financial Strategy" (pg. 6-1) of the Lower San 
Gabriel River WMP states29: 

"Financing the implementation of the Lower SGR WMP is 
the greatest challenge confronting the Watershed Group. In 
the absence of stormwater utility fees, the Participating 
Agencies have no dedicated revenue stream to pay for 
implementation of the WMP. In addition to current 
uncertainties associated with costs and funding, there are 
multiple uncertainties associated with future risks. The first 
TMDL compliance dates for the Lower SGR Watershed 
Group will be the interim metals milestones of 2017, 2020, 
and the final compliance date of September 30, 2026. Thus, 
there will be many deadlines that must be met despite 
limited resources. Member Agencies will need to set 
priorities and seek funding in order to meet the various 
compliance deadlines." 

The above statements are a statement of the "reality" that the 
Group members face with respect to funding stormwater- 
related projects. This "reality" has been echoed by several 
other (if not all) Permittees39. 

This reality however, is not a contingency. If the Group is not 
compliant with its WMP, then it will be subject to enforcement 
for any violations of applicable effluent limitations or receiving 
water limitations. The Group's statements of concern do not 

29 See RB-AR15711. 
3' The expense of implementing WMPs give a rough indication of how "dedicated" the programs actually are. The Lower San Gabriel River WMP calls for a total 
structural BMP capacity of 118.6 acre-feet and total estimated costs of $34,630,000 to $64,630,000. 
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constitute built-in mechanisms for WMP milestone date and 
compliance deadline extensions. 

If the Group would like an extension for a schedule contained 
in its WMP, there are explicit provisions outlined in the LA 
County MS4 Permit through which Groups may request 
extensions of WMP milestone dates and compliance deadlines. 

Section VI.C.6.a of the Permit31 outlines that, with the 
exception of final compliance deadlines established in a TMDL, 
a WMP Group may request extensions of deadlines for 
achievement of interim milestones and final compliance 
deadlines: 

"Permittees may request an extension of deadlines for 
achievement of interim milestones and final compliance 
deadlines established pursuant to Part VI.C.5.c.iii., with the 
exception of those final compliance deadlines established in 
a TMDL. Permittees shall provide requests in writing at least 
90 days prior to the deadline and shall include in the request 
the justification for the extension. Extensions must be 
affirmatively approved by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer, notwithstanding Part VI.C.8.a.iii." 

Additionally, the LA County MS4 Permit's Adaptive 
Management Process allows for the establishment of new 
compliance deadlines and interim milestones, as noted in 
Section VI.C.8.a.ii (pgs. 68-69)32: 

"Based on the results of the adaptive management process, 
Permittees shall report any modifications, including where 

31 See RB-AR711. 
32 See RB-AR712 - 713. 
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appropriate new compliance deadlines and interim 
milestones, with the exception of those compliance 
deadlines established in a TMDL, necessary to improve the 
effectiveness of the Watershed Management Program or 
EWMP in the Annual Report, as required pursuant to Part 
XVIII.A.6 of the MRP (Attachment E), and as part of the 
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) required pursuant to 
Part ILB of Attachment D - Standard Provisions." 

These modifications in the Adaptive Management must go 
through the process outlined in Section VI.C.8.a.iii of the LA 
County MS4 Permit33: 

"Permittees shall implement any modifications to the 
Watershed Management Program or EWMP upon approval 
by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer or within 60 
days of submittal if the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer expresses no objections." 

The above provisions are the mechanisms outlined in the 
Permit for which the Lower San Gabriel River WMP Group may 
extend the milestones listed in its WMP. As can be seen in the 
provisions, these mechanisms require the action of the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer. However, none of 
these described actions have taken place. 

The Los Angeles Water Board explicitly expressed to the 
Lower San Gabriel WMP Group how it will determine WMP 
compliance in its April 28, 2015 Approval, with Conditions 
Letter (pgs. 4-5)34: 

33 See RB-AR713. 
34 See RB-AR15522 - 15523. 
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"Pursuant to Part VI. C.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and 
Part VII. C. 6 of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, the Permittees 
of the LSGR WMG shall begin implementation of the 
approved WMP immediately. To continue to be afforded the 
opportunity to implement permit provisions within the 
framework of the WMP, Permittees must fully and timely 
implement all actions per associated schedules set forth in 
the approved WMP regardless of any contingencies 
indicated in the approved WMP (e.g., funding) unless a 
modification to the approved WMP, including any extension 
of deadlines where allowed, is approved by the Los Angeles 
Water Board pursuant to Part VI.C.6.a or Part VI.C.8.a.ii-iii of 
the LA County MS4 Permit, and/or Part VII. C.6 or Part 
VII.C.8.b-c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. The Los Angeles 
Water Board will determine the LSGR Permittees' 
compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance 
actions and milestones included in the WMP, including, but 
not limited to, the following: 

Pollutant Reduction Plan to Attain Interim & Final Limits 
(Section 5.4) 

Nonstructural Best Management Practices Schedule 
(Section 5.1) 

Table 3-2 New Fourth Term MS4 Permit Nonstructural 
MCMs (Cities only) and NSWD Measures (Section 
3.2.4) 
Table 3-5 Nonstructural TCMs (Section 3.4.1) 
Proposition 84 Grant Award LID BMPs (Section 5.2) 

Structural Best Management Practice Schedule 
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(Section 5.3) 

RAA Attachment B: Detailed Jurisdictional Compliance 
Tables 

Pursuant to Parts VI.C.3 and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(a) of the LA 
County MS4 Permit35, the LSGR Permittees' full and timely 
compliance with all actions and dates for their achievement 
in their approved WMP shall constitute compliance with 
permit provisions pertaining to applicable WQBELs/WLAs in 
Part VI.E and Attachments N and P of the LA County MS4 
Permit.36 Further, per Part VI.C.2.b of the LA County MS4 
Permit and Part VII.C.2.e of the Long Beach MS4 Permit, 
the LSGR Permittees' full compliance with all requirements 
and dates for their achievement in their approved WMP 
constitutes compliance with the receiving water limitations 
provisions of Part V.A of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part 
VI.A of the Long Beach MS4 Permit for the specific 
waterbody-pollutant combinations addressed by their 
approved WMP. 

If the Permittees in the LSGR WMG fail to meet any 
requirement or date for its achievement in the approved 
WMP, which will be demonstrated through the LSGR WMG's 
Annual Reports and program audits (when conducted), the 
Permittees in the LSGR WMG shall be subject to the 
baseline requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit and the 
Long Beach MS4 Permit, including demonstrating 

35 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Parts VII.C.3 and VIII.E.1.d. 
36 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VIII (general TMDL provisions) and Parts VIII.P and VIII.Q (provisions specific to the Greater 
Harbors and San Gabriel River Watershed TMDLs). 
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compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and 
TMDL-based WQBELs/WLAs through outfall and receiving 
water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and VI.E.2.d.i.(4)(c) of 
the LA County MS4 Permit, and Parts VII.C.2.f and 
VIII.E.1.d.iii of the Long Beach MS4 Permit." 

Lower Los Angeles River WMP 

(1) No Clear 
Schedule to 
Demonstrate that 
Compliance will 
be Achieved "as 
Soon as 
Possible" 

Where data indicate impairment or 
exceedances of RWLs and the findings from 
the source assessment implicate discharges 
from the MS4, the Permit requires a strategy 
for controlling pollutants that is sufficient to 
achieve compliance as soon as possible. 
Although Section 3 includes a compliance 
strategy, the program needs to more clearly 
demonstrate that the compliance schedule 
(Section 5) ensures compliance is "as soon 
as possible." 

This contention was previously addressed in Staffs 
Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 
Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
(WMP)- Lower Los Angeles River Response 3 (pgs. 14-15)37: 

The revised WMP (pg. 5-1) includes new language that 
clarifies the Group's strategy: "Meeting the load reductions 
determined by the RAA results in an aggressive compliance 
schedule in terms of the technological, operational, and 
economic factors that affect the design, development, and 
implementation of the necessary control measures." 

The revised WMP provides an estimate of the cost of 
structural BMPs, and based on this estimated cost, 
reiterates the financial difficulties and uncertainties of 
implementing the WMP (particularly the lack of funding 
sources for controls), and concludes that the compliance 
schedule is as short as possible to allow time to both 
address technological and operational challenges and to 
secure the necessary funding to implement the watershed 
control measures in the WMP. 

37 See RB-AR18270 - 18271. 
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This additional clarification is a sufficient response to the 
comment. The Group's existing strategy to control pollutants 
as soon as possible" is sound. 

(2) No 
Commitment or 
Demonstration 
that Compliance 
with Receiving 
Water 
Limitations for 
Pollutants Not 
Addressed by 
TMDLs will be 
Achieved As 
Soon as 
Possible 

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not 
addressed by TMDLs, the MS4 Permit 
requires that the plan demonstrate using the 
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) that 
the activities and control measures to be 
implemented will achieve applicable receiving 
water limitations as soon as possible. The 
RAA demonstrates the control measures 
would be adequate to comply with the 
limitations/deadlines for the "limiting 
pollutants" for TMDLs and concludes that this 
will ensure compliance for all other pollutants 
of concern. However, it does not address the 
question of whether compliance with 
limitations for pollutants not addressed by 
TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time 
frame. 

This contention was previously addressed in Staffs 
Assessment of NRDC/LAWK/HTB March 25, 2015 Letter 
Commenting on Revised Watershed Management Programs 
(WMP) - Lower Los Angeles River Response 4 (pg. 15)38: 

This comment is similar to the above comment that 
compliance schedules for non-TMDL pollutants are as soon 
as possible." The clarification provided by the Group in 
Section 5 (pg. 5-1) of the revised WMP on how the Group's 
strategy for meeting load reductions determined in the RAA 
is an aggressive compliance schedule is sufficient with 
respect to this comment. 

