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.



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

LWEST@NRDC.ORG
NRDC.ORG

Please save paper.
Think before printing.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
October 27, 2014

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

REVIEW OF THE EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP'S
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.C 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.C
(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.C 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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
"LA County MS4 Permit — Revised Draft East SGV WMP" with a copy to
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov.

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.1.(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 poliutants 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.C 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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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 lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213)
620-2150.

CL.ocy Deptg F.0
e
PE —

nger,
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
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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.C 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.q.ii.
Waterbody-Pollutant
Classification (page
59)

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.

The MS4 permit requires WMPs to include the applicable WQBELs for every
approved TMDL within the WMA. The draft WMP does not include the
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 WQBELSs to comply with provisions of
Part VI.E 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 watér limitations for
Category 3 waterbody-pollutant combinations (WBPCs).

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

The WMP needs to provide a clear schedule that demonstrates
implementation of the BMPs will achieve the required interim metal
reductions hy the campliance deadlines. Whereas Tables 5-6 through 5-9
present the type of structural BMPs to be implemented by each City, there are
no specific dates for installation; the WMP schedule should describe timelines
through 2022.

Lo e e St - Olmr 3 SAMud, UNGER FOLntve omHgen

220 West 4th Bt Sonte 200, Los ATQeiss, CA D03 | warw walarBasnis oa goviosargsics




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -2- Octoher 27, 2014
LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group’s draft WMP Submittal

Issue and MS4 Permit
Provision {Permit
Page Number)

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

Part VI.C.5.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 possibie 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- October 27, 2014
LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group’s draft WMP Submittal

Issue and MS4 Permit
Provision (Permit
Page Number)

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

Part VI.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 Caitrans 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
Permitiees to control the contribution of poliutants 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.2.3.viii and
VI.A.4.a.iii), Therefore, the Group should ensure that it is closely




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -4 - October 27, 2014
LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group’s draft WMP Submittal

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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TO: East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group

(See Distribution List)
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

DATE:

SUBJECT:

October 24, 2014

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 90"
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 85" 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.



October 24, 2014

3. The report presents the existing runoff volumes and required volume reductions to
achieve the 85" 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-
stormwater 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. Inthe 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 50 and
90" percentile existing concentration presented in Table 5-2 should be provided.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

October 27, 2014

Ms. Gail Farber, Director Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer

County of Los Angeles Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Department of Public Works Department of Public Works

Watershed Management Division, 11" Floor Watershed Management Division, 11" Floor
900 South Fremont Avenue 900 South Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803 Alhambra, CA 91803

REVIEW OF THE ALAMITOS BAY/LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED
MANAGEMENT AREA DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO
PART VI.C 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.C
(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 | SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

320 West 4th St., Suite 200, Los Angeles. CA 80013 | www.watarboards.ca.gov/losangeles



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 VI.C 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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
"LA County MS4 Permit — Revised Draft ABLLC WMP” with a copy to
lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov and Rebecca.Christmann@waterboards.ca.gov.

If the necessary revisions are not made, the County and the LACFCD will be subject to the
baseline requirements in Part VLD 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 (WQBELSs) in Part VL.E and Attachments N and Q pursuant to
subparts VL.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VI.E.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively.

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

(@) 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



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

pursuant to Part IV.C 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.Christmann@waterboards.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 |var.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at
(213) 6820-2150.

Sincerely,

60. oo L/ UFS@‘\
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

Attachment to October 27, 2014 Letter Regarding the Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel
Watershed Management Area Draft Watershed Management Program,
Pursuant to Part VI.C 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 Commentsand 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 inthe Los Cerritos Channel
freshwatersubwatershed as well as the LACFCD infrastructure
withinthe Los Cerritos Channel Estuary subwatershed and the
Alamitos Bay subwatershed. Therefore, the WMP needsto present
and evaluate water quality data forthe Los Cerritos Channel
Estuary, Colorado Lagoon, Alamitos Bay and San Pedro Bay, if
available. Monitoringdatathatshould be evaluatedinthe revised
WMP include TMDL monitoring data for the Colorado Lagoon;
bacteriadata 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 ChannelEstuary,
Alamitos Bay and San Pedro Bay.

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

Parts VI.C.5.a.ii(1) and iv(1) The WMP needsto addressthe copperdry weatherwaste load
Water Body-Pollutant allocation. Copperislistedin Table 3as a Category 1 pollutant
Classification during bothwetand dry conditions, but does not appearto be

furtheraddressedinthe 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 needstoinclude and address in the RAA all
applicable water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) to
comply with provisions of Part VI.Eand 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 Angelesand 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, “Asrecognized by the
footnote in Attachment K-7 of the Permit, the County and the

CHARLES STRINGER, cHaiR | SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFIGER

320 Wast 4th St , Suite 200, Los Angeies. CA 90013 | www waterboards ca.gov/losangeies
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LACFCD have enteredintoan Amended Consent Decree with the

United States and the State of California, including the LARWQCB,
pursuantto which the LARWQCB has released the County and the
LACFCDfrom responsibility for Toxicpollutantsinthe Dominguez
Channeland the Greater Harbors.”

This statement misinterprets the Regional WaterBoard’s findings.
Footnote 1to Table K-7 of the LA County MS4 Permit states, “The
requirements of this Ordertoimplement the obligations of this
TMDL do not apply toa Permittee tothe extent thatitis
determinedthatthe Permittee has been released from that
obligation pursuanttothe Amended Consent Decreeentered in
United Statesv. Montrose Chemical Corp., Case No. 90-3122 AAH
(JRx).” As stated in the responsesto comments received onthe
Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants
TMDL, “...primarily one pollutant, DDT, is associated with the
Superfundsite and also addressed by the TMDL. The TMDL
addresses numerous pollutants and utilizes a different process than
Superfund. The otherpollutants —heavy metals, PAHs, PCBs and
otherlegacy pesticides are not within Superfund’s focusatthe
Montrose OU2 Site...”

Further, the WQBELs applicable to the County and LACFCD pursuant
to the TMDL, whichare in Attachment N, Part E of the LA County
MS4 Permit, are forongoing dischargesfrom the MS4, not for the
historiccontamination of the bed sediments. Therefore, the
statementin the draft WMP incorrectly concludes that the
aforementioned Consent Decree releases the County and LACFCD
fromany obligationtoimplement the WQBELsin AttachmentN,
Part E.

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

The WMP needsto specify the applicable receiving water
limitations forthe Category 2 waterbody pollutant combinations
(WBPCs) listedinTable 2. In addition, pH needsto be added to the
list of Category 2 pollutantsin Table 2.

The WMP needsto addressthe pollutantsidentified onthe 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 forindicator bacteriain Alamitos Bay.

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

The WMP needstospecify the applicablereceiving water
limitations forthe Categdry3 WBPCs. Inaddition, the WMP needs
toinclude the rationale fornotincluding aluminum as a Category 3
pollutant.

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

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

The WMP needstoinclude asource assessment regarding known
and suspected storm waterand non-storm water pollutant sources
in dischargesto the MS4 and fromthe MS4 to receiving waters.
The source assessment should include (1) adiscussion of findings
fromimplementation of the minimum control measures underthe
2001 Permit;(2) a discussion of the dataand conclusions fromthe
TMDL source investigations; and (3) TMDL monitoring datafor
Colorado Lagoon from the LACFCD storm drain.

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

The WMP needstoidentify onamap the County’s MS4s within the
County Island; catch basins and major outfalls forthe County and
LACFCDin the Los Cerritos Channel subwatershed; and catch basins
and majoroutfalls forthe LACFCDin the Los Cerritos Channel
Estuary subwatershed and the Alamitos Bay subwatershed.
Regional Water Board staff is aware that the CIMP identifies 4
outfallstothe Los Cerritos Channel, 2or 3 of which are potentially
majoroutfalls (Figure 13, Table 6, pp. 23-24). However, the WMP
shouldinclude thisinformation as well.

In Figure 2 of the WMP, the Palo Verde Drain appearsto be
depictedinthe wronglocation.

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

The WMP needsto prioritize and addressthe Category 2and 3
WBPCs for the Los Cerritos 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 by the compliance deadlines. In addition, justification
and supporting datais required to supportthe expected reductions
in pollutantloads.

The WMP needsto specify astrategy to achieve the final water
quality-based effluent limitations for the 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 deviceson
the 4 catch basins withinthe County Island by July of 2017;
justificationis needed to demonstrate thatthis schedule is as short
as possible.

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

The WMP needstospecify astrategy that will be implemented to
preventoreliminate non-storm waterdischarges, if necessary
based on the findings of the non-storm water screening program.

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

The WMP needstoinclude the implementation actions to be
carried out by the LACFCD or jointly by LACFCD and the City of Long
Beach that have been proposed inthe Colorado Lagoon Restoration
Projectand that will be implemented to achieve compliance with




Attachment to Letter Regarding the

-4- October27, 2014

Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Draft WMP

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.h.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 support the expected reductionin
pollutantload, in orderto demonstrate compliance with the interim
WLAs that must be met by 2017 and 2020, as specifiedinthe LCC
Metals TMDL Implementation Plan. Where the AB/LCC group 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/findingsinthe revised
WMP.

The WMP needstoinclude control measuresto achieve the interim
and final WQBELs for the Colorado Lagoon Toxics TMDL and the
interim WQBELs for the Harbors Toxics TMDL 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 nextfew years, the County will upgrade
a portion of its mechanical broom street sweepers with new high
efficiency vacuum street sweepers.”

In addition, the WMP states, “The County plansto implement CPS
devicesonthe 4 catch basins withinits jurisdictioninthe AB/LCC
WMA by July of 2017. Construction of the CPS devicesis contingent
upon appropriate field conditions and athorough design review.
CPSdevicescannot be installed inareas where they may adversely
affect flood protection orin catch basinsthat are too shallow to
house CPS devices.” The WMP needsto clearly identify whenthe 4
catch basins will be assessed asto whetheraCPS device is feasible.
The WMP needstoinclude acontingencyif the CPS device cannot
be installedin one or more of the catch basins.

The revised WMP needsto provide more specificity with regards to
the schedule of implementation forthese watershed control
measuresthat demonstrates compliance with the interim
compliance deadlinesformetals.

in addition, the revised WMP needsto address how the LACFCD will
comply withthe trash requirementsfor catch basins and outfallsin
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 [oads
Reasonable Assurance Analysis for Cu, Pb, and Zn during wet weather, and the required wet
weatherload reduction. However, the calculated load reductions
were done incorrectly. Since the 95-acre County {sland is about 1%
of the entire Los Cerritos Channel watershed; thenthe County’s
portionofthe WLAs is 1%. In addition,the RAA did notaddressthe
non-storm water copper WLAs or other pollutantsin Category 1 for
the Colorado Lagoon Toxics TMDL and Harbors Toxics TMDL. The
Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) needsto address all
applicable WQBELs in Attachments N and Q and otherapplicable
waterbody-pollutantcombinations falling within Categories 2 and 3.
(See alsodetailed comments onthe County’s RAAin the attached
memorandum.)

Part VI.C.5.c The WMP needstodemonstrate thatthe interim deadlines are
Compliance Schedules being orwill be achieved. Inaddition, the WMP needstoinclude
the interimand final compliance deadlines forSe pte mber 30, 2023,
for the wet weatherwaste load allocation and dry weather waste
load allocation, respectively.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

TO: Bill Johnson, P.E.
Alamitos Bay/Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Program

FROM: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguye //TZ'/
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

DATE: October 24, 2014

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 aréa 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 effiuent 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.

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), Bl 5151 U2 - Line A - Long Beach, Bl
0450 - line G - Alamitos Bay, BI 5101 U2 - Line A - Long Beach, and Bl 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.

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 Permitis 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.

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 90" 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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10.

The report did not describe how the model was calibrated, including calibration results
comparedto 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.

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.

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. :

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.

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.

The flow and water quality time series output at the watershed outlet must be provided
using the 90" percentile of modeled pollutant concentration and mass per day for wet
event days consistent with the expression of the WQBELSs 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).

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.

Per the RAA Guidelines, the required load reductions to achieve interim and final
WQBELSs 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 w
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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.

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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
October 28, 2014

Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group
(See Distribution List)

REVIEW OF THE LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP'S
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.C OF THE LOS
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND PART VII.C 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 Manhagement 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 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.C
(Watershed Management Programs) of the LA County MS4 Permit and must be approved by
the Regional Water Board.
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LCC Watershed Management Group October 29, 2014
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3

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.C 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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
"LA. County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft LCC WMP" with a copy to

Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov and Chris.Lopez@waterboards.ca.gov.

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 Jimitations (WQBELS) in Part VI.E and
Attachment Q pursuant to subparts VLE.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and VLE.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.C 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 Chris.Lopez@waterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 576-6674.
Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. lvar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water Permitting Unit,
by electronic mail at lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

0

-A AL sng b ‘.‘ R
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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

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

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 Exceeédance” 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.ii.(2)-(3)
{Category 2 and 3
Pollutants — Receiving
Water Limitations)

The draft WMP notes that ammonia has been proposed for delisting and

Part VI.C.5.a.iv.(2) therefore will not be addressed. To justify this position, the Group should
(Prioritization — Ammonia) | present the data demonstrating that there is no longer an impairment due
to ammonia to support delisting.

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 alsé 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.

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

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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LCC Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

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 feast 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 incude 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.




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -3-

October 29, 2014

LCC Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

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
WQBELs.
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LCC Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

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.

ftems 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 pérmit
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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LCC Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
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)
(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.(5)
{Reasonable Assurance
Analysis — Limiting
Pollutants)

The RAA identifies zinc and E. coli as the limiting poilutants 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 demanstrates 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.)




Attachment to Letter Regarding the

-6- October 29, 2014

LCC Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

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 poliutant reductions to meet early
interim milestones/deadlines. Additionally, as part of the adaptive
management pracess, 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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LCC Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

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 reguirements, and inspecting industrial facilities—ensure
that all industrial facilities are implementing BMPs as required.
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LA County M54 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 Codperative 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 M54 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 contro! 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 V1.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.




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -9- October 29, 2014
LCC Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

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 inciuded.

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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Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group

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

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 Analysus (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 thé confidence that
these measures can achieve the near-term interim WQBELs by September 2017.

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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Los Cerritos Channel WMP Group - October 29, 2014

B. Modeling comments regarding analysis of copper, lead, zinc, DDT, PCB, PAH, and bacteria
concentrations/loads in Attachment A of the draft Los Cerritos Channe! 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.

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. Mode! 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 poliutant
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).

We note that modeling was not conducted for organics (DDT, PCBs, and PAHSs). 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.

The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume reductions and
proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to achieve the 85" percentile, 24-hour
volume retention standard for each major watershed area. The same information on the
runoff volume associated with the 85" 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.

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.



Los Cerritos Channel WMP Group October 29, 2014

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 Regional Water Quality Control Board

October 28, 2014

Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group
(See Distribution List)

REVIEW OF THE LOWER LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GROUP’S
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.C OF THE LOS
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND PART VII.C 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 V.A (Receiving Water Limitations) and Part VI.E and
Allachments L through R (Tolal Maximurn 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.C
(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 M54 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.C 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.qgov with the subject line
"LA County MS4 Permit — Revised Draft Lower LA River WMP” with- a copy to
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov and Chris.Lopez@waterboards.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 O 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 Acl section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii); ,

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

(d) Implement watérshed 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 (WQBELSs) 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.C 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 the Storm Water
Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qov or by phone at {213)
620-2150.

Sincerely,

| ¥ i
i 2 { 7

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.



Lower Los Angeles River Mailing Distribution List

Name

Jason Wen
Konya Vivanti
Anthony Arevalo
Emilio Murga
Sarah Ho

Arturo Cervantes
Steve Myrter
Mohammad Mostahkami
Angela George
Robert Wu

John Hunter

City
Downey
Lakewood
Long Beach
Lynwood
Paramount
Pico Rivera
Signal Hill
South Gate
LA County, DPW
Caltrans
Consultant

Email Address

JWen@downeyca.org
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov
emurga@lynwood.ca.us
sho@paramountcity.com
acervantes@pico-rivera.org
SteveMyrter@cityofsignalhill.org
mmostahkami@sogate.org
ageorge @dpw.lacounty.gov
robert.wu@dot.ca.gov
ihunter@ijlha.net
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Enclosure 1 to October 28, 2014 Letter Regarding the Lower Los Angeles River
Watershed Management Area Draft Watershed Management Program

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

LA County MS4 Permit

S Summary of Comments and Necessary Revisions
Provision

Section 1.1 of the draft WMP states, “the goal of these
requirements is to reduce the discharge of pollutants from M54s
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
Partvi.C.1.d effluent limitations in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R

(Purpose of Watershed pursuant to the corresponding compliance schedules, (ii) do not
Management Program, page 47) | cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations
in Parts V.A and VL.E and Attachments L through R, and (iii) do not
include non-storm water discharges that are effectively
prohibited pursuant to Part lil.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.

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.5.a.iii.{1)(a)(v)
(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

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

The MS4 Permit requires a map of the M54 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

Part VI.C.5.a.iii.(1)({a)(vii) submitted with the revised WMP. In addition, Section VII.A of
(Source Assessment, page 60) 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,

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.”

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

This statement misinterprets the Regional Water Board’s findings.
Footnote 1 to Table K-4 of the LA County MS4 Permit states,
“[tlhe 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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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 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 VHIP 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 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 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.{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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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. MCMSs, 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 contréls 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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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. [t 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 |V of
the Caltrans Permit require that Caltrans prioritize all TMDLs for
implementation of source control measures and BMPs, with
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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 V1.D.6.e of the LA
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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.

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

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

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

Part VI.C.5.c.iii.(3) compliance date for the lower Reach 2 and Reach 1 of the LA
{Compliance Schedules - River is 2024 for achieving the dry-weather WQBELSs. A Load

Bacteria) 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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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

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 O, 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”.'

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 WQBELSs 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, *[a]il 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 LARE...” (p. 3-28). Clarification is needed as to whether the LLAR WMP addresses
discharges to the Los Angeles River Estuary or not.
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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.

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 taples 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
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concentrations/loads and aliowable 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 organi¢s (DDT, PCBs, and PAHSs). 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 85™ percentile, 24-hour
volume retention standard for each major watershed area. The same information on the
runoff volume associated with the 85™ 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 § 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.

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.




o tasur o

CALIFORN)A

Water Boards

tos Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
October 30, 2014

Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group
(See Distribution List)

REVIEW OF THE LOWER SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA
DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.C OF THE LOS
ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) PERMIT
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001; ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175) AND PART VIL.C 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
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 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.C
(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 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.C 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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.qov with the subject line
"LA County MS84 Permit — Revised Draft Lower San Gabriel River WMP” with a copy to
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov and Chris.L.opez@waterboards.ca.gov.

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
VIE.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.C 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 Chris.Lopez@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 576-6674.
Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. Ilvar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm Water Permitting Unit,
by electronic mail at |var.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

o
..,.,......Q A€\

Samuel Unger, PE.
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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

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

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 M54 Permit, the
goals of the Watershed Management Programs are to “... ensure that
discharges from the Permittee’s MS4: (i) achieve applicable water quality-

Part VI.C.1.d based effluent limitations in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R
(Purpose of Watershed pursuant to the corresponding compliance schedules, (ii) do not cause or
Management Program) 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 Ill.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. '

The MS4 permit requires WMPs to include the applicable numeric

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.{1) WQBELSs for each approved TMDL within the WMA. These should be
{Category 1 Pollutants) 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.

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.

Part VI.C.5.a.ii.(2)-(3)
(Categories 2 and 3
Pollutants)
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the -2- October 30, 2014
LSGR Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

Part VI.C.S.a.iii.(1){a){vii)
{Source Assessment)

"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
VIilL.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 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. -

Part Vi.C.5.a.iv
{watershed Control
Measures)

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.”

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 schédule 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 idéntified 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-

October 30, 2014

LSGR Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

Part VL.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 limitatioris/deadlines for the “limiting
pollutants” for TMDLs and concludeés 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 cleatly 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
jt 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- October 30, 2014
"~ LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP

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 recoghizes 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 énsure 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 —

S8 346 Copper Reductions)

The draft WMP appears to rely mostly on the phase-out of coppeér 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,




Attachment to Letter Regarding the

-5- October 30,2014

LSGR Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

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
poilutant.

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- October 30, 2014
LSGR Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

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.




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -7- October 30, 2014 -
LSGR Watershed Management Group's Draft WMP

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 Amendmaent 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 extenit 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
Iimplementation Agreements and/or the Cooperativé Implementation
Grant Program, Caltrans may receive credit for compliance units, which
are needed for compliance undér 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- October 30, 2014
LSGR Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

LA County MS4 Permit
Provision*

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(4){a)
{Watershed Control
Measures, page 63)

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
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 process than
Superfund. The other pollutants — heavy metals, PAHs, PCBs and other
legacy pesticides are not within Superfund’s focus at the Montrose QU2
Site...”

Further, the WQBELs in Attachment P, Part E of the LA County MS4 Permit
and Part VIIL.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)
{Legal Authority)

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
Beach should be submitted in the revised WMP.




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -9- October 30, 2014
LSGR Watershed Management Group’s Draft WMP

AT M Spnull Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision
Provision*
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 VI.C.5.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 500n 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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

TO:
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DATE:

Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group

: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
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,

Group.

2014, which was submitted by the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management

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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2. 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 assessmenit
of progress toward the interim and final WQBELSs and receiving water limitations every
two years.

LSGR WMA is also subject to Category 2 priority pollutants, including coliform bacteria.
The LSGR WMP proposes to address bacteria with the same runcff 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
poliutant 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.

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
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).

We note that modeling was not conducted for rganics (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.

. The report presents the existing runoff volumes, required volume reductions and
proposed volume reductions from BMP scenarios to achieve the 85" 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 85"
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.

. 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 outfali 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.

. 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 Regional Water Quality Control Board

October 27, 2014

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed
Management Group
(See Distribution List)

REVIEW OF THE LOS ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2 WATERSHED MANAGEMENT
GROUP’S DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO PART VI.C
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.C

(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 determiined that, for the most
part, the draft WMP includes the elements and analysis required in Part VI.C of the LA County
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed
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Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group - October 27, 2014
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3

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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
"LA County MS4 Permit — Revised Draft LA River Upper Reach 2 WMP" with a copy to
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.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 (WQBELSs) in Part VI.E and
Attachments O 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 VL.E and set forth in Attachment O 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.C 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 lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov 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 UpperiReach 2 Mailing Distribution List

Name

Terry Rodrigue
Doug Willmore
Philip Wagner

Chau Vu
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Attachment to October 27, 2014 Letter Regarding the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed
Management Group’s Draft Watershed Management Program (WMP) Submittai Pursuant to Part VI.C
of the LA County MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175)

Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WMP

Issue and MS4 Permit

Provision {Permit _ Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision
Page Number)

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
Part VI.C.5.0.ii. characterize the receiving water quality in the vicinity of the Group’s watershed area. The Group

Waterbody-Pollutant | c3nuse its monitoring data once available to confirm whether the Category 3 WBPCs are
Classificati appropriate or whether the list should be modified. Regional Water Board staff note that Table 2-

assification (page 7 identifies several pollutants as Category 3; however, the reasonable assurance analysis {RAA)
59) 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.

e 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.

e Although the RAA includes modeling to assess existing loads overall, the source

Part VI.C.5.0.iii. assessmgnt {Section 2.3) does not use modeling to evaluate specific sources. The draft
Source Assessment WMP does refer to statements included in the various TMDLs applicable to the
watershed area, but there is no indication that the model resuits from the different
(page 59-60) TMDLs were used in the pollutant source assessment. The draft WMP should consider
existing TMDL modeling data, where available, when refining the source assessment.

e  Aprocess 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 some 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 aréas for the major outfalls still needs to be
developed, the process and schedule for developing this should be indicated.)

Whife Table 2-7 acknowledges the past due dates for the Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds
Part VI.C.5.a.iv. and Related Effects TMDL and final deadlines for the LA River Metals TMDL, LA River Bacteria,
Prioritization (page and other TMDLs, the LA River Metals TMDL includes interim dry and wet weather limitations
50) 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 1a category {highest priority), since some compliance deadlines have
already passed.
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the -2- October 27, 2014
LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group’s draft WMP Submittal

Issue and MS4 Permit
Provision (Permit
Page Number)

Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision

Part VI.C.5.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 1a pollutant in Table 2-7. Section 1.3.3 of the CIMP notes that MS4 discharges
appear to comply with applicable foads 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, “{t]he 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 on these limiting poliutants.

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 project$ 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 Managenient
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- October 27, 2014
LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group’s draft WMP Submittal

Issue and MS4 Permit

Provision (Permit Regional Water Board Staff Comment and Necessary Revision
Page Number)

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
Part VI.C.5.b. ) . .
SB346 progressively phases out copper content in brakes of hew

el cars (5% by weight until 2021, 0.5% by weight until 2025),
Watershed Control " ) , .
additional structural BMPs may still be needed to reduce copper
Measures (pages 61- . . . .
64) loads prior to entering receiving waters and eliminate copper

exceedences of RWLs.

Assumptions regarding Pollutant Loading from Permitted Industrial Facilities

e 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.

, See attached memorandum with specific comments on the Group’s Reasonable
Reasonable Assurance Analysis for Category 1 poflutants.

Assurance Analysis —

Category 1 Pollutants

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




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -4- October 27, 2014
LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group’s draft WMP Submittal

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 poliutants
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-poliutant combination.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quahty Control Board

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group

G
C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen /

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

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 O, 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.