(3) Insufficient 
Specificity with 
Regard to 
Structural and 
Non-Structural 
BMPs 

The RAA identifies potential areas for green 
street conversion and assumes a 30% 
conversion of the road length in the suitable 
areas; however, the specific locations and 
projects are not identified. Although it may not 
be possible to provide detailed information on 
specific projects at this time, the WMP should 
at least commit to the construction of the 

This contention was previously raised and addressed in the 
Staff Response to Petitioners' Detailed Technical Comments 
on pages 2-339: 

As originally contained in the draft WMP, Section 5.4 (pg. 5- 
7) lists the BMP volume capacities that each Permittee 
needs to install to comply with milestones in 2017, 2024, and 
2028. These BMP capacities are taken directly from the 

38 See RB-AR18271. 
39 See RB-AR18231 - 18232. 
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necessary number of projects to ensure WMP's reasonable assurance analysis (RAA) analysis. 
compliance with permit requirements per 
applicable compliance schedules. If a Permittee does not achieve these BMP volume 

capacities by a milestone date, they are not in compliance 
with their WMP. 

Further, as stated above, Section 5.2 (pg. 5-4) lists structural 
LID BMPs that are to be constructed within this permit term. 
Section 5.3 (pg. 5-4) was revised to include a schedule of 
feasibility studies and site assessments for regional projects. 
However, the Revised WMP did not contain definitive 
milestone dates, nor did it specify the Permittees responsible 
for the LID BMPs. The Executive Officer's approval letter 
included a condition that the Group add definitive dates for 
these LID BMPs. The Final WMP includes two new tables, 
Tables 5-2 and 5-3, which provide detail on the Permittees 
responsible for each LID BMP, and the deadlines and status 
for the project tasks (pgs. 5-4 to 5-5). 

The Group has conveyed to Board staff that the information 
contained in Section 5 is the maximum practicable given 
uncertainties and that greater certainty will be provided 
through the adaptive management process. 

This adequately addressed Board staff's comment. 
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(4) The Petitioners contend: In responding to See Lower San Gabriel River WMP Response (4) 
Unenforceable Petitioners' argument on September 10, 2015 
and Contingent about the Lower Los Angeles River WMP's 
Volumetric lack of commitment to meeting interim 
Reduction 
Targets 

milestones and final compliance deadlines, 
Regional Board staff stated that the 
volumetric reductions set out in the final WMP 
represent an enforceable commitment from 
the Permittees. In other words, failure to meet 
these volumetric reductions in accordance 
with the provided schedule would be non- 
compliance, at which point Permittees could 
be subject to enforcement by the Regional 
Board, U.S. EPA, and the affected public. 
However, like the Lower San Gabriel River 
WMP, the volumetric reductions in the Lower 
Los Angeles River WMP are also expressly 
conditioned on obtaining funding; and, for 
pollutants not addressed by a TMDL, any 
deadlines are tentative at best. If Permittees 
of the Lower Los Angeles River group 
demonstrate a failure to obtain funding for 
WMP implementation, the volumetric 
reduction requirements will be effectively 
rendered unenforceable. Given the financial 
constraints and conflicting priorities 
municipalities consistently complain of, a 
claim of failure to secure funding for WMP 
implementation is a virtual certainty. 
Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River 
watershed group should not be allowed to 
evade enforceable requirements of the 
Permit, thus their final WMP, by having such 
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uncertain language, should have been 
denied. 

The Lower Los Angeles River WMP fails to 
comply with core program development 
requirements pursuant to the 2012 Permit. As 
a result, the WMP cannot ensure the 
appropriate rigor, accountability, and 
transparency to put Permittees on an 
alternative path toward the achievement of 
water quality goals. The Lower Los Angeles 
River WMP should have been denied, as 
required by the Permit, and therefore 
Permittees would have had to immediately 
demonstrate compliance with receiving water 
limitations. Instead, however, Permittees of 
the Lower Los Angeles River watershed 
group are given "safe harbor" benefits as a 
result of their WMP approval, thereby 
allowing them to continue discharging highly 
polluted stormwater for years to come. 



EXHIBIT C 

LOS ANGELES WATER BOARD'S DETAILED 
RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT B OF THE PETITIONER'S 

ADDENDUM 



1 

. 

1 

1 

t 
1 

11 

Pi 

Ili, 

't 
i 

it 
II 

F 

- 

'l 
4 
, 

It 

11 

III 

IR 

hi I 
11 

101 iphi 
i ' I' 
ilit iIIIII 
Iri II I 1.11 III, 

1111 11'1 
1 11111 11 ,,A, 

Ito rini! 
Ii dlIii 
Ili 'Ilili oh 1..b. 
IIP 1111111 

'll. II IIP 

iiii 
lilt 
III! 
10,1 II 
IN 

1 ill; 
-i 

IP' 
01 
111. Ili 
,pil 

hoi 
inn 11111 
III . 

qh 
lip 
Iiii 

il 
q 

I ji 
I a 

1 It 
nil 
1 11 

h ;hi 

4111 

I 

1 ii 
14 1 .' 

III II 
11 II 

111 I I 

1111 
., i i 

hi; 
!Ail .1. if, , 

III 11 

i a 

. 

I 

' 

4 
1. 

it 
I; 
1, 

II 

II 
'I 

II 

II 

il 
1 

tit 

1 

i . 
Ii I 

II i 

III 
i 

II I 

it 
JR j 

V 
111 

.1 II 'i .., i 1 

i II 

ill,,! 
Will 
+1.1Ij 

gill' 
I Pill 

1 

/'" ! 

11191 
1111 illi 
iii iiiiil 

llhij 
11. I* 

11 

I [fill' ,1 s It 
101111 a,11 
alight 
IN. ' 

11 1 

91 III 
b II" 
11111111 
ill 41 
f 11 ' I 

11f. fill 
1. 

1101 
it'l 1 

i '111 

1 

114' ll;,. i Gill Iii'l 
1)!!;01,1.11 1111 

I I 

o 
1 

!I 

li 

I 

li, 
.4 

111 

III 

WI d'irii 
illillij 
ittith 
fiiiiiii. 
11.101.1 

i 

.1 

ll 

!I 

1 

I Iliiiliii tf,,iii.ii 
PI 'OP a 
g,111'11; 

I 

!I 

l' 

,IIIIII 
1.1111Li 

0111111 

iiii Il, el 
digit 

I 

1 

!I 

I 

' 

11.1 di; I 
1 

iiii Ilia II 

1111! PIJ ili II 
ivi10-1, I 

, 

pri 
ill! 
fill 
iltI 
Iti! 

11 

illi, 
Op 

ii.. 

- i I I 
i 

I 
i 

1 

I 

1111 

Ill 
.1 

lit 
le, 
1 1 

ill' 

fit 
[ IIP i', I-' 
1 ild I; '441 l! i 

AI 'I "i" DI 

I 
HI 1 r" 

. 1 if 
Ili 1' 
ie. I 11 0 

1; , . 11 
, 

- 

1 

1 

I 

11011 
11110: 
11[11-1_ 
.gqi. 
i.i.1,11 
it pli 
Y' I 

- 
Hill 
Piro 
ipl 
yip 
1 i II 'phi 
ifir 

i III I 
.: 1111 b 
II [11. 1 

11 1111 ti I. 1,,, Il 

11 Dli ' 
11 1.4 1,I l Il! 

iii 11 it 1111 

111'1 pillli 
ii" I 41,111 
Ail 'Ili'll 
11110 WO 
Iniii Idol 
i 1. 11 .11; 

1 .: 

!IN 
pip, 
11111ill 
.01 ':;Ti 

pail, 

tithill hi 

11j1I11; 1111 
Ip[ili[. op 

1 Ili 
iiiiiihi .4., 
li,1111' pri 
lifill'll illi 

-D 

'D 
fl 

,I 
i [I II ilii 

ID 

sill! 

ill! 
II 
ill 

i h 
[ i 

[ ,.. 

1E11E1E11110 - MMINIIIIIIIMMIIIIMINNI11111111111 1111111MINI=11111111111111111111 MIII im11111=EN 1NiemmIIIImmiiimmi 



- 

----------- 

E-24.1-s=-7:17-7E-ZSERE-.7:7E:= 

-74F-F- 

5:774:Ecigf-f-it, 

FIRFEEE-7-07-747÷--Tzsg: 



1.034.1116or 

B. :ISM' EaS 



a.....m.....20. 1 

-51 

11 

1.10.-01.13.9 





-7.-477= 

E45.7.7.-E:or=7:EST: 

177-4 

= 

" 

- 



Lomf Loa Ing.,,,, 



I I 1111 

1 I 11 

i I 11 

1 1 !Ili 
1 : , (ii 
1 I ; il 
i, .1 101114 

I II 

lIl 1 i ip 
i, 1111,111 

11 f id 1 11 

1 ill it 
illiiiii 
i .lif ,,,, , 

,' : H i b 

1 MI 
im 

1 III! 
i !HI 

lip 
lid 

I, lip 

il Li 
ii1111 

1,j, 

11111f 

I, u'l 
p 41, 
11,q ,,,I i 

11 i111 

1 i 

Ji 1 

11 1 

ri, i 

h I ri 
ii 

II 
II I 

ii I 

11 1 

id i 
1,1111 
if, 0,,,, 
ph u 

4 
li 
11 

li 

II , 
ti 

,!! 
Ill 
II ,1 

I+ li 
li it 
9 11 

ii 
I. 

Xi it 

, 

1 

1 

e 

. 

I 

Hill 
11'1, 

11111 

Hli. 
drill 
Hp 
NM 

via via 
ill II 
mil 
Mill 

111 ..,0 ill{ 
I igi 

II g ill 
i'l ! 

li 1 

ii 1 
ill 

ii 
d I 

111 1 ,11 
n 1 
,, , ,i, 
II I 

ill j ihi 
0111 Iii 

1111 I iii 1 ii 
in , 11 lo 
1 11 

1' 

ll 

il 

Ili 

II 

ILI 
lir 

,. IQ 
' itip 

!poi 
,III 

I .; . 
up 
iiiii, 

1 killi 
i ifits`1 
1 411 

I ' ilil , li , 
.1 
I 11 

i 

1 

t I 
I J 

i 

! 

I 1 

i 

I I 

1 1 

1 

b il 
p If 311, 

Pi 
14 i 

I 

111 
it 

i 

ill 1 

h i 

II i , 
p 1 

ii II 

I 

I 

1 

1 

I . 
1 

1 

II 

.ii 
ill 

III 

1 

ji 
It 

ii 

1 

I 

11 

II 

' 

ih 

11 

1! 