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 in¢lude 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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LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group October 27, 2014
Comments on Draft WMP Reasonable Assurance Analysis

The concentration-based WQBELSs for metals listed on page 78 of the WMP are
incorrect and should not be used to set allowable loads. The correct concentration-
based WQBELSs for metals, which can be used in lieu of calculating allowable loads
during dry weather, are identified in Attachment O, Part C.2.c. The load-based WQBELs
for metals applicable during wet weather, which are identified in Attachment O, Part
C.2.d of the permit should be used to calculate the allowable load and required reduction
for metais during wet weather conditions. In summary, allowable pollutant loadings
should be calculated separately for wet and dry weather using the WQBELSs listed in
Attachment O, 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.

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. !f concentration-based WQBELs
are selected to be used to calculate the allowable loads, and these allowable loads are
different from the mass-based WQBELSs listed in Attachment O, the WMP should provide
a clear explanation on how the proposed concentration-based WQBELSs and allowable
loads were derived from the WQBELs in Attachment O.

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 mode! output (see Figures A and B, for
example). These discrepancies could be due to the usage of the 90" percentile year for
the predicted results of pollutant loads. Further, all model results of pollutant loads are
presented in terms of Ibs/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
WQBELSs in Attachment O of the MS4 Permit.

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 mode! 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.

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 90" 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.




LA River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group October 27, 2014
Comments on Draft WMP Reasonable Assurance Analysis

4. The report used a pollutant load-based approach to evaluate BMP performance and
compliance with applicable WQBELSs 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 90" percentile critical condition consistent with the expression of
the WQBELs in Attachments N and O to estimate the baseline condition. In addition, per
RAA Guidelines, the model output should include stormwater runoff volume and
poliutant concentration/lioad 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 mode! 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 90" 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.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

October 27, 2014

Dr. Shahram Kharaghani Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer
City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Department of Public Works

Sanitation Watershed Management Division, 11" Floor
Watershed Protection Division 900 South Fremont Avenue
1149 South Broadway, 10" Floor Alhambra, CA 91803

Los Angeles, CA 90015

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.C 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-
2012-01735), 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.C

(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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Dr. Kharaghani and Ms. Farber October 27, 2014
Draft WMP Review . Page 2 of 3

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.C 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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
“LA County MS4 Permit - Revised SMB JG7 WMP” with a copy to
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov and Rebecca.Christmann@waterboards.ca.gov.

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 (WQBELSs) in Part VI.E and Attachment M pursuant to subparts
VILE.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 WQBELSs and receiving water limitations
pursuant to Part VI.LE 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.C 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 Ms. Rebecca Christmann of the Storm Water
Permitting Unit by electronic mail at Rebecca.Christmann@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at

(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may aiso contact Mr. Ivar Ridgeway, Chief of the Storm
Water Permitting Unit, by electronic mail at ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at
(213) 620-2150.

w : ¥ .L)/,
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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contro! Board

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.C 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 (1G7) 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;
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the

-2- October 27,2014

Draft WMP for City of Los Angeles Area SMB JG7

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

'captu re 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

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 MCM:s.

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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

October 21, 2014

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.C 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.C

(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.C of the LA County
MS4 Permit. However, some revisions to the City's draft WMP are necessary. The Regional
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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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
"LA County MS4 Permit — Revised Draft Walnut WMP" with a copy to
lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qov and Chris.Lopez@waterboards.ca.gov.

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 VIL.E and Attachment P pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3) and
VILE.2.e.i.(1)-(3), respectively.

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

(@) 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 'scurce 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.C 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.
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Chris Lopez of the Storm Water Permitting Unit by
electronic mail at Chris.Lopez@waterboards.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 lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qgov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

Shermnnil ()'39\

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, RKA Consulting Group
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Attachment to October 21, 2014 Letter Regarding the City of Walnut’s Draft Watershed Management
Program Submittal Pursuant to Part VI.C 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’ reéeiving 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
fonger 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 £. coli instead of fecal or
total coliform.

Category 2 Pollutants — Benthic
Macroinvertebrate
Bioassessments

Part V1.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).
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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,
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Issue and MS4 Permit Provision

Regional Water Board Staff Comment

Watershed Control Measures —
information on Structural
Controls and BMPs

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

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
proposed Regional BMPs (on page 45), nor is there a thorough
description of the type of BMP that will be installed. The City also
references “a 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
these local BMPs,

Regional Water Board staff recommends that the Cityinclude 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.
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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 lllicit 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.
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Issue and MS4 Permit Provision

Regional Water Board Staff Comment

Watershed Control Measures —
Milestones

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

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
BMPs that it plans to implement, Example milestones may include
milestones for planning and design, beginning construction, and
completing construction. The only interim milestone that is
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.

Reasonable Assurance Analysis -
Category 1 Pollutants

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

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
should also include interim milestones. Additionally, the City must
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
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,
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Issue and MS4 Permit Provision

Regional Water Board Staff Comment

Reasonable Assurance Analysis —
Category 2 Poliutants

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

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

As noted in a previous comment, bacteria should be modeled using
E. coli instead of fecal coliform.

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.

Compliance Schedules for
Category 1 Pollutants

Part VI.C.5.c.iii.(1)-(2)

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.

The City’s submittal does not include any compliance deadlines
occurring within the permit term for Category 1 pollutants (i.e. lead
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.
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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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

TO:

FROM

DATE:

Melissa Barcelo
City of Walnut

: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen

REGIONAL PROGRAMS SECTION

October 21, 2014

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 WQBELSs 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 £. 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 1012 MPN (for 25"
and 75™ 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 90" percentiles of mass loads of lead presented in Figure A of this
attachment are 32 Ibs/day and 0.37 Ibs/day respectively in San Jose Creek and in
Walinut Creek Wash. In terms of 90" percentile model year, the total lead loads would be
2464 Ibs/year and 28 Ibs/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.Il.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 90™ 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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l.os Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
October 22, 2014

Mr. Frank Senteno, City Engineer
City of El Monte

Department of Public Works
11333 Valley Bivd.

El Monte, CA 91731

REVIEW OF THE CITY OF EL MONTE’S DRAFT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM,
PURSUANT TO PART VI.C 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 poliutants 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.C
(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.C of the LA County
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Mr. Senteno, City of El Monte October 22, 2014
Draft WMP Review Page 2 of 3

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 losangeles@waterboards.ca.gov with the subject line
“LA County MS4 Permit - Revised Draft EI Monte WMP" with a copy to
lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov.

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 O and P pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-
(3) and VLE.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.C 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.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213)
620-2150.

Sincerely,

Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer

Enclosures:
Attachment 1 Comments and Necessary Revisions to Draft WWMP
Attachment 2 Comments on Reasonable Assurance Analysis for the City of EI 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.C 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 VI.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 wazer discharges at two
outfalls, one in the Rio Hondo subwatershed and one in the San Gabrie! 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 $10 (LA River) and 514
(SG River) should be considered. Additionally, applicable tributary monitoring data
{such as for Rio Hondo @ TS06 conducted from 20G2-04) should be considered as
well as data collected during TMDL deveiopment for Legg Lake (and Peck Road Park
Lake, if applicable).

Part VI.C.5.a.ii,
Waterbody-Pollutant
Classification (page 53)

Category 1 Waterbody-Pollutant Combinations:

Category 2 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 emitted 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,

The draft WMP should be revised to identify the applicabie 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
poliutant in accordance with the 2010 303(d) list.

Toxicity and pH for Rio Hondo should be included as Category 2 Poliutants in
accordance with the 2010 303(d) fist.

The draft WMP does not include Cyanide as a Category 2 pollutant though the WMP
acknowledges water quality bas 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, uniess documentation confirming that there are no discharges from the City's
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Attachment to Letter Regarding the -2- October 22, 2014
City of El Monte’s draft WMP Submittal

issue and MS4 Permit
Provision (Permit Page
Number)

Regional Water Board Staff Comment

Category

MS4 to Peck Road Park Lake is included in the revisad 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.

3 Waterbody-Pollutant Combinations:

The City's submittal does nat 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-poliutant 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 since they are already in Category 1.

Lead in the San Gabriel River does not need to be included as a Category 3 poliutant
as it is already included as a Category 2 pollutant.

Part VI.C.5.q.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 M54 to receiving waters.
The data and conclusions from TMDL source investigations regarding known and
suspected stormwater and non-stormwater poliutant sources should be included in
the draft WMP's source assessment, '




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -3- . October 22, 2014
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 impliement pollutant controls
but few details are included and watershed contro! 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
poliutants:

o Nitrogen-Peck Rd Park Lake

o lLead-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 tc 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 diaft 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 metch 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
contral 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 poliutants 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 resuits of its watershed
modeling and the necessary pollutant reductions.” The WMP reeds to be revised to
specify a strategy for poilutants in Catagories 2 and 3.

i




Attachment to Letter Regarding the -4 - October 22, 2014
City of El Monte’s draft WMP Submittal

Issue and MS4 Permit
Provision {Permit Page Regional Water Board Staff Comment
Number)

* Asstated above, the RAA did not include all pollutants identified in
Categories 1, 2 and 3, as required. The RAA needs to include these

Part VI.C.5.b. Selection other pollutants and the City needs to propose appropriate BMPs in

of Watershed Control the WMP where the RAA indicates that load reductions for these
Measures (pages 61-64) pollutants are required. '
continued

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

Reasonable Assurance | pollutants or surrogates need to be included in the RAA.

Analysis — Category 1
Poilutants

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

The WMP did not model any pollutants in Categories 2 and 3. These

Reasonable Assurance | pollutants or surrogates need to be included in the RAA.

Analysis — Categories 2
and 3 Pollutants

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

FROM

DATE:

Mr. Frank Senteno, City Engineer
City of El Monte

: C.P. Lai, Ph.D., P.E. and Thanhloan Nguyen

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

October 22, 2014

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 EI 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 O, 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 to 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.

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.

The City has estimated nutrient baseline loading and the required reduction for Peck
Road Park Lake. However, the City did not include any poliutant reduction plan to
reduce nutrient loading to the lake based on the review of the City and LACFCD that
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Mr. Frank Senteno -2- October 22, 2014
City of El Monte

4.

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.

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 poliutants 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.

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.

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.

The 90™ 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.

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.

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.



Mr. Frank Senteno -3- October 22, 2014
City of ElI Monte

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).

. 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 L-8: Seatter Plot for LA River Copper

34
.
LR TS TY @ w ey
Y]
=
I
©
I
T, .
° &
g
“
i 8
]
)
0
S 3
e of
@ 4 6% @ 9
n %o s ¢ & o .
5 ? F o d R & & &
S A N & g ¢ 5 &
& Ry A A0 W o v A R e (\{y 0\.
J ) 3 \ 3 o
R N U S @ At o
Wet Day
Figure 1-9: Scatter Flot for LA River Lead
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Figure 1-10: Scatter Plot for LA River Zinc
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Figure A. Model predicted results from RAA Report
for City of El Monte
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

April 28, 2015
Permittees of the East San Gabriel Valley Watershed Management Group'

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.C 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 lll.A (Prohibitions — Non-
Storm Water Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land
Development Program. Pursuant to Part V1.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 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 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 fo 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 assurance analysis (RAA),
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 WLASs 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 Gabriel River Reach 1 and San
Gabriel River Estuary.?

2 pccording 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 Wainut Creek because they do not drain {o 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)
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2. Revise Table 4-3 of the revised draft WMP to inciude “Interagency coordination,”
“Hydromodification Control Plan,” and “Sewage system maintenance, overflow, and spill
prevention,” which are requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit. (See Parts
VL.A.2.a.viii, VI.A.4.a.iii, and VI.D.2, among others, regarding “interagency coordination”;
Part V1.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 |l 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 WMG shali 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
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 not 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
milestoneés for BMP capacities (in acre-feet);
e Table 5-17 “Control Measures to be 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/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 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 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 ESGV 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 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, consfruction schedulé, 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 concarning 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 action 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 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.

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 XVII1.6 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;

« Identifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding;

« ldentify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective;

« ldentify 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 Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at
(213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

] Al -
Samuel Unger, P.E”
Executive Officer

Enclosure: Distribution List



EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WMG DISTRIBUTION LIST

Name City Email Address

Latoya Cyrus San Dimas lcyrus @ci.san-dimas.ca.us
Loretta Mustafa Claremont imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us
Kathleen Trepa Claremont ktrepa@ci.claremont.ca.us

Brian Desatnik Claremont bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us
Cari Sneed Claremont csneed@ci.claremont.ca.us

Lisa O'Brien La Verne lobrien@ci.la-verne.ca.us
Rafferty Wooldridge La Verne rwooldridge @ci.la-verne.ca.us
Julie Carver -|Pomona julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us
Meg McWade Pomona Meg McWade@ci.pomona.ca.us




o
*ﬁ Eomune G. Brown Ja.
= ; GOVERNOR
N R

CALIFOANIA

Water Boards b 7777777777

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

April 28, 2015

Ms. Gail Farber, Director Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer

County of Los Angeles Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Department of Public Works Department of Public Works

Watershed Management Division, 11" Floor Watershed Management Division, 11" Floor
900 South Fremont Avenue 900 South Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803 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.C 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 lll.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 | Samuel UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

320 West 4th 8t.. Suite 200, Los Angelas, CA 90013 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles

&
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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 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
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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

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:

e Section 5 “Watershed Control Measures;”

e 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

e 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/WLAs 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/WLAs
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 XVIIl 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:

e Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment Q of the LA County MS4 Permit according to
the milestones set forth in its WMP;

s Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters;

o Stormwater retention milestones; and

e 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:

e 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: '

» |dentify 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.Christmann@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at
(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may also contact Mr. lvar Ridgeway, Chief Storm Water
Permitting Unit, at lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

Siisal Urgn

Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer
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cc. Angela George, Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Jolene Guerrero, County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
William Johnson, County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
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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.C of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VI1.C 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 thé 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 Hl.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 Angetes County Flood
Control District; and the cities of Beliflower, Cerritos, Dawney, 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.

? Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations), Part
Vill (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part IV.B (Prohibilions — Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part VII.D-
VILM (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 amendnients 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

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 8-1: Final Compliance Dates for Category 1, 2, and 3 Poliutants

e Table 6-2: Interim Milestone Targets between December 28, 2012 and December 28,
2017

* Table 6-3: Summary WMP Implementation and Milestone Schedule

e Table 6-4: WMP Implementation Schedule ~ Ongoing Measures Phase 1

* Table 6-5: WMP Implementation Schedule — Measures with Interim Milestones Phase 1

e Table 6-6: WMP Iimplementation Schedule — Ongoing Measures Phase 2

¢ Table 6-7: WMP Implementation Schedule — Measures with Interim Milestones Phase 2

¢ Table 6-12: Sub-Basin Implementation Measures

e 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 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
WQBELS/WLAs in Part VI.E and Attachments N and Q 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 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 VIIL.E.1.d.

* Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VIl (general TMDL provisions) and Parts Viii.J
and VIILP (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.¢ and
VLE.2.d.i.(4)(c) of the LA County MS4 Permit, and Parts VII.C.2.f and VIIL.E.1.d.iii of the Long
Beach MS4 Permiit.

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 XVII! 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 iniplement 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/redevelopmerit, 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 tight 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 VVI.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:

e Applicable WQBELs/WLAs in Attachments N and Q of the LA County MS4 Permit and
Parts VIIL.J, and VIIL.P of the Long Beach MS4 Permit according to the milestones set
forth in its WMP;

* |mproved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters;

o Stormwater retention milestones; and "

e 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 XVII1.6 of the LA County MS4 Permit and Attachment E, Part XVIil.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;
« lIdentifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding;
e |dentify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective:
 |dentify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the
rationale for the changes; and
s 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.L opez@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. Alternatively,
you may also contact ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at

lvar Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

KM (_,),\jy\

Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer

Enclosure: Mailing Distribution List




Los Cerritos Channel Watershed Management Group
Mailing Distribution List (via email)

Bernardo Iniguez
City of Bellflower
biniguez@bellflower.org

Mike O'Grady
City of Cerritos
mogrady@cerritos.us

Jason Wen
City of Downey

jwen@downeyca.org

Konya Vivanti
City of Lakewood
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org

Anthony Arevalo
City of Long Beach
Anthony. Arevalo@iongbeach.qov

Sarah Ho
City of Paramount
sho@paramountcity.com

Steve Myrter
City of Signal Hill
smyrter@cityofsignathili.org

Keith Jones
Caltrans
kiones@dot.ca.qov

Terri Grant
Los Angeles County Flood Control District
tarant@dpw.lacounty.gov
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

April 28, 2015
Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles 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.C of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C 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 implément 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.LE and Attachments L through R (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions),
and by customizing the control measures in Parts 1Il.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, Lynwaood, Paramount, Pico Rivera, Signal Hill, and
South Gate. 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
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 LLAR 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
LLAR 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 LLAR 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 LLAR 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 LLAR WMG's submittal of the revised draft WMP, Board
staff had a meeting on January 23, 2015 with LLAR WMG representatives and consultants. to
discuss the Board’s cormments and the revisions to the draft WMP, including the supporting
reasonable assurance analysis (RAA), which would address the Board's comments. The LLAR
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 fallows: 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-
VIL.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 deadiines for the achievement of interim or final dry-weather WQBELSs 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 WQBELSs are achieved
by April 28, 2031. ‘

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,

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.
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.

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).

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.
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 includé in table,
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 ¢hange the Chapter 3 1D 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 regardiess 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

VII.C. 8 b-c of the Long Beach MS4 Permit. The Los Angeles Water Board will determme the
LLAR Permittees' compliance with the WMP on the basis of the compliance actions and
milestones included in the WMP, mcludmgl but not limited to, the followvng
* 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 Permit®, 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
WQBELs/WLAs in Part VI.E and Attachment O of the LA County MS4 Permit.* Further, per Part

2 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permil are Parts VII.C 3 and VIIL.E. 1.d.

* Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VIil (general TMDL provisions) and Parts VIILK,
VIRL, VIILM, VIILN, and Vill.O {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 Permittees 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 V|.C.2.c and
VLE.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 XVill 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,
JIncluding: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 V1.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 VIl.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/MWLAs in Attachment O of the LA County MS4 Permit and Parts
VILK, VIILL, VIILM, VIILN, and VIII.O of the Long Beach MS4 Permit accordmg to the
milestones set forth in its WMP;

¢ Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters;

« Stormwater retention milestones; and

e 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 XVII1.6 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;

« lIdentifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding;

e ldentify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective;

* ldentify significant changes to control measures during the prior year(s) and the
rationale for the changes; and

e 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. Lopez@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. Alternatively,
you may also contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

6;«»«»-2{(-)"' -4

Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer

Enclosure: Mailing Distribution List
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Jason Wen
City of Downey
jwen@downeyca.org

Konya Vivanti
City of Lakewood
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org

Anthony Arevalo
City of Long Beach
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov

Emilio Murga
City of Lynwood
emurga@lynwood.ca.us

Sarah Ho
City of Paramount
sho@paramountcity.cor

Gladis Deras
“City of Pico Rivera
gderas@pico-rivera.org

Steve Myrter
City of Signal Hill
smyner@cityofsiqnalhill.orq

Arturo Cervantes
City of South Gate
acervantes@sogateé.org

Keith Jones
Caltrans
kiones@dot.ca.qov

Terri Grant
Los Angeles County Flood Control District
tarant@dpw.lacounty.gov
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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.C of the LA County MS4 Permit and Part VII.C 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 Itl.A (Prohibitions ~ Non-Storm Water
Discharges) and VI.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land

' Permitiees 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, Hawailan Gardens, La Mirada,
Lakewood, Long Beach, Norwalk, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, and Whittier. 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 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.

? Equivalent requirements in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are as follows: Part VI.A (Receiving Water Limitations), Part
VIl (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 foliowing 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 achievément 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 speécificity 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 mét 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 regardiess 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 of 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)

o 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 WMP shall constitute compliance with permit provisions pertaining to applicable
WQBELs/WLASs 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
achievernent 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,

8 Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Parts Vi1.C.3 and VIIL.E. 1.4,

* Corresponding provisions in the Long Beach MS4 Permit are Part VII| (general TMDL provisions) and Parts VIIi.P
and VIILQ (provisions speécific 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/WLASs through outfall and receiving water monitoring. See Parts VI.C.2.c and
VILE.2.d.i.(4)(c) of the LA County MS4 Permit, and Parts Vil.C.2.f and VHII.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 XVIli 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 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 VIl.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 appréved 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 Managenient

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/WLAs in Attachments N and P of the LA County MS4 Permit and
Parts VIII.P and VII1.Q of the Long Beach MS4 Permit accordmg to the milestones set
forth in its WMP;

» Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters:

« Stormwater retention milestones; and

e Multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year and will contmue 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 XVII1.6 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;

« |dentifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effective, and
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding;

« ldentify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective:

» ldentify 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 therationale for each change.

As part of the adaptive management process, any modifications to the WMP, including ahy
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 niust
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 Angelés 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.Lopez@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 576-6674. Alternatively,
you may also contact Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at
Ivar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer

Enclosure: Mailing Distribution List
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Carlos Alba
City of Artesia
acecivil@aol.com

Bernardo Iniguez
City of Bellflower
biniguez@bellflower.org

Mike O'Grady
City of Cerritos
mogrady@cerritos.us

David Liu
City of Diamond Bar
DLiu@DiamondBarCA.Gov

Jason Wen
City of Downey
iwen@downeyca.org

ismile Noorbaksh
City of Hawaiian Gardens
inoorbaksh@hgqcity.org

Marlin Munoz
City of La Mirada
mmunoz@cityoflamirada.org

Konya Vivanti
City of Lakewood
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org

Anthony Arevalo
City of Long Beach
Anthony.Arevalo@longbeach.gov

Adriana Figueroa
City of Norwalk
afigueroa@norwalkca.gov

Gladis Deras
City of Pico Rivera
gderas{@pico-rivera.org

Sariha Morales-Choate
City of Santa Fe Springs

sarinamoraleschoate@santafesprinqs.orq

David Pelser
City of Whittier
dpelser@cityofwhittier.org

Keith Jones
Caltrans
kiones@dot.ca.qov

Terri Grant
Los Angeles County Flood Control District
tgrant@dpw.lacounty.qov
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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.C 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 |1l.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 WMG’s draft WMP. A separate notice of availabiiity 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.
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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 WMG'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 foliowing 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 reguirements 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 Los 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.”In Table 1-6 of the revised draft
WMP, include First Phase deadlines for full implementation 6f 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 O, Table O-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 réference 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 présent 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., Ibs/day) for the numeric values for
clarity.

% This alternative language is included in two other revised draft WMPs and is acceptable to the Las Angeles Water
Board. See footnote 23 of the Lower Los Angeles River revised draft WMP and footnote 17 of the Lower San Gabrial
River revised draft WMP.
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6. 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 section.

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

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 demonstratifg
compliance with applicable receiving water limitations and TMDL-baséd 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.

8. Include interim milestones for LID Street implementation for each Permittee, associated
with the LID Street Required Tributary Area by LAR UR2 WMG WMA Pemittee in Table
5-1 and Figures 5-1 to 54 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, pér Part
4.C.3.c) and d) of the 2001 LA County MS4 Permit. Therefore, erforcement 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
Permuttees comphance wuth 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 “Petential-Non-Structural BMP Enhanced Implementatnon Efforts;"

e 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 “Fentative-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, 8and 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/WLASs in Part VI.E and Attachment O 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/MWLAs
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 XVIil of the LA County MS4 Permit. For multi-year efforts,
the LAR UR2 WMG shail 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 rétention
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 WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment O of the LA County MS4 Permit according to
the milestones set forth in its WMP;
» Improved water quality in MS4 discharges and receiving waters;
e 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 XVII1.6 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;

« |dentify 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 lvar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at Ivar Ridgeway@waterboards ca.qov or by
phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

vt il

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 Ms. Gail Farber, Chief Engineer

City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Department of Public Works

Sanitation Watershed Management Division, 11" Floor
Watershed Protection Division 900 South Fremont Avenue

1149 South Broadway, 10" Floor Alhambra, CA 91803

Los Angeles, CA 90015

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.C 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 lll.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 | SaMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

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

&
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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 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
VI1.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 WQBELSs, 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 Corﬁpliance 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:

e 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/lLACFCD 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:
e 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;

+ |dentifying the most effective control measures, why they are the most effectwe and
how other control measures can be optimized based on this understanding;

o Identify the least effective control measures, why they are ineffective, and how the
control measures can be modified or replaced to be more effective;

e 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.Christmann@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at
(213) 576-5734. Alternatively, you may also contact ivar Ridgeway, Chief Storm Water
Permitting Unit, at Jvar. Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.qgov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

]
w (/’}"“j)/\
Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer

- c¢.  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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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

April 28, 2015

Ms. Mary Rooney

City of Walnut

Community Services Division
21201 La Puente Road
Walnut, CA 91789

APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, OF THE CITY OF WALNUT’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 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.C 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 Ill.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 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 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 Water 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 fo 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 be 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. coli, 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 poliutant (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:

s Section 3.0 Minimum Control Measures

» Table 4-4 Allowable Daily Lead Loads (Computed for the Baseline Wet Day with the 90"
Percentile Lead Load)

¢ Table 4-5 Allowable Bacteria Loads for 90" 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
o Section 4.9 Green Streets
» Section 4.10 Regional BMPs




Ms. Rooney, City of Walnut -4 - April 28, 2015

¢ 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 90" 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 90™ 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 poliutants)

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;
» Sto_rmwater 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:

e 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 var

Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213)
620-2150.

Sincerely,

- Ne

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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Los Angeles Ragional Water Quality Controt Baard

April 28, 2015

Mr. Frank Senteno, City Engineer
City of El Monte

Department of Public Works
11333 Valley Bivd.

El Monte, CA 91731

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.C 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 IlI.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.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

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.