11 

ili 

Egli 

hi 
III 
'II 
PI 

1 

II 

il 
if 
II 

lili 
011 

!hi 
hill 
I'l 1 

Ill! 
.; 

illill 
Imp Nal 
11114 

101111 
Yliir 

- I 

I 

Ii 

; ii 

1 II 

I; 
I di 

II Ili bit 
0 ili illiti 

if illi 11 it 
If hi ill 

, tad! ti 

III 

1 

il 

ill 
d 

Il' 
PI 
fil 
lig, 

ifi 

111 
tee 

I' 
I 
a 
11 

111 

8 
'21 

i 

' 
li 

i 

1 

' 

, , 
II ilill Iiiiite Iiiiii 
lirli,11 

11 '11 

1:11 

Tii 
q 0:-1 
III; 

11 
il, 

la 
!1i p, 

eh 
tic 
)t liti 

I 
I 

4 

!r 

I_ ti 
1111 Ili 
Ing , 
II, 'ii 

'I I Pr! 
1 0,1,11 

iii,,,ir, 
Alio. 
Illfw 
,, 'Pi 

i 

! 

1 

I 

II 
I li 
i 
; 

ill Pi 
1 

i 
1111q 

i I Oil 
e jaall 

i 111410 
00111 

1 g linTi 
I i'lg,11.1, 

I 

i 

11 

011 

111; , :1 

ill 
III 

. 

III 
1 

I 

i 

I111 

R 

h. 
ili 
I! 

Ili 

lefil iv 
ilit'iiii 
'Preto' 
111i1111/ 

1 ilill'.1 
:itill111' 

IIIIIIIIIII 
qiiiiI, h 

111111.11 I 

lijiilti Ihrgigi "trifjg ilia 1. 

! 

1 

!Iiii 

Ii 

ji 
1 
h 

I 

phii 
11111 

Ali 
iiii 
all 

11;11 1;11 

I Ph 
iih 

1114 
I lilt 

I 

111 

1 

I 

111 

i 
, 

I.. 

11 

1 

, 

1 

il 
I 

I 

1 

1 31I11 14 
! 11!!!il !i',1 

1 Hi lit lild 
1 IN. ',el, 
14 Ilpild 110,1 

ill Tipli 11. 
II iiiiill ill' 

1 jj 
I ii 
i i, 
Ik ., 
II ii 

II !, 

,I 1,1 

1, 1 

II ! 
il 1 

II 
gi I 

lc ! 

DI 

1 pi 
i pli 
njilil 
I ,111,1 
1 NH 
1 fiel; 

alit; 

, 141,1,1 

119100 
,/blilli 
II)111!1 
41144 

won 
illiimi 

.0, 

Isil; 
1.11 

J'i 
rip 
ihf 
. 

Iii 1,ii 
Iiii! 
b ii 
id., 
11,1' 

irli 
ill, 

Ir, i pro 

iiiiilli !NI 
1111iiii lifil 
111111 IX 
11;1 i imi 
ip,41111,,1, 

Iliii!li 11;111 

1,1,1i1 

Will 
IIJIIII tilt!!{ 
mit 
Jilin 
.iiiiii!, 

iiiih'llitl 
ii1111111111 

11111141 10,.;ii: 
violoil 
iiO4,1; 
'Ott IIIII,I 

111111 r- 

it'l 1111111' ,,ii,,Ijibi, 
1111111118" 

1 Isid'Ill' 

J.i II 
11.11 
Will 
HO 
1111111 

Lib] 
lini, 
I 1 

ill 
01 g 
ill 
hi 

Iii! 111.1 

,i lief ti . 

'''.1, 1 g III pi* 11 iil 
1.11141 1...! mid a I 
iiiii.i, il 4, 
phill, ii 11, 

, , 

Op 
11,1, 

iill 
pi!, 
lia- iiiiii 

01,. ow 
, 

. 



i 

IiI 

1 

i 

'+ 
I! 
i 

t 

i 
I 

1 I i 

' t 
1 , 
1 1 

i I 

1 

i lit 
I lb 

I III 
I ,JI 

II, 

iii 
/ 11110 
ft pi 

II 11 

it ;{ 

II I. i II 

if ii 11 
It IL. 

T I I 

11 

it tit 
1.1 
ip 
to 

Pi 

r 
!I 

fp 
I 

" lb 

IP 11 't 
I I 

I 

I i 
ii i 

i , 

11 II 

11 

i 1 

! 

. 

' 

' 

.1 

1 

_ 

il 1 
i 

I 

1 . 

" i . 

1 I 
if ; 

I. ' 
il ! 

1 

It I 
II 1 

it it 

1 I 
I 

I II 

I I 
1 11114 

I 11" 
1 

I il 

1 Illit; 
'i I 

I it i 
11 1 

I li I 
..111 

iii I 

11 
Iii 

i i 

ii III. 

III.' 

IIII 

t hi', 

; lifi 
tilt, 
I WI 

it 1111 

jig 
i Ilk 

0 
if' 

II 
1 

I II 

hi 
1 li 

i il 

I 11 

10 
1111 
I : 
i ill 

14 
114 
.III 

I 

i 

1 

I 

.1 

1 " 
h 
il 

I. 
li 

11 

1411 I 
ifi 111,1 
ite4111 

tlitPle !Jinni 

initilli 

1011 !ill II ,i, .., hi 
klithieW 
il 1Pitt" iiin,,,,,:11. 

iglitillith 

i 

1 

ri 

It 
I: 

1,11 
ti111, 

-1,1 

illtili 
Wit 
:ILI 
!Pitt 

IIIIII 

i 
.1 

1- 

it 
1, 

f. 

1111111111. 

011111. 

11 
.1 

HIM 
4 

itifi 

HP .1i3 

;ph 

HI 
r,- :II 
!It 

ilf, 
:It pi: 

II dli 
II iiii 
'111111 
i1110:1. 
1.' 1,1 :11.1,, 
1110/1111 
illind t 
11.11Int: 

III illiiiilli 
Ili; )ilii.01 
iiil N11111111 

11011141 
1111111iill 

Ili 1' obit " 
rlli 
i f 

iiii 

! 

hihil 

lji iil ! 
1111 

i 

11111 

11n 1 

, r 1 li 
1 Itl 1 1 IV 1'1 
1 iiiii 1111 ill 

I IIIII 1 Iii :II 

HIP I II ib ,flr', i 11 

FE Iliiillitil hi 

l. 
iiiii 
114; 

hill, 
114 it I 
;11111 

I 

1 ill li il 1011 -11 
PP Iii - 

=inlay, 
Ipli '0', 1, 

iliii.-1111 .: 

;131iillt; Ill 

it 

ill 
1.1 

ill 

di 

I 

Ina 
,fil 14. 

IND 
111:1 

el. 
nth( 

.: 

I 

if 
p 

I , , 

- 

I 

!I 
p 

1 

i 

!I 

II 

I 

I 

ii 
p 

I 
I 

i. 

i 

Ii 
p 

I 
2 

! 

1 

Ii 
p 

I 
2 

14 110 1 

II lilt 1 . 1 

e 1111111 
11 1Pr 11 1 

II Ph I I II . 
p qfp, , 
,i .Jr1 le ti' 

I 

1 1 

I 
1 

'11 

11 

hi 
11 

1 I 

II 
i 

, 4 

111 ili !Ili 1 

III PI 111 
111 Ili '111 1 

;NW 1111 1 

',Y', .111.. ,,I.ii 1 ii. ,i ) 

v.;11c if 1 

III qli It i ' 

11111 

111111 

1111011 
11501 I 

,11 p. i 

.11.q,,, . 

,,,111 i 

hi 1 

?111 ii 

111111 11 

f'11111' " 
1:1..11 II 

rdili HI 
,.1,, iii 01 IP 

.. li i f tt 

i 

1 

' 
1 

: 

1 

' 
:11 `I 

Mil II .4 
pith if 
"gi , flitil it' 

ION if. 
II:1111 
t filt Ji 

i; 
iq ilia. WI 
lifj, 
,11 IP 
PO, 11 

1111011. 
1:1.111:bi! 
ILI lim, 

a i 

litlit 
iipp I. 

111 

iti 
Iii, 
1 

'I 
III VIII 
Oil 

oil ii 

0,1 
lift 

.111 
III! 

iiii MIMI, 

MI IVY 
di !hill!! 

t 1;111;1 

Iiiii ill. !wiii 
Illiiiiiii 
111111.111 

111411 
1111!1 11 

'III,; 0,11 

0,1111 r 11111111' 

!(f Iiiiiiiillit 
fill1101;1 

111111111/1 

;51111111111,111 

41 
ill, 
if 
II. 
II. 

11 

II:Allii ow 
l'2el. Mb] 
1111.01P 

41:11111. 

MIA 
Pt 
:1, 
I.1 

g.11 

Ili 
li 

. . . 



. , . . . , . . . 
. 

r ri ii ri ri. 1i ri ii ti ri I 

ini 1 pil ; 

P. , 

Iv , 
pi : 

ili ! 

oil 

jll 
;II 
'tj 
.15. 
11; 

i,r 
ill 

ill 
.11 
ill 

rir 
,ii 
II 

ii 

0 
er 
al 

I; 
l; 
li 
it 

valor 
1, .iito. 
illial it 

ill,1111111 

itril.j1 
failyi,1 
illyrd 

fill 
III, 
; ! 

1.liriltddg 
lq, 
111, 
Iii 

ropl, 
1,11.,.,0 
!Idlipli 

biddi 
1111:111: 
11%11 

111;11111 I 

4.011., 
1 

11411111 

idiill'ill i;,.1010 
.11111111 
ItIpalq 

i11111111 

lip., 
liitil) 
Illiii.,1 Ipiill 
Illiitit 
1 ...1,11 .. , 

iilliiiii 
011111,1 
MO! 
riiii0i ;11,01 

111.111' pill 
ii 

PIT!! 
' 

i ; 

' it 

ill 
, 1 i 

.1.1 

TM! 
1,r,Ifilf 
iliipoi 
4111iii 1,1,111,ip 

11111.*: 
10,1111 
; rr, 

it'll 
1 l'ipli 
1,1 10011 

it: 11110 i, n; 

T 1141 4. I, ,1 
. ilir 

II-1 

I. ' 
1 ii 

r 

1 

1 

I 

: 

, 

I 

1 

4111 

11111 

hi 

h! 

li , 

" 

' 

.4, 
lig 
Jill 
fill 

iIii 

,.., 

r 

I 

IIIIIII [1 

iiillil ii 

rti.1,1 ! 
hi' NI i 

I 

d 
li 

I 

1, 

I 

ri 

li 

I 

1 

r 

I 

L 

i 

III 

I , 
. 