Text was added to Section 1.8.3 under sub-section Legg Lake stating, “In order to
address the required poliutant reductions for Legg Lake, six catch basins along Mountain
View Road will be retrofitted with Modular Wetland Systems to remove both trash and
nutrients.”

*Maintenance Guidelines for Modular Wetland System — Linear,” which is a reference
document for the Appendix outlining the procedures for maintaining the modular wetland
systems. ,

“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.

“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.
"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. _

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.

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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. 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.

. 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 poliutant for San Gabriel River
(Reach 3) in Table 1-5. :

. Add applicable Receiving Water Limitations where left blank in Tables 1-5 and 1-6 of the

revised draft WMP,

. 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.

. 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 poliutant load reduction for
the proposed BMPs. Include demonstration that the proposed BMPs will achieve
poliutant 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).

. 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 O-1 of Attachment O 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;
ii. “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.
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”

e Section 1.8.1 “Minimum Control Measures (MCMs)"

e 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)

s 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)

e Table 1-14 “LA River Bacteria” (as revised on April 27, 2015)

o Table 1-15 “Legg Lake Modeled Nutrients Reduction Required”

« Table 1-19 "San Gabriel River Lead” (as revised on April 27, 2015)

e Table 1-20 “San Gabriel River Bacteria” (as revised on April 27, 2015)

e 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”

s 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 O and 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 requirefents 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.LE.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 XVill 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
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 subwatershéd 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 WQBELs/WLAs in Attachment O 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;
e Stormwater retention milestones; and
e 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 XVII1.6 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;

» |dentify 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 lvar
Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213)
620-2150. ‘

Sincerely,

s Ungan

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
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

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

Lower Los Angeles River Watershed”

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat
ershed management/los angeles/lower losangeles/LowerLAR WMP DraftRevisedl.pdf
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

Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Area
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat
ershed management/los angeles/upper reach2/15-01-27LARUR2WMARevWMP.pdf

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

City of Walnut

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat
ershed management/walnut/WatershedManagementPlanREV42215.pdf

City of El Monte

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/wat
ershed management/el monte/EIMonteRevisedDraftWatershedManagementProgram1-22-

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/programs/stormwater/municipal/watershed

management/index.shtml
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Lower Los Angeles River

Permit Citation

Staff C from October 30, 2014

Analysis of Revised WMP Responsiveness to Staff C

Conditional Approval Requi

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

{s), etc. to assess 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."

The response, and other statements throughout the document,
that no i to" or actions” or

associated timelines are made.

No Requirement to address Oct.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment

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."

to the

No change was made in the in resp:

No Requirement to address Oct.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment

Part VI.C.S.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.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment

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

No Requirement to address Oct.

30, 2014 Staff comment

Part VI.C.5.biv.(5) If the Group believes that that [sic] this approach demonstrates that S uasmadelinithe e lolthe ar to comply with Permit term.
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."
"We note that modeling was not conducted for organics {(DDT, PCBs, and N o o0
Part VI.C.5.b.iv.(5) PAHs). It is not clear why these pollutants were not modeled or why No change was made in the i response to the 1 "““"el"‘e'f h" T 2Ot Stafficomment
previ deling of these could not be used....An explanation SIS LA R SCE
for the fack of is needed.”
he Dominguez | Los Angeles and Long Beach Harb 9 n n
e Channel snd Creater e el No change was made in this section of the document and there is no| No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment

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

Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL was [sic) appears to be completely omitted

from the draft WMP."

inclusion of analysis of pollutant controls, as requested.

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 MS4 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 8ay, and
it remains unchanged from the 2014 version of the WMP.

No Requirement to address Oct.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff 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 to achieve i dlines fro interim
and/or final WQBELs."

No change was made in the in resp: to the

No Requirement to address Oct.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment

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

"For waterbody-p not d by TMDLs, the M54
Permit requires that the plan using the bl
analysis (RAA) that the activities and control tobei

will achieve applicable receiving water limitations as soon as possible....[The
RAA] does not address the question of whether compliance with fimitations
for pollutants not addressed by TMDLs could be achieved in a shorter time
frame."

No Requirement to address Oct.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment

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 in respt to the

No Requirement to address Oct.

or to comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment




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 commant
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 d for
each modeled subbasin. it more ion is needed as to
what i the ‘inc and* ive' 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 non-
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

d WMP R to Staff Ci

Analysis of R

Conditional Approval Requirements

Part VI.C.5.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 resp implies no cc nt 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.5.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. e to assess .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.

Ifthe 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.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 Regquirement 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 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.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 9-6 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 Requireme:

nts

"The WMP did not model and 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-pallutant combination.™

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

"..the WMP should utilize General Industrial Storm Water Permittee monitoring
results...to assess and potentially refine estimates of pollutant loading from the
identified "non-MS4" areas.

The recommended action was not done.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 5taff comment or to

“The draft WMP should consider existing TMDL modeling data, where avaifable, when
refining the source assessment.

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

Part VE.C.5.a.iii

"A process and schedule for developing the required spatial information on catchment
areas to major outfalls should be propoesed, if this information does not already exist."

There is na evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

Part V1.C5.b

"The draft WMP does not clearly specify a strategy to comply with the interim WQBELs
for the LA River metals TMOL....Further discussion of current compliance with the LA
River nitrogen compounds TMDL, for which there is a final compliance deadline of 2004,
is also neede

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

Pait V.C.S.b

"...the specific LID street projects and their locations are not identified. The draft WMP
should provide as much specificity as feasible in describing the potentia Iocations for

Section 4.3.3.2 identifies on proposed LID street BMP in Vernon and one completed and
one potential LID street BMP in Commerce. It went on to give some budgetary

No Requirement to address Oct.

30, 2014 Staff comment orto

“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 structural BMPs may still be needed to reduce copper loads
prior to entering receiving waters and eliminate copper exceedances of RWLs."

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

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 zinc and copper are not necessarily coincident, and frequently are not.|

comply with Permit term,

LID streets. the that would be for up| Mere mention of three LID street BMPs, only one finished or with a solid | comply with Permit term.
street projeccts should be specified.” is i
Section 3.3.2 reasons that the phase-out is ahead of schedule and that other copper
reductions will be atforded by source controls for zinc. Section 4.3.2.2 also discusses the
Part\VI.CS.b issue but with nothing beyond the content of the draft WMP. The WMP shows no No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment arto
art V1.C.5.

“Table 1-5 should be updated...The concentration-based WQBELs far metals on page 78
are incorvect.

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

Part VI.CS.biv(S)

"The differences between baseline concentrations/leads and allowable

ions/loads should be p in a time series...and then as a summary of
50th percentile of the differences between pollutant cancentrations/loads and
allowable concentrations/loads for wet weather periods, in units consistent with the

WQBELs and Receiving Water Limitations..."

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

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

"...a detailed explanation should be provided of the calculations used to derive the
target load reductions.*

There 15 no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 Staff comment or to

Part VI.CS.b.iv.{5)

"Madel output should also be provided for phased BMP implementation to
demonstrate that interim WOQBELs for metals and bacteria will be met.”

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

No Requirement to address Oct.
comply with Permit term.

30, 2014 5taff comment or to

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

"The ID number for each of the S0 subwatersheds from the model input file should be
provided and be shown in the simulation domain to present the geographic relationship

There is no evidence that this comment was considered or addressed.

of subwatersheds within the watershed area that are simulated in the LSPC model.”

No Requirernent to address Oct.
comply with Permit term,

30,2014 Stalf comment or to




Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.{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....to estimate the baseline candition. In addition, per RAA Guidelines,
the model output should include stormwater runoff volume and pallutant
concentration/load at the outlet and for each medeled subbasin for each BMP scenario
aswell...”

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 does not that the choice of eritical years given in Table 4-2

"The identification of the 90th percentile years in Table 4-2 needs to be by
ing historical ical data to the selected critical period will

capture the variability of rainfall and storm sizes/conditions.*

is correct. The analysis and graphing are not for frequency, as ted by
the comment, but flow rate frequency. The addition to the WMP is thus unresponsive.

No Requirement to address Oct. 30, 2014 Staff comment or to
comply with Permit term.

Part VI.C.5.b.iv.{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
maodels are not applicable to dry weather. Yet the consultant who prepared the Lower
5an 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/ilmudQOei7ggl41k/NRDC%20LAWK%20HTB%20Exhibits%20A-
D%20re%20Conditional%20Approval%200f%20WMPs%2005-28-15%20FINAL%20%282%29.pdf?dI=0.

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

LWEST@NRDC.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 PETITION FOR REVIEW OF LOS
Heal the Bay, for Review by the California ANGELES REGIONAL WATER
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S ACTION
TO CONDITIONALLY APPROVE
NINE WMPs PURSUANT TO THE
L.A. COUNTY MS4 PERMIT

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;

e e e Y R g W N g S e g

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
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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
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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 permiit 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, Petitioneré
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.

L. 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 CF.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 3,000
members who live and/or recreate in and around the Los Angeles area. Heal the Bay is a non-profit
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 of]

recreational swimming, surfing, diving, photography, birdwatching, fishing, and boating.

PETITION FOR REVIEW
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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
Pefmit 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 o.f 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.

1

PETITION FOR REVIEW
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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
WDMPs 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
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Dated: May 28, 2015

Dated: May 28, 2015

PETITION FOR REVIEW
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LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER
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Elizabeth Crosson

Tatiana Gaur

Attorneys for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER
& HEAL THE BAY

HEAL THE BAY

Rita Kampalath
Director of Science and Policy, HEAL THE BAY
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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

c/o Ramiro S. Adeva III, Public Works
Director/City Engineer

Greg Ramirez, City Manager

Ken Berkman, City Engineer
radeva(@ci.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
dlazzaretto(@ci.arcadia.ca.us
ttait@ci.arcadia.ca.us

City of Artesia

c/o Susie Gomes, Assistant to the City
Manager

sgomes(@cityofartesia.us

PETITION FOR REVIEW

City of Bell
c/o Terry Rodrigue, City Engineer
trodrigue@cityofbell.org

City of Bell Gardens
c/o John Oropeza, Assistant City Manager
cvll@bellgardens.org

City of Bellflower

c/o 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(@beverlvhills.org

jkolin@beverlvhills.org
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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
c/o David Lopez, Associate Engineer
dlopez(@baldwinpark.com

City of Calabasas

c/o Alex Farassati, Environmental Services
Supervisor
afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com

City of Cerritos .
c/o Mike O’Grady, Environmental Services
mogrady@cerritos.us

City of Commerce

¢/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
Page 8

City of Bradbury
c/o Michelle Keith, City Manager
mkeith(@cityofbradbury.org

City of Burbank
c/o 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
Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us

City of Compton
c/o Hien Nguyen, Assistant City Engineer
hnguyen@comptoncity.org

City of Cudahy

c/o 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
dliu@diamondbarca.gov
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City of Downey

¢/o Jason Wen, Ph.D., P.E.
Utilities Superintendent
Yvette M. Abich Garcia,
City Attorney
jwen@downeyca.org
ygarcia@downeyca.org

City of El Monte

¢/o Frank Senteno,

Director of Public Works
pwmaintenance(@elmonte.ca.gov

City of Gardena

¢/o John Felix, Assistant
Engineer

Mitchell Lansdell, City
Manager
ifelix(@ci.gardena.ca.us
mlansdell@ci.gardena.ca.us

City of Glendora

¢/o Dave Davies

Director of Public Works
ddavies(@ci.glendora.ca.us

City of Hawthorne
¢/o Arnold Shadbehr,

Chief General Service and Public Works
ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org

City of Hidden Hills
c¢/o Kimberly Colberts,

Environmental Coordinator
staffi@hiddenhillscity.org

City of Industry

c¢/o Troy Helling, Senior
Planner
thelling(@cityofindustry.org
planning@cityofindustry.org

PETITION FOR REVIEW
Page 9

City of Duarte
c¢/o Darrel George, City Manager
Rafael Casillas, Public Works Manager

georged@accessduarte.com

rcasillas(@accessduarte.com

City of El Segundo

c/o Stephanie Katsouleas,
Public Works Director
skatsouleas@elsegundo.org

City of Glendale

c/o Maurice Oillataguerre,

Senior Environmental Program Scientist
moillataguerre@ci.glendale.ca.us

City of Hawaiian Gardens

c¢/o Joseph Colombo,
Director of Community Development
jcolombo@ghcity.org

City of Hermosa Beach
¢/o Homayoun Behboodi, Associate Engineel
hbehboodi@hermosabch.org

City of Huntington Park

c¢/o James Enriquez, Director of Public
Works/City Engineer
jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org

City of Inglewood

¢/o Lauren Amimoto,

Senor Administrative Analyst
Barmeshwar Rai, Principal Engineer
Louis Atwell, Public Works Director
Artie Fields, City Manager
lamimoto@cityofinglewood.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
c/o Shauna Clark, City Manager
shaunac(@lhhcity.org