I 

11 

I 

h. 
p 
il 
ii 
II 

n 

fou 
fini 
Hifi sr 
thIl 
mil 

i 

rl 

li 

I 

1 

I 

11101141ln 

riiiiPir 41,1111111j 

1 01'.",11 Aidifillit 
11.1,4,:w 

i 

., 

104 
III . 

111 I 

ilt 1, 

1111 

ill' 
hil 
!Id 

frillif 
tor '11 

lor 01 

illf, fp 

r 

1 

I 

r 
I 

1 

1 

i 
r 

il 
1 

!III 

in, 
,;,, 
lil 
4, 

1 

i'llp 
; 
i 
f 

ip, 
.4. 

Oil 
III, 
tql 

Ali' 

flu ry 

lb 

III 

,iii 
ii; 

fil 

fril 

1,-( 
11 

IP 

II 

i 

I 

1191,4 Ali 
d'Ild 

111111 

.f 41111 i rq 114111-v 

1 01 1 

i III 1 

WHIP! 
I 

1 1.1401 i 
. 

! 111 III 1 

I 

i 

I 

iv 

iti 
10 

1;1 

li 

I! 

i 

II 
; 

i 

! 

Dil 
' 

101 

ell 
1, 

141 
11;1 

IPI 

14 

11,1 

, 4 
1, 

.1 

li 

11 

II 
.1 
h 
ri 

1,1 

i 

gilippli 
UPProlfl 
1.401..11,1 
fidlt J. i 

1;4 I 11111 

1i11,: Hill 
rill:1;0i; -I . . a 

110 Iiiri 

1111 lifil 
lid mil 
pit riii; 
rill Ird 
111,.. 

114 111t 
' I Pit if 

11 

Rf 

( 

t 

iiii,P1Pli ' 
Pa' flY2 

11 qiiii. 
ii iltili 

1 

, i 

I lit 

! 

'0 

I 

i 

I 

NI 
il i 

fr 

1 
II 

II 

if 

II .1111 

11 

II 111 

I; rill 
01 .1 

lid 

I I 

11 I. 

i il 
!I li 

i 11 

HUI 
iir I, 

Opt 

i Iry 

I li i 
1 0 I 

i ii i 

1 If 1 

I 11 1 

I 11 f 

Hi 

ti 

! 

1 

I 

1 

i 

i 

} 

I 

ii 
i 

1 

1 

I 
1 

1 

I 

f 

i 

I 

1 

,I, 

i 

r 

1 

i 

1 

ill 
4 
,. 

11 

II 
ii 

I 
, 

q 



111 



From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 12:31 PM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Subject: RE: sending hard copy of opposition to State Board 

Yes, Ryan is taking the lead on this petition and working closely with Phil and I. 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat @nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 12:30 PM 
To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Subject: sending hard copy of opposition to State Board 

Hi Emel, 

If we wanted to send a courtesy hard copy of our opposition to the State Board, would I address it to Ryan Mallory- 
Jones? Thank you. 

Best, 

Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 

1 



From: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 2:14 PM 
To: Hayat, Becky (bhayat@nrdc.org); daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com; 

arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Unger, Samuel@Waterboards 
Cc: Smith, Deborah®Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; McChesney, 

Frances®Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; 
Coupe, David@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Purdy, 
Renee@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Wyels, 
Philip@Waterboards; Bishop, Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw@epamail.epa.gov; 
rkampalath@healthebay.org; daleshire@awattorneys.com; mhogan@awattorneys.com; 
Lara Leitner (Ileitner@awattorneys.com); greenberg.ken@epa.gov; radeva@ci.agoura- 
hills.ca.us; gramirez@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us; kberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; citymanager@rpv.com; 
dwillmore@rpvca.gov; michaelt@rpvca.gov; mshay@redondo.org; 
ggrammer@rollinghillsestatesca.gov; mike.witzansky@redondo.org; 
ggrammer@rollinghillsestatesca.gov; mhawkesworth@cityofrosemead.org; 
Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; cmarcarello@sfcity.org; dgrilley@sgca.org; 
crichie@cityofsanmarino.org; jschaefer@cityofsanmarino.org; ttlange@santa- 
clarita.com; smorales-choate@santafesprings.org; nshapiro@smgov.net; 
jcarlson@cityofsierramadre.com; eaguliar@cityofsierramadre.com; jhunter@jlha.net; 
kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.org; tybarra@soelmonte.org; jhunter@jlha.net; 
jhunter@jlha.net; jhunter@jlha.net; Ijackson @torranceca.gov; rbeste@torranceca.gov; 
carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; sam.gutierrez@westcovina.org; 
sperlstein@weho.org; jbellomo@willdan.com; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; trodrigue@cityofbell.org; ddolphin@cityofalhambra.org; 
cvll @bellgardens.org; vhevener@ci.arcadia.ca.us; dlazzaretto@ci.arcadia.ca.us; 
ttait@ci.arcadia.ca.us; biniguez@bellflower.org; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; 
jdescalzo@beverlyhills.org; jkolin@beverlyhills.org; chassel@ci.azusa.ca.us; 
dbobadilla@ci.azusa.ca.us; mkeith@cityofbradbury.org; dlopez@baldwinpark.com; 
bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us; afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com; pelkins@carson.ca.us; 
dbiggs@carson.ca.us; fabolfathi@carson.ca.us; mogrady@cerritos.us; 
bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
hnguyen@comptoncity.org; vcastro@ci.covina.ca.us; hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; damian.skinner@culvercity.org; 
john.nachbar@culvercity.org; dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; 
ygarcia@downeyca.org; georged@accessduarte.com; rcasillas@accessduarte.com; 
pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; skatsouleas@elsegundo.org; jfelix@ci.gardena.ca.us; 
mlansdell@ci.gardena.ca.us; moillataguerre@ci.glendale.ca.us; 
ddavies@ci.glendora.ca.us; jcolombo@ghcity.org; ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org; 
hbehboodi@hermosabch.org; staff@hiddenhillscity.org; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; 
thelling@cityofindustry.org; planning@cityofindustry.org; 
lamimoto@cityofinglewood.org; brai@cityofinglewood.org; 
latwell@cityofinglewood.org; afields@cityofinglewood.org; wtam@ci.irwindale.ca.us; 
ehitti@lcf.ca.gov; shaunac@lhhcity.org; mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; 
jdimario@lapuente.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
smandoki@lawndalecity.org; nabbaszadeh@lawndalecity.org; m.rock@lomitacity.com; 
m.mcavoy@lomitacity.com; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; 
esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; jbrown@malibucity.org; cm@citymb.info; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj @citymb.info; cityhall@ci.monrovia.ca.us; 
sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us; ochi @ci.monrovia.ca.us; croberts@aaeinc.com; 

1 



Cc: dbatson@cityofmontebello.com; Ho, Amy; jhunter@jhla.net; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; 
administration@norwalkca.gov; bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; 
jackrydell@caaprofessionals.com; Repp-Loadsman, Sheri@City of Palos Verdes Estates; 

ccash@paramountcity.com; swalker@cityofpasadena.net; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org 
Subject: A-2386 Responses to the Petition and Petition Addendum 
Attachments: E-mail exchange Hayat_9_24_15.pdf 

Parties and Interested Persons: 

Responses to the petition and petition addendum in the above matter submitted in accordance with the State Water 
Resources Control Board's (State Water Board) letters of November 10, 2015, and November 24, 2015, are now 
available at the following web page: 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losangeles wmp.shtml 

The web page also contains a link to the administrative record prepared by the Los Angeles Water Board. 

The State Water Board has received a request from petitioners to submit citations to the transcript for the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Los Angeles Water Board) September 10, 2015, hearing, which has now been 
submitted to the State Water Board as part of the administrative record. This request follows up on a statement in the 
petition addendum that petitioners would provide citations to the transcript at a future date because the transcript was 
not available until the date of filing of the addendum. The State Water Board grants the request, but petitioners are 
directed to provide citations only. Petitioners may not augment or supplement arguments made in their submissions. 

Petitioners have also requested the opportunity to reply to the responses to the petition and petition 
addendum. Petitioners and all other parties and interested persons will have an opportunity to comment on a future 
draft order issued to address the petition and petition addendum. The State Water Board will not allow replies to the 
responses at this point from petitioners or any other parties. 

Finally, the State Water Board has received the motion filed on January 8, 2016, by the Cities of Artesia, La Mirada, 
Norwalk, Pico Rivera, Signal Hill, Bell Gardens, and Huntington Park, to reject the petition as moot and the petition 
addendum as new and untimely. The State Water Board is also aware that similar objections have been made by the Los 
Angeles Water Board and by CASQA in comment letters. 

The State Water Board will address these objections at the time of issuance of the draft order and will give careful 
consideration to the objections. However, it should be noted that petitioners submitted the petition addendum 
following a telephone conversation with State Water Board counsel authorizing submission of supplemental information 
to the State Water Board. A letter and e-mail exchange concerning the authorization is attached to this message for the 
information of all parties. In addition, as acknowledged by the parties urging that the State Water Board reject the 
petition and petition addendum, the State Water Board has wide discretion under Water Code section 13320 to review 
any regional water board action. Petitioners may file a reply to the motion and objections at their discretion, but no 
additional submissions will be considered from any of the parties. 

CO° olorn'i*Nkino, 

Water Boards 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Attorney 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 "I" Street 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 341-5173 

2 
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Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:15 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Cc: ' daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com'; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC letter re Petition Addendum 9 24 15.pdf 

Becky, 

Thank you for your letter summarizing our phone conversation of September 22, 2015. 

In general, your summary accurately reflects our discussion. One point of clarification: You state that "should 
Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current petition before the State Board, the Board would be 
required to issue a 30-day response letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 
9, 2015, or the petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law." It is accurate that the petition will be 
deemed dismissed by operation of law two days after November 9, 2015, if the State Water Board does not issue a 30- 
day letter, but this is true regardless of whether Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current 
petition. The supplement does not alter the time frame for action on the petition, but rather serves to provide the 
State Water Board with a more complete submission on the issues raised by the Environmental Petitioners and of the 
procedural history at the Regional Water Board level in addressing those issues, and thereby assists the State Water 
Board in making a determination as to whether to issue the 30-day letter. 

Feel free to call me if you have any questions. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Office of Chief Counsel 

State Water Resources Control Board 

1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 12:00 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper ( daniel ©lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Please see attached letter regarding our conversation on Wednesday, Sept. 22, 2015, about our petition before the 
State Board that is currently in abeyance. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 

Becky 
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BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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NRDC 

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, 

September 24, 2015 

Thank you for our telephonic discussion on September 22, 2015. On that call, we discussed 
NRDC, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (Environmental Petitioners) pending petition 
before the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board or Board), which is currently in 
abeyance until November 9, 2015. You indicated to me that you spoke with Phil Wye Is and you both 
agreed that there is nothing under the California Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Title 23, Division 3, 
Chapter 6, section 2050.5 that prevents Environmental Petitioners from supplementing their 
current petition before the State Board in light of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's action on September 10, 2015. 

You further stated that should Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their 
current petition before the State Board, the Board would be required to issue a 30-day response 
letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 9, 2015, or the 
petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law. You also stated that while there is no 
format for how Environmental Petitioners may supplement their current petition, but something 
akin to an addendum would be appropriate. Finally, we agreed that the deadline to file such an 
addendum would be November 9, 2015. 

Consistent with this guidance from your office, Environmental Petitioners intend to submit 
an addendum to its pending petition to address the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 
on or before November 9, 2015. However, Environmental Petitioners will make best efforts to give 
the State Board at least two weeks to review the addendum before the Board has to issue the 30- 
day response letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation on these issues. If anything in this letter is inconsistent with 
your understanding, please contact my office immediately. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 2ND STREET 
1 SANTA MONICA. CA 9040 1 1 310.434 2300 F 310.434.2399 0000.000 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

go0 
Water Boards 
Chief Counsel 

lyris@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov 
Thursday, January 28, 2016 2:14 PM 

Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
A-2386 Responses to the Petition and Petition Addendum 
E-mail exchange Hayat_9_24_15.pdf 

This is a message from the State Water Resources Control Board, Office of 

Parties and Interested Persons: 

Responses to the petition and petition addendum in the above matter submitted in accordance with the State Water 
Resources Control Board's (State Water Board) letters of November 10, 2015, and November 24, 2015, are now 
available at the following web page: 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/public notices/petitions/water quality/a2386 losangeles wmp.shtml 

The web page also contains a link to the administrative record prepared by the Los Angeles Water Board. 

The State Water Board has received a request from petitioners to submit citations to the transcript for the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Los Angeles Water Board) September 10, 2015, hearing, which has now been 
submitted to the State Water Board as part of the administrative record. This request follows up on a statement in the 
petition addendum that petitioners would provide citations to the transcript at a future date because the transcript was 
not available until the date of filing of the addendum. The State Water Board grants the request, but petitioners are 
directed to provide citations only. Petitioners may not augment or supplement arguments made in their submissions. 

Petitioners have also requested the opportunity to reply to the responses to the petition and petition 
addendum. Petitioners and all other parties and interested persons will have an opportunity to comment on a future 
draft order issued to address the petition and petition addendum. The State Water Board will not allow replies to the 
responses at this point from petitioners or any other parties. 

Finally, the State Water Board has received the motion filed on January 8, 2016, by the Cities of Artesia, La Mirada, 
Norwalk, Pico Rivera, Signal Hill, Bell Gardens, and Huntington Park, to reject the petition as moot and the petition 
addendum as new and untimely. The State Water Board is also aware that similar objections have been made by the Los 
Angeles Water Board and by CASQA in comment letters. 

The State Water Board will address these objections at the time of issuance of the draft order and will give careful 
consideration to the objections. However, it should be noted that petitioners submitted the petition addendum 
following a telephone conversation with State Water Board counsel authorizing submission of supplemental information 
to the State Water Board. A letter and e-mail exchange concerning the authorization is attached to this message for the 
information of all parties. In addition, as acknowledged by the parties urging that the State Water Board reject the 
petition and petition addendum, the State Water Board has wide discretion under Water Code section 13320 to review 
any regional water board action. Petitioners may file a reply to the motion and objections at their discretion, but no 
additional submissions will be considered from any of the parties. 
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Attorney 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 "I" Street 22nd Floor 
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Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:15 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Cc: 'daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com'; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC letter re Petition Addendum 9 24 15.pdf 

Becky, 

Thank you for your letter summarizing our phone conversation of September 22, 2015. 

In general, your summary accurately reflects our discussion. One point of clarification: You state that "should 
Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current petition before the State Board, the Board would be 
required to issue a 30-day response letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 
9, 2015, or the petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law." It is accurate that the petition will be 
deemed dismissed by operation of law two days after November 9, 2015, if the State Water Board does not issue a 30- 
day letter, but this is true regardless of whether Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current 
petition. The supplement does not alter the time frame for action on the petition, but rather serves to provide the 
State Water Board with a more complete submission on the issues raised by the Environmental Petitioners and of the 
procedural history at the Regional Water Board level in addressing those issues, and thereby assists the State Water 
Board in making a determination as to whether to issue the 30-day letter. 

Feel free to call me if you have any questions. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 

Office of Chief Counsel 

State Water Resources Control Board 

1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 12:00 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel©lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Please see attached letter regarding our conversation on Wednesday, Sept. 22, 2015, about our petition before the 
State Board that is currently in abeyance. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 

Becky 
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BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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NRDC 

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, 

September 24, 2015 

Thank you for our telephonic discussion on September 22, 2015. On that call, we discussed 
NRDC, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (Environmental Petitioners) pending petition 
before the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board or Board), which is currently in 
abeyance until November 9, 2015. You indicated to me that you spoke with Phil Wyels and you both 
agreed that there is nothing under the California Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Title 23, Division 3, 
Chapter 6, section 2050.5 that prevents Environmental Petitioners from supplementing their 
current petition before the State Board in light of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's action on September 10, 2015. 

You further stated that should Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their 
current petition before the State Board, the Board would be required to issue a 30-day response 
letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 9, 2015, or the 
petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law. You also stated that while there is no 
format for how Environmental Petitioners may supplement their current petition, but something 
akin to an addendum would be appropriate. Finally, we agreed that the deadline to file such an 
addendum would be November 9, 2015. 

Consistent with this guidance from your office, Environmental Petitioners intend to submit 
an addendum to its pending petition to address the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 
on or before November 9, 2015. However, Environmental Petitioners will make best efforts to give 
the State Board at least two weeks to review the addendum before the Board has to issue the 30- 
day response letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation on these issues. If anything in this letter is inconsistent with 
your understanding, please contact my office immediately. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 2ND STREET 1 SANTA MONICA. CA 90401 T 310 434 2300 F 310.434 2399 NRDC.ORG 





From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 6:01 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: Fleischli, Steve; Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com); 

bruce@lawaterkeeper.org; arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; Rita Kampalath 
(rkampalath@healthebay.org); Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; McChesney, 
Frances@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Fordyce, 
Jennifer@Waterboards; Ivar .Ridgeway @waterboards.ca.gov; Coupe, 
David@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; 
Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; 
Bishop, Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw @epamail.epa.gov; 
sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; trodrigue @cityofbell.org; 
acablay @cityofbell.org; biniguez@bellflower.org; lgorecki@bellflower.org; 
cvll @bellgardens.org; pwagner@bellgardens.org; ypark@infeng.co; 
cvu@bellgardens.org; mogrady@cerritos.us; bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
gnila @ci.commerce.ca.us; ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; 
ygarcia@downeyca.org; pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez @elmonteca.gov; 
ejeng@elmonteca.gov; jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; 
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; 
mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmayvvood.org; mdanaj @citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 

jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter @cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
Jones, Keith K@DOT 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386: Petitioners' Opposition Motion 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB Opp to Mot to Reject Addendum 1-29-16 FINAL.pdf; B Hayat Decl ISO 

opp to reject 1-29-16 FINAL.pdf; Exhibits to Hayat Decl 1-29-16 FINAL.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
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Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

Please find attached an opposition motion submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, captioned: Petitioners' Opposition to Motion to Reject Addendum as Untimely and to 
Dismiss Petition of Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for Review of 
Watershed Management Program Approvals as Moot. Also attached are a Declaration in support of the opposition and 
accompanying Exhibits. 

Please confirm receipt of this email. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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BECKY HAYAT, Bar No. 293986 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 434-2300 

Attorney for 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

ARTHUR PUGSLEY, Bar No. 252200 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 394-6162 

Attorney for 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

DANIEL COOPER, Bar No. 153576 
LAWYERS FOR CLEAN WATER, INC. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
(415) 440-6520 

Attorney for 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay, for Review by the State Water 
Resources Control Board of the Regional Board 
Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally 
Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal 
Separate Stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, 
Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001 

SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

PETITIONERS' OPPOSITION TO 
MOTION TO REJECT 
ADDENDUM AS UNTIMELY AND 
TO DISMISS PETITION OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE 
COUNCIL, INC., LOS ANGELES 
WATERKEEPER, AND HEAL THE 
BAY FOR REVIEW OF 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM APPROVALS AS 
MOOT 



I. INTRODUCTION 

This opposition addresses an attempt to avoid review by the State Board of a central, 

substantive step in the regulation of municipal stormwater via the May 28, 2015 petition filed by 

the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay (collectively, 

"Petitioners"). Dischargers Artesia, La Mirada, Norwalk, Pico Rivera, City of Signal Hill, Bell 

Gardens, and Huntington Park (collectively, "Dischargers") ask the State Board to reject 

Petitioners' October 30 Addendum to the Petition as untimely and to dismiss the Petition as moot.' 