City of La Puente

¢/o John DiMario,

Director of Development Services
jdimario@lapuente.org

City of Lakewood

c/o Konya Vivanti,
Environmental

Programs Manager
kvivanti(@lakewoodcity.org

City of Lomita

c/o Michael Rock, City Manager/City Clerk
Mark McAvoy, Public Works Director/City
Engineer

m.rock@lomitacity.com
m.mcavoy(@lomitacity.com

City of Lynwood

c/o Josef Kekula,

Public Works
Association

Elias Saikaly, Senior
Public Works Manager
ikekula@lynwood.ca.us
esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us

City of Manhattan Beach
c/o Mark Danaj, City Manager
cm@citymb.info

PETITION FOR REVIEW
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latwell(@cityofinglewood.org

afields(@cityofinglewood.org

City of La Canada Flintridge
¢/o Edward G. Hitti, Director of Public

Works
ehitti@lcf.ca.gov

City of La Mirada

c/o Mark Stowell, Public Works
Director/City Engineer
mstowell(@cityoflamirada.org

City of La Verne
c¢/o Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works
dkeesey(@ci.la-verne.ca.us

City of Lawndale

c¢/o Nasser Abbaszadeh, Director of
Public Works

Steve Mandoki, City Manager
smandoki(@lawndalecity.org

nabbaszadeh@lawndalecity.org

City of Los Angeles
c¢/o Shahram Kharaghani,

Division Manager
shahram.kharaghani(@lacity.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@cityofmaywood.org




O 00 3 O B~ WL

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

mdanaj@citymb.info

City of Monrovia

c/o Sharon Gallant, Environmental Services
Analyst 11

Oliver Chi, City Manager
cityhall(@ci.monrovia.ca.us
sgallant(@ci.monrovia.ca.us
ochi(@ci.monrovia.ca.us

City of Monterey Park

c/o Amy Ho, Principal Management Analyst
John Hunter, Consultant
amho@montereypark.ca.gov
jhunter@jhla.net

City of Palos Verdes Estates

c/o Jack Rydell, City Engineer

Sherri Repp-Loadsman, Planning and Building
Director

jackrydell@caaprofessionals.com
srepp(@pvestates.org

City of Pasadena

c/o Stephen Walker
Principal Engineer
swalker(@cityofpasadena.net

City of Pomona

c¢/o Julie Carver,
Environmental

Programs

Coordinator

Linda Lowry, City Manager
julie carver@ci.pomona.ca.us
linda lowry(@ci.pomona.ca.us

City of Redondo Beach
c¢/o Mike Shay, Principal Civil
Engineer

Mike Witzansky, Assistant City
Manager
mshay(@redondo.org

PETITION FOR REVIEW
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City of Montebello

¢/o Danilo Batson, Director of Public Works
Cory Roberts

croberts(@aaeinc.com
dbatson(@cityofmontebello.com

City of Norwalk

c/o Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer
William Zimmerman, Interim City Engineer
dgarcia@norwalkca.gov
administration@norwalkca.gov
bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov

City of Paramount

c/o Christopher S. Cash
Director of Public Works
ccash(@paramountcity.com

City of Pico Rivera
c/o Rene Bobadilla, City Manager
rbobadilla@pico-rivera.org

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

c/o Douglas Willmore, City Manager
Michael Throne, Director of Public Works
citymanager{@rpv.com

dwillmore vea.gov
michaelt@rpvca.gov

City of Rolling Hills

c/o Greg Grammer,

Assistant City Manager
gerammer(@rollinghillsestatesca.gov
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mike.witzansky@redondo.org

City of Rolling Hills Estates

c/o Greg Grammer,

Assistant City Manager
ggrammer(@rollinghillsestatesca.gov

City of San Dimas

c/o Latoya Cyrus,
Environmental Coordinator
leyrus@gci.san-dimas.ca.us

City of San Gabriel
c/o Daren T. Grilley, City Engineer
dgrilley(@sgca.org

City of Santa Clarita

c/o Travis Lange
Environmental Services Manager
ttlange(@santa-clarita.com

City of Santa Monica
c/o Neal Shapiro,
Urban Runoff
Coordinator
nshapiro@smgov.net

City of Signal Hill

¢/o John Hunter

Ken Farfsing, City

Manager

jhunter@)jlha.net
kfarfsing(@cityofsignalhill.org

City of South Gate
¢/o John Hunter
ihunter(@jlha.net

City of Temple City
¢/o John Hunter
jhunter(@jlha.net

PETITION FOR REVIEW
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City of Rosemead

c/o Matt Hawkesworth, Assistant City
Manager/Acting Public Works Director
mhawkesworth(@cityofrosemead.org

City of San Fernando

c/o Chris Marcarello, Deputy City
Manager/Public Works Director
cmarcarello@sfcity.org

City of San Marino

¢/o Chuck Richie,

Director of Parks and Public Works
John Schaefer, City Manager
crichie(@cityofsanmarino.org

ischaefer(@cityofsanmarino.org

City of Santa Fe Springs

c/o Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer
Assistant
smorales-choate(@santafesprings.org

City of Sierra Madre

c/o James Carlson, Management Analyst
Elaine Aguilar, City Manager
jcarlson(@cityofsierramadre.com

eaguliar(@cityofsierramadre.com

City of South El Monte
c/o Anthony Ybarra, City Manager
tybarra@soelmonte.org

City of South Pasadena
¢/o John Hunter
jhunter@jilha.net

City of Torrance

c/o LeRoy Jackson, City Manager
Robert Beste, Public Works
ljackson(@torranceca.gov
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City of Vernon

c¢/o Claudia Arellano, Stormwater and Special
Projects Analyst

carellano(@ci.vernon.ca.us

City of West Covina

¢/o Samuel Gutierrez, Civil
Engineering Associate
sam.gutierrez@westcovina.org

City of Westlake Village

c¢/o Joe Bellomo

Stormwater Program Manager
jbellomo@willdan.com

rbeste(@torranceca.gov

City of Walnut

c¢/o Alicia Jensen, Community Services
Superintendent
ajensen(@ci.walnut.ca.us

City of West Hollywood
c/o Sharon Perlstein, City Engineer
sperlstein@weho.org

City of Whittier

c/o David A. Pelser, PE, BCEE
Director of Public Works
dpelser@cityofwhittier.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.
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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

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

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;

Nt Nt N s st st st s st e s st et

Petition of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and
Heal the Bay, for Review by the State Water
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L 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." 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.” 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

' Final WMPs 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.

? 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 VL.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.”” 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.* 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.””

The CWA requires each state to adopt Water Quality Standards (“WQSs”) for all waters
within its bbundaries, which include maximum permissible pollutant levels that must be

sufficiently stringent to protect public health and enhance water quality.® States must also identify

3 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a); Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 503 U.S. 91, 101 (1992).

* See 33 U.S.C. § 1342.

5U.S. EPA (December, 2007), Reducing Stormwater Costs through Low Impact Development (LID) Strategies and
Practices, at 1.

833 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.> 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.”’

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."°

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

733 U.S.C. § 1313(d).

833 U.S.C. § 1313(d)(1).)

® Communities for a Better Env't v. State Water Res. Control Bd., 132 Cal.App.4™ 1313, 1321 (2005).
' See 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.5-124.15.

' 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. (/d., 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 é
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

« . 12
provisions.”

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. (/d., 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. (/d.) 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 measurés; 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. (/d., 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."® 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.'” 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.'®
The Executive Officer’s action constitutes an “[ajbuse 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.”!” “Where it is claimed that the ﬁndinge 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.”'®

1
I
1
I

' See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPS
14 See Exhibit C: Links to Revised WMPs.

5 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
WDMPs are representative of inadequacies in all nine WMPs that were conditionally approved pursuant to the 2012
MS4 Permit.

'8 See Stinnes-Western Chemical Corp., State Board WQ Order No. 86-16 (1986).

' 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).

'8 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 Hig
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. (/d., 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 permit
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. (/d., at Table 9.)

Under state law, a Regional Board can delegate any of its powers and duties, with limited
exceptions, to its Executive Officer. ' 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.” Unfortunately, there was not a single revised WMP that fully and properly

1% 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”).

%0 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’s
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.?! 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. 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 thé Executive Officer are themselves insufficient (as discussed
in Section IIL.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 final WMPs is thus not
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 “[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, 2015.2 Thus, the “conditional approvals” left open the possibility that the
Executive Officer/Regional Board may firrther extend the 45-day deadline and issue another round
of conditional approvals beyond June 12, 201 5..However, the Executive Officer did not have any

authority to indefinitely extend the Permit’s deadlines. More significantly, the Regional Board

2! See Exhibit B: Letters of Conditional Approvals from the Executive Officer; Exhibit C: Links to Revised WMPs.
*? 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 of
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.” The Permit required that the Executive Officer must approve or deny the final
WMPs by April 28, 2015. (/d.) Therefore, the conditional approvals’ open-ended extensions are a
further abuse of discretion.

As aresult 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.”* Additionally, this is in direct contradiction to statements made by
Regional Board staff themselves asserting their commitment to following the WMP
approval/denial timeline.”

While the State Board continues to claim that the WMP alternative compliance approach
provides a finite, concrete, and rigorous process for meeting Permit requirements, 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
corﬂpliance 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.

3 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
Reglonal Water Quality Control Board Comments on Receiving Water Limitations Questions, August 15, 2013, at 4.
# 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.

52012 Permit Adoption Hearing Transcript, at p. 69.
% 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 Permit]
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;?’ 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, ;)n 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 altefnative
compliance approach to meeting RWLs and TMDL-specific limitations and are therefore a key
part of the Permit. (/d., 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. (Jd.)*® 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,

*7 See infra Section IIL.C.

% 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 threshold
from being an item of procedural correspondence to being a substantive component of the regulatory regime).

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
Page 9




O 00 N1 N W B~ WwW N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

the Executive Officer is modifying the Permit terms, > 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 O 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.”’
The draft permit must include, among other things, compliance schedules, monitoring
requirements, and a fact sheet.”> 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.*® The issuing agency is
required to provide at least 30 days from notice of the draft permit modification to allow for public
comment.** Finally, under state law, modification of a NPDES permit is not delegable from the
Regional Board itself to the Executive Officer.*® 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

* 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.

3140 CF.R. § 124.5.

3240 CFR. § 124.6.

3340 CFR. § 124.8(b).

340 CFR. § 124.10(b).

33 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 Requirements
and the Federal CWA 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 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.*® As such, the terms of the Executive Officer’s
conditional approvals are inconsistent with Permit requirements, and constitute an abuse of
discretion.

L 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 VLE 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 final
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.

(/d. 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 correcf 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.*

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. 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 will

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.*!

For the Lower Los Angeles River WMP, Regional Board staff’s 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).*

For the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, Regional Board staff identified a litany of

inadequacies:

% Revised Draft Order, at p. 41.
2012 Permit Adoption Hearing Transcript, at p 67.
*! 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.*

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 enti;'ely 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

®1d
“1d
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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
necéssary 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...”;* 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.
I
I
I

* See Exhibit A: Regional Board Staff Review of Draft WMPs.
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Respectfully submitted,

Dated: May 28, 2015

Dated: May 28, 2015

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
Page 16

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.

s

Becky Hayat

Steve Fleischli

Attorneys for NATURAL RESOURCES
DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. & HEAL THE BAY

LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER

z 2 -

Elizabeth Crosson

Tatiana Gaur

Attorneys for LOS ANGELES WATERKEEPER
& HEAL THE BAY




From: Fordyce, Jennifer@Wwaterboards

Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 10:27 AM

To: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards
Subject: RE: I left a message for Becky Hayat.

0Ok, 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.

| 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 | 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 26™ 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 10™. We would consider putting the
petition into abeyance for a limited period because Felicia Marcus, at the June 16" 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 Phit 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: 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. 'll send out a calendar invite. Thanks, Emel.

From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards [mailto:Emel.Wadhwani@waterboards.ca.qov]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:46 PM

To: Hayat, Becky

Cc: Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.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 | 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@lawyersforcleanwater.com)
Subject: RE: 5/28/15 NRDC Petition of Review

Hi Emel,

Unfortunately, Daniel and | 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,
| am available now if you’d like to speak or any time between 1 and 3 this afternoon.

Emel



Emel G. Wadhwani

Senior Staff Counsel

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-3622

Fax: 916-341-5199

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org]

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.qov]

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 ! 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 26™ 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 10™. We would consider putting the
petition into abeyance for a limited period because Felicia Marcus, at the June 16" 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 | will be out of the office and out of e-mail contact after 12:00 noon tomorrow. | 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

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org]

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Hayat, Becky; Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards; Daniel Cooper (daniel@lawyersforcleanwater.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




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

Please save paper.
Think before printing.
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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

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), [ 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).



August 20, 2015
Page 2

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,

s

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; Crow!, 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. { am transmitting the letter to Phil Wyels and Adrianna Crow! 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



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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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

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(¢), 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).



August 20, 2015
Page 2

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,

b

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. | created a word document from your pdf, but | 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 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-3622

Fax: 916-341-5199

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto: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

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.