There is no basis to do so. The Addendum is timely because it was filed before the deadline set by 

the State Board, and is consistent with state law and the process requested by the Board. Further, 

the Petition is not moot because the State Board has not resolved the issues presented in the 

Petition, namely: (1) the legality of conditional approvals, and (2) the substantive inadequacies of 

the Watershed Management Programs ("WMPs"). 

Even if the State Board were to accept Dischargers' arguments, which it should not, the 

Board should still review, on its own motion, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board's ("Regional Board") actions. Review of the adequacy of the WMPs, and the process by 

which they were approved is necessary and appropriate. The State Board has endorsed a "new 

paradigm" for MS4 permitting, subject to minimum standards of accountability and 

enforceability.2 The WMPs at issue here are the first generated pursuant to the new scheme and 

will set the bar for urban stormwater pollution control statewide. Because Petitioners' challenge 

was properly filed, and because the challenge represents the threshold opportunity for the State 

Board to apply the standards articulated in State Board Order WQ 2015-0075 and to provide 

In addition to the motion filed by Dischargers on January 8, 2016, other parties have also tried to 
argue in their responses to the Petition that the Addendum is untimely and/or the Petition is moot. 
These parties include California Stormwater Quality Association, City of Signal Hill, City of 
Covina, City of Claremont, Cities of Artesia, Norwalk, and La Mirada, Los Angeles River Upper 
Reach 2 Watershed Management Area, Lower Los Angeles River Watershed, Lower San Gabriel 
River Watershed, and the Regional Board. For all the reasons set forth in this opposition, the State 
Board should reject those arguments as well. 
2 State Board Order WQ 2015-0075 at pp. 21-22; 37-38. 

PETITIONERS' OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO REJECT ADDENDUM AND DISMISS PETITION 
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statewide guidance on the WMP and Enhanced Watershed Management Program ("EWMP") 

model of municipal stormwater regulation, the Dischargers' motion should be denied. 

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On May 28, 2015, Petitioners petitioned both the Regional and State Boards to review: (1) 

the legality of the Regional Board Executive Officer's action in conditionally approving nine 

WMPs, and (2) the substantive deficiencies in the WMPs. On July 3, the Regional Board gave 

notice that it would review the Petition on September 10. Thus, on August 24, Petitioners 

requested that the State Board place the Petition in abeyance until November 9 to allow the 

Regional Board's review of the Petition to proceed. The State Board granted Petitioners' abeyance 

request. On September 10, the Regional Board ratified the Executive Officer's final approval of 

the revised WMPs despite the significant deficiencies in the finally approved programs. 

Anticipating that Petitioners would also challenge the September 10th decision, on 

September 22, the State Board contacted Petitioners and requested that rather than filing a new 

Cal. Water Code section 13320 petition regarding the Regional Board's decision on September 10, 

Petitioners supplement their existing petition by filing an addendum. The State Board requested 

this approach because: (1) it would provide the Board with a more complete record on the issues 

raised by Petitioners in the Petition and of the procedural history at the Regional Board level, and 

(2) the additional information would aid the Board's determination as whether or not to issue the 

30-day response letter by November 11, 2015, when the Petition otherwise would be dismissed by 

operation of law pursuant to the State Board regulations. (23 C.C.R. § 2050.5(e).) 

After confirming that supplementing the Petition with an addendum is consistent with both 

the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the California Code of Regulations, 

Petitioners agreed to proceed in the manner requested by the State Board. The State Board and 

Petitioners agreed that the deadline to file the Addendum was November 9, and confirmed as much 

in writing. 3 
' 
4 Petitioners filed the Addendum on October 30, 2015, well before the November 9th 

deadline set by the State Board. 

3 Decl. of Becky Hayat, Exh. A. 
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On January 8, Dischargers filed the present motion to reject the Addendum as untimely and 

to dismiss the Petition as moot. (Motion and Supporting Memorandum to Reject as Untimely and 

Moot Challenge Filed by Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 

Heal the Bay to LA Regional Board Decision on WMPs (hereafter "Dischargers' Motion ").) 

III. ARGUMENT 

A. The Addendum was timely filed, consistent with both state law and the process set 
forth by the State Board. 

i. The Addendum was filed consistent with state law. 

Petitioners filed the Addendum consistent with the Porter-Cologne Act and State Board 

regulations. The Dischargers claim that Petitioners failed to comply with statutory and regulatory 

language by filing the Addendum more than 30 days after the Regional Board decision on 

September 10. However, the 30-day timeline to file a petition to the State Board under Cal. Water 

Code section 13320(a) and C.C.R. section 2050(a) applies only to new petitions that are filed 

regarding a regional board action. 

Here, Petitioners' Addendum is not a new section 13320 petition, but rather - as confirmed 

by the State Board itself- a necessary supplement providing the State Board additional 

information for deciding whether the Petition is complete and if a 30-day response letter should be 

issued. The underlying issue in the May 28th Petition was the approval of the WMPs by the 

Regional Board Executive Officer. The Regional Board decision on September 10 ratified the 

Executive Officer's approvals. That action,5 the final step in the multi-step process for approval by 

the Regional Board, is inherently tied to the action challenged in the Petition. The Petition raised 

concerns about the substantive inadequacies of the draft WMPs - inadequacies carried over to the 

final WMPs despite subsequent revisions made by Dischargers. Petitioners again identified the 

4 Id, Exh. B. 
5 It is immaterial that the Petition challenged the Executive Officer's WMP approvals while the 
Addendum challenged the Regional Board's illegal WMP approvals. Pursuant to Cal. Water Code 
§ 13223(a), "[w]henever any reference is made in this [Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act] 
to any action that may be taken by a regional board, such reference includes such action by its 
executive officer pursuant to powers and duties delegated to him by the regional board." 
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continuing WMP deficiencies for the Regional Board at the September 10th hearing. Such 

deficiencies included lack of commitment to meeting interim milestones and final compliance 

deadlines, no schedule to meet compliance "as soon as possible" as required by the 2012 Los 

Angeles MS4 Permit ("2012 Permit" or "Permit"), and unenforceable and contingent volumetric 

reduction targets, among others.6 Despite these significant shortcomings, the Regional Board 

upheld the Executive Officer's approvals. 

Contrary to the Dischargers' claim, the Regional Board action on September 10 was not "a 

wholly separate action" requiring a new petition. (Dischargers' Motion at p. 6.) Instead, it was the 

final step in the approval process challenged in the Petition. The Addendum, therefore, updates the 

Petition to include Petitioners' challenge to the Regional Board's final approval and endorsement 

of the Executive Officer's action. Further, the State Board must consider the full sequence of 

events at the Regional Board level not only to decide whether to mail the 30-day response letter, 

but also to ultimately review and act on the Petition. The 30-day rule pursuant to Cal. Water Code 

section 13320(a) and C.C.R. section 2050(a), therefore, is inapplicable. 

Dischargers' reliance on the State Board's decision regarding the City of El Monte's 

amended petition is misplaced. El Monte submitted an amended petition, which raised new issues 

based on information it asserted was not available at the time its original petition was filed. (State 

Board Order WQ 2015-0075 at p. 7.) The State Board rejected the city's amended petition because 

it found that the additional arguments raised were not based on new information. (Id.) Here, the 

Addendum is a supplement that included the final step in the WMP approval process - the 

Regional Board's ratification on September 10th - and that information was not available prior to 

the May 28, 2015 deadline for submitting the Petition. Indeed, there is nothing under the Porter- 

Cologne Act and State Board regulations that prohibits Petitioners from supplementing the Petition 

with new, additional information when that petition was timely filed pursuant to C.C.R section 

2050(a) and pending before the State Board. 

6 Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting at pp. 217:4 - 231:22. 
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ii. Filing the Addendum is consistent with the process set forth by the 
State Board. 

Following the September 10th Regional Board action, it was clear that the issues 

considered then and those raised in the Petition were inherently intertwined. Thus, the State Board 

contacted Petitioners and informed them that they may supplement their existing petition with an 

addendum. Petitioners followed the State Board's request and timely filed the Addendum on 

October 30, 2015. Dischargers now ask that Petitioners be punished for working with the State 

Board and proceeding in a manner that not only is supported by the law, but also that ultimately 

allowed the parties to proceed in the most efficient manner. 

The State Board should reject the Dischargers' argument, which would have forced 

Petitioners to file two petitions on the same issues. That position lacks legal support and 

undermines administrative economy. Moreover, such a finding would discourage future petitioners 

from working together with the State Board to reach resolutions on procedural matters. The 

process set out by the State Board was lawful and appropriate. Petitioners followed that procedure 

and should not now be prejudiced by being denied the relief sought by the Petition and Addendum. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Addendum was permitted by law, followed the proper 

procedure requested by the State Board, and was therefore timely. 

B. The Petition should not be dismissed as moot because the issues presented hay 
not been decided and effective relief can still be granted. 

The Petition is not moot as the issues presented have not been decided and Petitioners can 

still be granted effective relief. To determine whether a case is moot, a judicial body asks 

"'whether there is a present controversy as to which effective relief can be granted." Feldman v. 

Bomar, 518 F.3d 637, 642 (9th Cir. 2008) (quoting Nw. Envtl. Def. Ctr. v. Gordon, 849 F.2d 1241, 

1244 (9th Cir. 1988)). Here, there is a present controversy, and the State Board can provide 

Petitioners relief. The subject of the Petition was the legality of conditional WMP approvals, both 

procedurally and substantively. 

The Executive Officer acted unlawfully by conditionally approving WMPs -a process 

nowhere provided for in the 2012 Permit. And this unlawful action is capable of repetition as the 
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Regional Board Executive Officer may well "conditionally approve" other non-compliant actions 

by dischargers, rendering the deadlines and conditions of the Permit effectively meaningless. A 

case is not moot if it is "'capable of repetition, yet evading review.'" Turner y. Rogers, 131 S.Ct. 

2507, 2515 (2011) (quoting Southern Pacific Terminal Co. v. ICC, 31 S.Ct. 279 (1911)). Further, 

the threat of repetition looms now; the deadline for submission of final draft EWMPs is in April 

2016 and the Executive Officer may again "conditionally approve" the EWMPs. Because the State 

Board has not resolved the legal question regarding conditional approvals and this unlawful action 

is capable of repetition, the Petition is not moot. 

In any event, Petitioners' entire petition cannot be moot because the State Board must 

resolve the third claim in the Petition - that the WMPs are inadequate. In addition to the legality of 

the conditional approval process, Petitioners challenged the substance of the decision to approve 

deficient WMPs. Petitioners claimed that the conditions failed to address all of the WMP 

inadequacies that continued to exist in the final drafts, such that the WMPs should have been 

denied. The State Board has yet to determine whether the terms of the conditional approvals - and 

the Regional Board's subsequent approval - met or did not meet Permit requirements for full 

program development compliance. The Petition, therefore, should not be dismissed as moot. 

C. Given the statewide precedential impact of the Regional Board actions, the State 
Board should review the Regional Board actions on its own motion. 

Even if the State Board rejects Petitioners' Addendum and dismisses the Petition, which it 

should not, the Board should, on its own motion, review the Regional Board actions that 

Petitioners have challenged. Stormwater runoff is the primary source of surface water pollution in 

Southern California. It is also the main contributor to California's polluted beach problem. Instead 

of having to strictly comply with all numeric limits on stormwater discharges, the current 2012 

Permit allows WMPs and EWMPs as an alternative method of achieving Permit compliance for 

many pollutants. Although this is now viewed as the "new" MS4 permit structure, the ultimate 

goal of the WMP/EWMP alternative compliance approach as expressed by the Board is the same 
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as the goal of any MS4 permit - to achieve water quality standards.' Thus, if dischargers are going 

to be allowed to develop and implement WMPs in lieu of demonstrating strict compliance with 

numeric limits, the Regional Board must enforce the unambiguous WMP development 

requirements of the Permit. So far, the Regional Board has failed to do so. Furthermore, if the 

State Board is going to direct all regional boards to consider the WMP/EWMP approach when 

issuing Phase I MS4 permits going forward,8 it must ensure that dischargers develop the WMPs 

consistent with the provisions of State Board Order WQ 2015-0075. The State Board, therefore, 

should exercise its authority to review these unlawful Regional Board actions - actions that will 

lead to serious human health and environmental harm - and issue an appropriate remedy. 

Dischargers' argument about how Petitioners have already "had a full and fair hearing" 

before the Regional Board misses the point. (Dischargers' Motion at p. 9.) Although the Regional 

Board considered the Petition on September 10, 2015, the State Board has not acted on the Petition 

yet, and Petitioners filed their petition to both the Regional Board and the State Board. There is 

absolutely no authority for Dischargers' claim that "[t]here is no need for the State Board to 

conduct a second review of the previously reviewed decision of the LA Board's Executive 

Officer." (Id.) Cal. Water Code section 13320 and C.C.R. section 2050 give Petitioners the right 

to petition the State Board for unlawful Executive Officer action, and this authority is independent 

from that of the Regional Board. The Dischargers' claims are misguided, and do not outweigh the 

State Board's interest in reviewing these improper Regional Board actions on its own initiative. 

Furthermore, as discussed herein, Petitioners should not be punished for cooperating with 

and relying on the guidance of the State Board. Therefore, in the event the Addendum is rejected, 

the State Board should prevent such prejudice to Petitioners by considering the Regional Board 

actions on its own initiative with full participation of the Petitioners as interested parties. 

/// 

/// 

7 State Board Order WQ 2015-0075 at p. 14. 
81d. at p. 51. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the State Board should deny the Dischargers' motion to reject 

the Petitioners' Addendum and dismiss the Petition. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: January 29, 2016 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 

Becky Hayat 
Attorney for NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. & HEAL THE BAY 

Dated: January 29, 2016 LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

Dated: January 29, 2016 

664A, P4A4-- 
Arthur S. Pugsley 
Attorney for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
& HEAL THE BAY 

LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

Daniel Cooper 
Attorney for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
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DECLARATION OF BECKY HAYAT 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice in the State of California and a Staff Attorney 

at the Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC"). I am counsel for Petitioners NRDC, Los 

Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay (collectively, "Petitioners") in the above-captioned 

Petition. I have personal knowledge of all relevant facts stated herein and if called upon, I could 

and would competently testify thereto. 

2. On April 28, 2015, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

("Regional Board") conditionally approved nine Watershed Management Programs ("WMPs") 

pursuant to the 2012 Los Angeles MS4 Permit ("2012 Permit" or "Permit"). 

3. On May 28, 2015, Petitioners petitioned the Regional Board and State Water 

Resources Control Board ("State Board") to review the Executive Officer's action in conditionally 

approving the nine WMPs. In July and August of 2015, the Executive Officer issued final approval 

letters for the nine WMPs he conditionally approved in April 2015. 

4. On September 10, 2015, the Regional Board considered the Petition and upheld the 

Executive Officer's final WMP approvals. 

5. On September 22, 2015, I received a phone call from Emel Wadhwani, Senior Staff 

Counsel at the State Board, who wanted to discuss Petitioners' plan moving forward given the 

Regional Board decision on September 10. Anticipating that Petitioners would challenge the 

Regional Board action on September 10, Emel told me she had spoken with Phil Wyels, Assistant 

Chief Counsel at the State Board, and they both concluded that instead of filing a new petition 

challenging the Regional Board action on September 10, Petitioners could submit an addendum to 

their petition that was held in abeyance until November 9, 2015, and that proceeding in such a 

manner was consistent with the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and State 

Board regulations. 

6. Two days later, on September 24, 2015, I sent a letter to Emel Wadhwani 

confirming our telephone conversation. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of 

the September 24, 2015 letter. 
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7. Four days after that, on September 28, 2015, I received an email from Emel 

Wadhwani, confirming receipt of the letter dated September 24, 2015 and its accuracy as to the 

procedure and timing for filing the Addendum with the State Board. Attached hereto as Exhibit B 

is a true and correct copy of the September 28, 2015 email. 

8. After confirming that supplementing the Petition with an addendum is consistent 

with state law, Petitioners filed the Addendum on October 30, 2015. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on January 29, 2016, in Santa Monica, California. 

Becky Hayat 
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EXHIBIT A 



NRDC 

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, 

September 24, 2015 

Thank you for our telephonic discussion on September 22, 2015. On that call, we discussed 
NRDC, Heal the Bay, and Los Angeles Waterkeeper's (Environmental Petitioners) pending petition 
before the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board or Board), which is currently in 
abeyance until November 9, 2015. You indicated to me that you spoke with Phil Wyels and you both 
agreed that there is nothing under the California Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Title 23, Division 3, 
Chapter 6, section 2050.5 that prevents Environmental Petitioners from supplementing their 
current petition before the State Board in light of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's action on September 10, 2015. 

You further stated that should Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their 
current petition before the State Board, the Board would be required to issue a 30-day response 
letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 9, 2015, or the 
petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law. You also stated that while there is no 
format for how Environmental Petitioners may supplement their current petition, but something 
akin to an addendum would be appropriate. Finally, we agreed that the deadline to file such an 
addendum would be November 9, 2015. 

Consistent with this guidance from your office, Environmental Petitioners intend to submit 
an addendum to its pending petition to address the Regional Board's action on September 10, 2015 
on or before November 9, 2015. However, Environmental Petitioners will make best efforts to give 
the State Board at least two weeks to review the addendum before the Board has to issue the 30- 
day response letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation on these issues. If anything in this letter is inconsistent with 
your understanding, please contact my office immediately. 

My very best, 

Becky Hayat 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 2ND STREET I SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 T 310.434.2300 F 310.434.2399 NROC.ORG 



EXHIBIT B 



Hayat, Becky 

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards <Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:15 AM 
To: Hayat, Becky 
Cc: 'daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com'; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards 
Subject: FW: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 
Attachments: NRDC letter re Petition Addendum 9 24 15.pdf 

Becky, 

Thank you for your letter summarizing our phone conversation of September 22, 2015. 

In general, your summary accurately reflects our discussion. One point of clarification: You state that "should 
Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current petition before the State Board, the Board would be 
required to issue a 30-day response letter to the dischargers and all interested persons within two days after November 
9, 2015, or the petition would be deemed dismissed by operation of law." It is accurate that the petition will be 
deemed dismissed by operation of law two days after November 9, 2015, if the State Water Board does not issue a 30- 
day letter, but this is true regardless of whether Environmental Petitioners decide to supplement their current 
petition. The supplement does not alter the time frame for action on the petition, but rather serves to provide the 
State Water Board with a more complete submission on the issues raised by the Environmental Petitioners and of the 
procedural history at the Regional Water Board level in addressing those issues, and thereby assists the State Water 
Board in making a determination as to whether to issue the 30-day letter. 

Feel free to call me if you have any questions. 

Emel 

Emel G. Wadhwani 
Senior Staff Counsel 

Office of Chief Counsel 

State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-322-3622 
Fax: 916-341-5199 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 12:00 PM 

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards 
Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com) 
Subject: NRDC Letter re Petition Addendum 

Hi Emel, 

Please see attached letter regarding our conversation on Wednesday, Sept. 22, 2015, about our petition before the 
State Board that is currently in abeyance. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 

Becky 
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BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney * 

Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 8:54 AM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Subject: RE: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386: Petitioners' Opposition Motion 

Hello Ms. Hayat, 

I'm writing to let you know that this Opposition has been received. Thank you, and have a great day. 

Water Boards 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Attorney 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 "I" Street 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 341-5173 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org] 
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 6:01 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: Fleischli, Steve; Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.com); bruce@lawaterkeeper.orq; 
arthur@lawaterkeeper.orq; Rita Kampalath (rkampalath@healthebay.orq); Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; McChesney, 
Frances@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; 
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov; Coupe, David@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Wadhwani, 
Emel@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw@epamail.epa.gov; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; acecivil@aol.com; 
trodrigue@citwfbell.orq; acablay@cityofbell.orq; biniguez@bellflower.orq; lgorecki@bellflower.orq; cyll@bellgardens.orq; 
pwagner@bellgardens.orq; ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.orq; mogrady@cerritos.us; bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa @ci.claremont.ca.us; csneed @ci.claremont.ca.us; dnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
dinan@ci.cornmerce.ca.us; hrodriguez @cityofcudahy.ca.us; asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.orq; 
ygarcia@downeyca.org; pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; lesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; ejeng@elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.orq; inoorbaksh@hgcity.orq; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.orq; mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; 
mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.orq; Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; 
shahram.kharaghani@lacity.orq; vivian.marduez@lacity.orq; hubertus.cox@lacity.orq; hamid.tadayon@lacity.orq; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; andre.dupret@cityofnnaywood.orq; 
mdanaj@citymbinfo; Imyers@cityofmaywood.orq; ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; 
administration @norwalkca.gov; bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.orq; gderas@pico-rivera.orq; julie carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
linda lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; Meg McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.orq; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.orq; 
smyrter@cityofsignalhill.orq; jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.orq; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.orq; pubwks@cityofwhittier.orq; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
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jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT 
Subject: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386: Petitioners' Opposition Motion 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

Please find attached an opposition motion submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay, captioned: Petitioners' Opposition to Motion to Reject Addendum as Untimely and to 
Dismiss Petition of Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for Review of 
Watershed Management Program Approvals as Moot. Also attached are a Declaration in support of the opposition and 
accompanying Exhibits. 

Please confirm receipt of this email. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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From: Hayat, Becky <bhayat@nrdc.org> 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 3:02 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; bruce@lawaterkeeper.org; Daniel Cooper 

( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com); Rita Kampalath (rkampalath@healthebay.org); 
Fleischli, Steve; Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards; 
Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; 
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov; Coupe, David@Waterboards; Purdy, 
Renee@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; 
Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw @epamail.epa.gov; sgomes@cityofartesia.us; 
acecivil@aol.com; trodrigue @cityofbell.org; acablay @cityofbell.org; 
biniguez@bellflower.org; lgorecki@bellflower.org; cvll @bellgardens.org; 
pwagner@bellgardens.org; ypark@infeng.co; cvu@bellgardens.org; 
mogrady@cerritos.us; bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us; 
asantos@cityofcudahyca.gov; ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; 
jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov; dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.org; 
ygarcia@downeyca.org; pwmaintenance@elmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; 
ejeng@elmonteca.gov; jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbaksh@hgcity.org; 
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org; mackerman@hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; 
mstowell@cityoflamirada.org; mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; 
lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us; rwooldridge@ci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org; 
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; shahram.kharaghani@lacity.org; 
vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.cox@lacity.org; hamid.tadayon@lacity.org; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltran@lynwood.ca.us; 
andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; mdanaj @citymb.info; Imyers@cityofmaywood.org; 
ekiepke@willdan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; administration@norwalkca.gov; 
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa@norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@paramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org; gderas@pico-rivera.org; 
julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; linda_lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
Meg_McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; 
jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing @cityofsignalhill.org; smyrter @cityofsignalhill.org; 
jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@sogate.org; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney@ci.walnut.ca.us; 
rwishner@ci.walnut.ca.us; MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@cityofwhittier.org; 
pubwks@cityofwhittier.org; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrero@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov; jguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
Jones, Keith K@DOT 

Subject: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386: Petitioners' Submission of Record Citations 
Attachments: NRDC LAWK HTB not of sub of rec cit 2-8-16 FINAL.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

1 



Please find attached a notice submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal 
the Bay, captioned: Notice of Submission of Record Citations for Petition Addendum of Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Inc., Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for Review of Watershed Management Program Approvals. 

Please confirm receipt of this email. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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BECKY HAYAT, Bar No. 293986 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, 
1314 Second Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 434-2300 

Attorney for 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

ARTHUR PUGSLEY, Bar No. 252200 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
120 Broadway, Suite 105 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
(310) 394-6162 

Attorney for 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
AND HEAL THE BAY 

DANIEL COOPER, Bar No. 153576 
LAWYERS FOR CLEAN WATER, INC. 
1004A O'Reilly Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
(415) 440-6520 

Attorney for 
LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and 
Heal the Bay, for Review by the State Water 
Resources Control Board of the Regional Board 
Executive Officer's Action to Conditionally 
Approve Nine Watershed Management Programs 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Municipal 
Separate Stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, 
Order No. R4-2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001 

SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2386 

NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF 
RECORD CITATIONS FOR 
PETITION ADDENDUM OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE 
COUNCIL, INC., LOS ANGELES 
WATERKEEPER, AND HEAL THE 
BAY FOR REVIEW OF 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM APPROVALS 
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Please Take Note: 

This Notice of Submission of Record Citations is filed in accordance with the instructions 

served via e-mail by the State Water Resources Control Board, Office of Chief Counsel, to all 

parties to this matter on January 28, 2016. The purpose of this Notice is solely to provide citations 

from the September 10, 2015 Regional Board hearing transcript to Petitioners' Addendum. 

The following table lists footnotes in the Addendum and their appropriate citations to the 

September 10th Regional Board hearing transcript: 

Footnote 21 Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting at pp. 241:20 - 243:17; 
252:15 - 272:9. 

Footnote 43 Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting at pp.260:17 - 262.9. 
Footnote 54 Certified Transcript for September 10, 2015 Meeting at pp. 260:17 - 262.9; 

266:24 - 267:15. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: February 8, 2016 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 

Becky Hayat 
Attorney for NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. & HEAL THE BAY 

Dated: February 8, 2016 LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

akti, .9e 

Arthur S. S. Pugsley 
Attorney for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 
& HEAL THE BAY 

PETITIONERS' NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF RECORD CITATIONS 
Page 1 



Dated: February 8, 2016 LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

Daniel Cooper 
Attorney for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER 

PETITIONERS' NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF RECORD CITATIONS 
Page 2 



From: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 3:42 PM 
To: 'Hayat, Becky' 
Subject: RE: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386: Petitioners' Submission of Record Citations 

Hello Ms. Hayat, 

Your submission has been received. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

40m41 

Water Boards 

Ryan Mallory-Jones 
Attorney 
Office of Chief Counsel 
1001 "I" Street 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 341-5173 

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat @nrdc.orq] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 3:02 PM 
To: Mallory-Jones, Ryan@Waterboards 
Cc: arthurOlawaterkeeper.orq; bruce@lawaterkeeper.orq; Daniel Cooper ( daniel @lawyersforcleanwater.com); Rita 
Kampalath (rkampalath @healthebay.org); Fleischli, Steve; Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; McChesney, 
Frances@Waterboards; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards; 
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov; Coupe, David@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Wadhwani, 
Ennel@Waterboards; Okun, Lori@Waterboards; Lauffer, Michael@Waterboards; Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Bishop, 
Jonathan@Waterboards; Smith, Davidw @epamail.epa.gov; sgomes @cityofartesia.us; acecivil @aol.com; 
trodrigue@cityofbell.orq; acablay@cityofbell.orq; biniguez@bellflower.orq; Iciorecki@bellflower.orq; cv11@bellgardens.orq; 
owadner@bellgardens.orq; vgarkPinfeng.co; cvu(abellgardens.orq; mogrady@cerritos.us; bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us; 
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us; ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us; csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us; dnila@ci.commerce.ca.us; 
ginan@ci.commerce.ca.us; hrodriguez(acityofcudahy.ca.us; asantosPcityofcudahvca.gov; 
ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov; jpulido(acityofcudahyca.gov; dliu@diamondbarca.gov; JWen@downeyca.orq; 
ygarcia@downeyca.orq; DwmaintenanceOelmonte.ca.gov; jesusgomez(aelmonteca.gov; ejeng @elmonteca.gov; 
jcolombo@ghcity.org; inoorbakshPhgcity.orq; jenriquez@huntingtonpark.orq; mackerman©hpca.gov; cdixon@hpca.gov; 
mstowellOcityoflamirada.org; mmunoz@cityoflamirada.orq; dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us; lobrienOci.la-verne.ca.us; 
rwooldridgeOci.la-verne.ca.us; kvivanti @lakewoodcity.orq; Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov; 
shahram.kharaghani(alacity.orq; vivian.marquez@lacity.org; hubertus.coxPlacity.orq; hamid.tadayon@lacity.orq; 
jkekula@lynwood.ca.us; esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us; abeltranOlynwood.ca.us; andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org; 
mdanajOcitymb.info; ImyersOcityofmaywood.orq; ekiepke(awilldan.com; dgarcia@norwalkca.gov; 
administration@norwalkca.gov; bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov; afigueroa @norwalkca.gov; ccash@paramountcity.com; 
sho@coramountcity.com; rbobadilla@pico-rivera.orq; ciderasOgico-rivera.orq; julie carver@ci.pomona.ca.us; 
linda lowry@ci.pomona.ca.us; Meg McWadePci.pomona.ca.us; Icyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us; smorales- 
choate@santafesprings.org; Morales-Choate, Sarina@SANTAFESPRINGS; jhunter@jlha.net; kfarfsing@cityofsignalhill.orq; 
smyrter@cityofsignalhill.org; jhunter@jlha.net; acervantes@soqate.orq; carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us; 
Kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us; ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us; mrooney @ci.walnut.ca.us; rwishnerPci.walnut.ca.us; 
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MBarcelo@ci.walnut.ca.us; dpelser@citvofwhittier.orq; pubwks @citvofwhittier.orq; palva@dpw.lacounty.gov; 
tgrant@dpw.lacountv.gov; gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov; ageorge(adpw.lacountv.gov; jguerrero©dpw.lacounty.gov; 
jesusgomez@elmonteca.gov; gosmena@dpw.lacounty.qov; jguerrer @dpw.lacounty.gov; Jones, Keith K@DOT 
Subject: SWRCB/OCC File A-2386: Petitioners' Submission of Record Citations 

Dear Mr. Mallory-Jones, 

Please find attached a notice submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal 
the Bay, captioned: Notice of Submission of Record Citations for Petition Addendum of Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Inc., Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for Review of Watershed Management Program Approvals. 

Please confirm receipt of this email. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My very best, 
Becky 

BECKY HAYAT 
Attorney* 
Water Program 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL 

1314 SECOND STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
T 310.434.2308 

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG 
NRDC.ORG 
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 

Please save paper. 
Think before printing. 
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