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(¢), 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-indicates that it will act on the petition by issuing a written
notification pursuant to section 2050.5(a) acted-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 opportumty to rev1ew the petition on September 10,
2015, Environmental Groups-take-the-following further . Hovw—treState Board
&éd&m&l—ﬂme—re—add%em—pame&

2-Envirenmental-Groupsrequest-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 Nevember9,2015-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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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

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,

s

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, | am transmitting the letter to Ms. Adrianna Crow! 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.com’; 'clee@rwglaw.com’; "abrady@rwglaw.com'; 'jschaefer@cityofsanmarino.org';
‘citymanager@rpv.com’; 'tybarra@soelmonte.org’; 'administration@norwalkca.gov'; 'sgomes@cityofartesia.us'’;
‘llackson@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.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@wilv.org’; 'beth@wilv.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@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'; 'nabbaszadeh@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.org';
‘brai@cityofinglewood.org’; 'latwell@cityofinglewood.org’; 'ndupont@rwglaw.com'; 'afields@cityofinglewood.org’;
‘fgalante@awattorneys.com’; 'jkekula@lynwood.ca.us’; 'esaikaly@lynwood.ca.us'; 'wtam@ci.irwindale.ca.us';
"john.nachbar@culvercity.org'; 'daleshire@awattorneys.com’; 'kfarfsing@cityofsignathill.org’; 'mbolanos@biasc.org';
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'sbeltran@biasc.org’; 'bdesatnik@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'Imustafa@ci.claremont.ca.us'; 'ahenderson@biasc.org';
'kberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'radeva@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us'; 'ddolphin@cityofathambra.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'; 'gnila@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'; ‘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'; '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.com'’; 'amho@montereypark.ca.gov'; 'bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov'; 'allanrigg@caaprofessionals.com’;
‘ccash@paramountcity.com'; 'jcarison@cityofsierramadre.com’; 'swalker@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';
'lcortez@torrence.ca.gov'; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us';
"lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'; "rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla@omlawyers.com'; 'smorales-choate@santafesprings.org';
'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’;
'm.rock@lomitacity.com’; 'm.mcavoy@lomitacity.com'; 'mdanaj@citymb.info'; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us';
‘ochi@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’;
'‘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
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.



Heal the Bay

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

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,

s

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
Gotit®

From: Wyels, Philip@Waterboards

Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 9:37 AM

To: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards

Cc: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards

Subject: RE: NRDC LAWK HTB - WMP Petition Abeyance Letter

Thanks, Emel.

Adrianna, this one is special {| 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, | am transmitting the letter to Ms. Adrianna Crow! for processing.

Thank you,

Emei

Emel G. Wadhwani

Senior Staff Counsel

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | 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.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.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’;
'‘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@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'; 'nabbaszadeh@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.org';
'brai@cityofinglewood.org’; 'latwell@cityofinglewood.org’; 'ndupont@rwglaw.com'; 'afields@cityofinglewood.org';
'fgalante@awattorneys.com'; 'jkekula@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'; 'bdesatnik@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'; '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'; 'gnila@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'; ‘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@Icf.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.com’; ‘'amho@montereypark.ca.gov'; 'bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov'; ‘allanrigg@caaprofessionals.com’;
'ccash@paramountcity.com'; ‘jcarlson@cityofsierramadre.com’; 'swalker@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’;
'[cortez@torrence.ca.gov'; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; ‘ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us';
'leyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'’; 'rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla@omlawyers.com’; 'smorales-choate@santafesprings.org’;
'neal.shapiro@smgov.net'; 'sam.gutierrez@westcovina.org'; 'sperlstein@weho.ord'; 'jbellomo@willdan.com'’;
'‘pubwks@cityofwhittier.org'; 'ghildeb@dpw.lacounty.gov'; 'smith.davidw@epa.gov'; 'dpelser@cityofwhittier.org’;
'm.rock@lomitacity.com’; 'm.mcavoy@lomitacity.com'; 'mdanaj@citymb.info’; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us';
'ochi@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';
'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
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.



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:Emel.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, | 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 | 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.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.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’;
'em@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@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’; 'nabbaszadeh@lawndalecity.org’;
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'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.org';
‘brai@cityofinglewood.org’; 'latwell@cityofinglewood.org'; 'ndupont@rwglaw.com’; ‘afields@cityofinglewood.org’;
'fgalante@awattorneys.com’; 'jkekula@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’; 'bdesatnik@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'; 'chassel@ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dbobadilla@ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dlopez@baldwinpark.com’;
'trodrigue@cityofbell.org’; 'cvli@bellgardens.org'; 'biniguez@bellflower.org'; ‘jdescalzo@beverlyhills.org';
'bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us'; 'afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com'; 'mogrady@cerritos.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’; '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'; ‘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@Icf.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.com’; 'amho@montereypark.ca.gov'; 'bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov'; 'allanrigg@caaprofessionals.com’;
‘ccash@paramountcity.com’; 'jcarlson@cityofsierramadre.com'; 'swalker@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';
'lcortez@torrence.ca.gov'; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us'’;
'leyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'; 'rruiz@sfcity.org’; 'RPadilla@omlawyers.com'; 'smorales-choate@santafesprings.org';
'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';
'm.rock@lomitacity.com’; 'm.mcavoy@lomitacity.com’; 'mdanaj@citymb.info’; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us';
'ochi@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';
‘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
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.



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.



NRDC ' :
]

@

September 24, 2015

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani,

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 ! NROC.ORG
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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 | 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.



NRDC

*@57 ‘

September 24, 2015

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani, (

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 | 9040f | T 310.434.2300 | F 310.434.2399 [ NRDC.ORG
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From: Wadhwani, Emel@Waterboards

Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:13 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 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-3622

Fax: 916-341-5199

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

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 | 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.



NRDC
@
September 24, 2015

Dear. Ms. Wadhwani,

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 9040t T 310.434.2300 F310.434.2399 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. |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 1 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, Emel@Waterboards

Subject: Env Groups' WMP petition addendum

Hi Emel,

Hope this email finds you well. | 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, GA 80401
T310.434.2308

BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG

NRDC.ORG
*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA



Please save paper.
Think before printing.



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: Crowl, Adrianna@Waterboards [mailto:Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.qov]
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,

| have the list of all the addresses, which | 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, | am attaching the email list of names and
addresses AND my updated list of emails so you can just cut and paste. | hope that takes care of any confusion.

Please let me know if | 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, 2214 Floor

Sacramento CA 95814

PH: (916) 341-5156

E-Mail: Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov




From: Hayat, Becky [mailto: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.



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

| apologize | sent the wrong one . Please use this one. Thank you.

~Adrianna

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto: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

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.qov]
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 | believe are the same. However, we have had to update the email addresses
on a constant basis. Even so, some still bounce back. So | 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, | am attaching the email list of names and
addresses AND my updated list of emails so you can just cut and paste. | hope that takes care of any confusion.

Please let me know if | 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 | Street, 2214 Floor

Sacramento CA 95814

PH: (916) 341-5156

E-Mail: Adrianna.Crowl@waterboards.ca.gov

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto: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, Emel@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 | 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 1 Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-3622

Fax: 916-341-5199

From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org]
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.



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 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-3622

Fax: 916-341-5199

From: Wadhwani, Emel@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 | 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 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-3622

Fax; 916-341-5199



From: Hayat, Becky [mailto:bhayat@nrdc.org]
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 MCNICA, CA 90401
T 310.434.2308
BHAYAT@NRDC.ORG
NRDC.ORG

*ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA

Please save paper.
Think before printing.



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 | 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@lawyersforcleanwater.com); Rita Kampalath
(rkampalath@healthebay.org); arthur@lawaterkeeper.org; bruce@lawaterkeeper.org; 'lbond@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.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@wilv.org'; 'beth@wlv.org’; 'citycontact@cityoflamirada.org’;
'‘em@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@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’; 'nabbaszadeh@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.org';
'brai@cityofinglewood.org’; 'latwell@cityofinglewood.org'; 'ndupont@rwglaw.com'; 'afields@cityofinglewood.org';
'fgalante@awattorneys.com’; 'jkekula@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'; 'bdesatnik@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'; 'chassel@ci.azusa.ca.us'; 'dbobadilla@ci.azusa.ca.us’; 'dlopez@baldwinpark.com’;
'trodrigue@cityofbell.org’; 'cvii@bellgardens.org’; 'biniguez@bellflower.org'; 'jdescalzo@beverlyhills.org’;

1




'bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us'; 'afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com'; 'mogrady@cerritos.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’; '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'; 'jcolombo@hgcity.org’; 'ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org';
'hbehboodi@hermosabch.org’; 'jbellomo@wilidan.com'’; 'jenriquez@huntingtonpark.org'; 'thelling@cityofindustry.org';
"lamimoto@cityofinglewood.org'; 'ktam@ci.irwindale.ca.us'; 'ehitti@Icf.ca.gov'; 'shaunac@Ilhhcity.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.com’; ‘amho@montereypark.ca.gov'; 'bzimmerman@norwalkca.gov'; "allanrigg@caaprofessionals.com’;
‘ccash@paramountcity.com'; 'jcarlson@cityofsierramadre.com’; 'swalker@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’;
'Ilcortez@torrence.ca.gov'; 'carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us'; 'ajensen@ci.walnut.ca.us'; 'gregg@ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us';
'lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us'; 'rruiz@sfcity.org'; 'RPadilla@omlawyers.com'; 'smorales-choate@santafesprings.org';
'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’;
'm.rock@lomitacity.com’; 'm.mcavoy@Ilomitacity.com’; 'mdanaj@citymb.info'; 'sgallant@ci.monrovia.ca.us';
'ochi@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';
'cmarcarello@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

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

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

N N N N N N N N e e M e e N N N N N N e e Nt s e i e




o 0 3 N B W N =

N |\ T NG T N T N N N e e e T - T S S S U

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 Gabriel
River, and Lower Los Angeles River contain significant deficiencies and fail to meet the explicit
requirements of the 2012 Permit.

Adequéte WDMPs 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. As the State
Water Resources Control Board (“State Board”) stated in its precedential Order on the 2012 Permif
(“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...>

! 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.

% 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”).

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW
Page 1
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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 thg
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.? 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.*

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,” 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.
* See Exhibit C to original Petition: Links to Revised WMPs.
> See Exhibit B to original Petition: Letters of Conditional Approvals from the Executive Officer.

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW
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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 approva-ls, 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.’

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 revier 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

% See Exhibit A to this Petition Addendum: Final Approval Letters from the Executive Officer.

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW
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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 meéhanism 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 Permit
or the State Board Order, and Does Not Ensure Compliance With Water Quality]
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.

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW
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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.® 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.’

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

¥ 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”).

? State Board Order, at p. 37.

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW
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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.'® 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 staff’s concerns from their October 27, 2014 letter.
Specifically, in response to staff’s 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

' 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/RevisedRA AModelingCriteriaFinal-withAtts.pdf.

"' 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
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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.”" 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 basis|
for providing Permittees “safe harbor” benefits and excusing their violations of water quality
standards.
2. No Strategy to Comply with Interim WQBELSs

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 theif
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 staff’s comments from

October 27, 2014, staff noted:

The draft WMP does not clearly specify a strategy to comply with the interim WQBELSs fox
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 s;l)ecify an appropriate strategy for achieving
compliance with the past due interim WQBELs."

B 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_Final WMP.pdf (“Los Angeles
River Upper Reach 2 Final WMP”).

“ 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 Part
VI.C 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.°1 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.”'® 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 TMDLSs 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."’

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?).
' Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Revised WMP, at p. 104.
16
Id.
71 os 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.'®

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,"® and to ensure
that the 85" 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.”’ 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

'8 Regional Board Staff Comments on Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Draft WMP, at p. 2.
¥ State Board Order, at p. 38.
2 1d. at p. 43.
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deficiencies will be corrected in the future via the adaptive management process.”! 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,” 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 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. 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.. B

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

2! 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.

>> State Board Order, at p. 14.

2 Conditional Approval Letter for Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 WMP, at p. 4.
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Dates.””” However, the requested sentence change was only slightly modified and now reads,

“...the implementation schedules identified are tentative unless determined as a date certain

9925

associated with specific TMDL provisions”* (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.?®

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.?’ 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.

¥ Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Final WMP, Table 5-1, atp. 117.
»1d at116.

*1d.

? 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.”?® 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.”’ 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 the
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 commitmént
or demonstration thgt 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 regafd 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.

*% 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.30

1. No Clear Schedule to Demonstrate that Compliance will be Achieved “as
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 next|
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.’’

In response to staff’s 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

30 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.C 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 target
the remaining WQPs, and as such it is considered to be as short as possible for all WQPs.*?

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 ag
being a "jurisdictional effort,” the Permittees that are responsible for completion of
each milestone are identified in Table 3-11.

2. Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft WMP to include the milestones and milestong]
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.**

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.**

2. No Commitment or Demonstration that Compliance with Receiving Water|
Limitations for Pollutants Not Addressed by TMDLs will be Achieved A
Soon as Possible

For waterbody-pollutant combinations not addressed by TMDLSs, 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);
VIL.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.*’

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

3* State Board Order, at 76.
3% Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower San Gabriel River Draft WMP, at p. 3.
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as a deficiency in the Lower San Gabriel River group’s draft WMP in their October 30, 2014

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-Structural
BMPs

The Lower San Gabriel River WMP lacks the required specificity regarding the proposéd
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

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 applicable]
compliance schedules.*®

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:

%14
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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.”>’

Permittees’ failure to revise this section demonstrates 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.”®

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 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 San Gabriel 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.

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.%

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.

S. 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

2540

appropriate rigor, transparency, and accountability”™" to lead to the achievement of receiving water

% 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
241

interim and final WQBELSs and receiving water limitations every two years.
The revised WMP included only minor additional “milestones”:
J 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.”

J 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.”*

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 final compliance deadlines at the September 10, 2015 Regional

Board public meeting, the Board staff responded that they interpreted the volumetric reductions set

*! Regional Board Staff comments on Lower San Gabriel River Draft WMP, at Reasonable
Assurance Analysis Memorandum.
2 1 ower 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.** 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 final WMP containing such wavering and uncertain commitment should have
been denied.

The final 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.* 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 the
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

*® 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.

* 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 Final WMP.pdf.

* Fora 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 final 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 “as
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
VI1.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.”*

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

% 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.C 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 target
the remaining WQPs, and as such it is considered to be as short as possible for all WQPs.’

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 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 4
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.*®

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

7 Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Program, January 28, 2015, at 5-1 (“Lower
Los Angeles River Revised WMP”).

* 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.*

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 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.*°

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

* See State Board Order, at 76.
*0 Regional Board Staff Comments on Lower Los Angeles River Draft WMP, at p. 3.

ADDENDUM FOR PETITION FOR REVIEW
Page 23




O 0 N N s W N =

| N N T N T N N N R N R S I N R S e T T S S T
[« TR I N & N S Y N == No e BN e S e L T R ]

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-Structural
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 applicable
compliance schedules.”!

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:

U 1d. atp. 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 im;alemented add up to the required
reductions for interim milestones and final targets.”

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.”**

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 Regionél 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.

1. 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

2 Lower Los Angeles River Revised WMP, at 5-5.
* Id. at 5-2.
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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 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.

>* 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/LowerL ARiver Final WMP.pdf.

% 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

Dated: October 30, 2015
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> Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
August 13, 2015
Permittees of the Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Group'

FINAL APPROVED LLOS 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 lll.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, | 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, | 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.



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 lvar Ridgeway@waterboards ca gov or by
phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

- AV AIAR S ,:j/Q}\‘
Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer

Enclosure: Distribution List



LOS ANGELES RIVER UPPER REACH 2
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Name

Terry Rodrigue

Al Cablay

Philip Wagner
Young Park

Chau Vu

Gina Nila

Aaron Hernandez-Torres
Elroy Kiepke

Jose Pulido
Michael Ackerman
Christina Dixon
Angela George
Genevieve Osmena
Jolene Guerrero
Andre Dupret
Lilian Myers

Elroy Kiepke

Cladia Arellano
Kevin Wilson

Dr. Gerald Greene

City

Bell

Bell

Bell Gardens
Bell Gardens
Bell Gardens
Commerce
Cudahy
Cudahy
Cudahy
Huntington Park
Huntington Park
LA Co DPW
LA Co DPW
LA Co DPW
Maywood
Maywood
Maywood
Vernon
vernon
CWE

Email Address |

trodrigue@cityofbell.org

acablay@cityofbell.org l
pwagner@bellgardens.org ‘
ypark@infeng.co i
cvu@bellgardens.org

ginan@ci.comerce.ca.us

ahernandez@cityofcudahyca.gov

ekiepke@willdan.ocm

jpulido@cityofcudahyca.gov

mackerman@hpca.gov

cdixon@hpca.gov

ageorge@dpw.lacounty.gov

gosmena@dpw.lacounty.gov

iguerrer@dpw.lacounty.gov

andre.dupret@cityofmaywood.org
Imyers@cityofmaywood.org
ekiepke@willdan.ocm
carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us
kwilson@ci.vernon.ca.us
GGreene@cwecorp.com
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
July 21, 2015
Permittees of the Lower San Gabriel River Watershed Management Group'

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 Ill.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, | approved, with conditions, the
Lower San Gabriel River (LSGR) Group’s WMP. My approval letter directed the LSGR Group to

! 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-VIL.M (Minimum Control Measures).

Cram s Sk, cham | SAMUEL UNCER, EXCCUTIVE 07TI0ER
A2C Wost 4th Bt Swte 2000 Los Annaies, TA 88013 | www waterboarcs.ca.qov/iosanaeias

L n
[ JECIRT R SR

wEeSET |
L ARIMMEN AL RGTEDT 3




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, | 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.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

Saeel) Urgn
Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
July 21, 2015
Permittees of the Lower Los Angeles River Watershed Management Group'

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 Ili.A (Prohibitions — Non-Storm Water Discharges)
and V1.D (Minimum Control Measures), except the Planning and Land Development Program?.

On April 28, 2015, on behalf of the Los Angeles Water Board, | approved, with conditions, the
Lower Los Angeles River (LLAR) Group’s WMP. My approval letter directed the LLAR Group to

' 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 VIll (Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions), Part
IV.B (Prohibitions — Non-Storm Water Discharges), and Part Vil.D-VIL.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, | 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 Ivar Ridgeway, Storm Water Permitting, at
lvar.Ridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (213) 620-2150.

Sincerely,

Samuel Unger, P.E.
Executive Officer
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Gon [ aan | U2 27,204 el ‘Analysis of inad WP {lome 12, 2015) o — 4 g Staft Response (Aupust 2015)
e s thange o witding
et the Huidued s Final
% iy, Sacsion 4 contrary v thin
Tam Group must dentify and address Category3 | 7 2 sament.
[Watecbody-Polkutant Comblnations (WBPCs), The |11 = it besscrt 14 sage 1) s ———
monitoring dst dudiian
[sater aualrey monoring data from the stes located | ¢ visgary 3 sofurants everias sicassy win Gk 4 vath Regionsl Board Staff and [*55211 44 Wit tid
tream i appropriate to use to characteclze b o :
o e gl ich ani . consensus formed that. for RAA [ !
aqualy yof the Group's |° 1 oo covemer sy O e oweer inere s
wstershed area. The Group can use its monutosing | Rastsf SHicsocy reserence 1nthx sesiton 2 Catagory
ldata once avalable to confirm whether the Category [ £ - e Lol polluancs were sutablywall |3/ gy 3 bustami s T .
ParcVICS 0k > VPEPL 11k prosng am RA wih soe ficing vnpléineszarion categoyt [
£ WBPCs are appropriate or whether the list should icinar 5 what thi wsatmemart
O a sbrueistrinaloioinpbiogrisssentl . " dgthe pollutants._Secoons 2.4 snd
1 [Polkrant echfind. Reglonsl Wated s i B2 i chamge from Aevead WS 4 2.3 of the Final WP were [T TTE see vy
letassfcation [ 7 0enofies sevenal polloans as Caregoryd: gt il e o T 04 Boird comement] revised o better convey that
iy Ihowevee, the reasonable assurance analysis {RAA} s ™ e ) 1'M3pd;:m~”!~uymmntmmmxm
these the draft WP ooy Ao i
plosshicx sdeltese noxidoesthe dnt i oo, the Eatagory 3 sty Tl shonghona s, roeal suficendy simlr to Category 1 |12 =4 TS utis Hensins
poll R M ki) _ pollusants, 1o satssfy RAA st doibibesd .
[propased watershed convel messures. The revised |5 Ji Rl hy (L0 T i et rekogarh TN reauirements. Moaitoring will |1 Tnttkemd s fhe Bora'y inaasl
[WMP mustinciude a discussion of the Category 3 7 % from Grzsher L
ok i Exipatry § Inepari nimgers cormpracds are “yhe tame develop additions! data for the L
ollutans entisd i Table 27, and peowdea (4T CHm 1 > ek i Fb
limilar analysis ta what s previded for Category 1 Iy etz { st
lpoliutants *
done, under the fo
in ackition 10 conducting inspections
reasoring (Revised WMP section 23, page 30)— e 3 |
2 Junder the 2012 LA County MS4 Permet [nsdequately addressed. In cespose to the
e e 1 oWt it |l Commercil facites e 28 comment, the wording In what was
e T 1:4.»: & d:;uu:' S Frogram, include specific actions and  [Section 4.3.2.3 of the Revised WP {now
iSegstors —{whic eroddy o) interim dates to enhance industral  [section 4.4.4 of the Final WhPi states “There. |"WMP section 2 3 was modified
_the WMP shouid uidire General Industial Storm (11 fomefee oH Tl cemeot 1, achieve (2001 02012 4 =
e e intewal Som the WA, only IRnErE "Section 2 of the revised and [Response s limited to
[Water Permittae monitonng results._to assess and [the J Lythe 9
k submitteddate _* _ [Response s ivited to only one of |Rnal WMP was smeaded 1o [only one of the several
v 2017 |malocity of the SMARTS data did » . X
B e e o e wtonstien | [the sevecal lssves raised by the [inclce detaiks on the Group's |ssues ratsed by the
* i ot meet the RAA Guldeline crteia or being nd foflow-up s 54 industral [Board's ndial and foflow.
2 (General industral Storrm Water Permittae nd standard; 2) there are
DL . g |eomments, the ' ey thel
Imonitoring results, Permittees shoudd atsa review B] 20 e e reductions. v response to [insufficent land use categories b Tl .
their inspestion indings. Incuding pust viclstions il be g modelta
" sal [V : *®  |toward reducing discharges of ainc and _[chanige from the 2001 pereit but In factlts jaccommodate the many jremainonaddressed, fpose0tuath ¥ie revised WP idatabase:Ouier,clerencs
g efforts 4 " 8 and fnal Wi, remaln unsddressed
facives to assess potential pollutant sources o "
[Despite dats quatny lssues, there are some data from the 323 0fthe — Fetphasiiing e e
tegion, and sorme of those are relisble; from the lnerstureof [0 T 0TS S e B
the field; and Using the - e~
rea a s
Jrith auher Gl faciities. enforcementis not a change |Wates Permits o permittees.
[WMP, e.g. almostal receiving water data relied uponinthis [~ 5 N e P
WP are outside the resch In question Cs
“The Group and Board stafl
farviCsan discussed the exsting TMOL
W el et st 23 s xpnded T2 ST s g omlton |
e st drem she [sming siseeectigen. TMOL pafuant | o explicitly state that prior B Eeera) o (et e of these
i ot 15l vy e add upan whish 12 dngs fomTMDLsource. |GGl e Lo Sk
e pesm) e srpeqtiand modelsiwere Liine =1 e TMCS, modebog [rowmver, add detail to the (147 oAty efecies]
E tional ncondusive and overly beosd 7 : i ! s "
s The draft Sty ynd that " Cumant models are imp e ate fae onj:o::n ;é:‘;:m'd:m M fuizhi thatad ""Hd“"‘_":: T:;;m s 4 mparerty s fhem - [discussion of TMDL source i ""“":“"“
exxsting TMDL modebing o hen i ad hiom 3 sgatee o ' e ’ e el U1 caehul [t o St 230f "-”m““;l;ﬂh“m
refning the source assessment. 1w o e e 4 M gh he e Toraa 2 Wy s St o [t Rt Wi incitne |W'|p.|gnl.lm.-_ur
i 346 i the Los Angeies! hese trta, b et
fehanged in them tetwers the Grat ind Aeviiad WP, a0d 50 RM"’"“:‘:““;‘“—_ bt atadion the sime siver s |montoring data. Thisis m::.b elesi
117 icleas whn s biig relerenced. el apropeiate 83 the comment
wes for the Group to consider
s2nting TMDL modefng data ~

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darkes the red, the more serious the defiaency
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e | andbox Panuary 27, 2015} s In August3, v spon Analysis of Staff
1598 | wAn ﬁ Bosrastan 2014 Eosrd Comments {hpril 28, 2015) w {lune 12, 2005) RedFew Lettér vt 1Y Staff Response (August 2015) e
|“The Group clarified that some
“Board staff were directed to the folche cequredsautial
N ~ lIMP which. trated that [information was presented in.
o tomapr (Kl seven outfalls conveyed about m‘u“:::‘::‘”(::w
ocoposed, addessed, Table 35 andegonsl | reukement toadiess 7S of the ARURZWMA [t is unlear IFa schedule For ehevemaindon e ey |8 ulear where ths
. Jrot akeacy exist_1f addivonal information such 35 _[BMP Ares by City and Catchment'} appears unchanged In both INo further changes. butary area. Defnition of | yssociated with either of these b “commitment" resides.
[Dctober 27, 2014 Board comment. |committed to developingitas
the major qutfal ohs rematning catchments would  [programs. R oriomments s Mk land if st i binding.
10 be developed, the process and schedulefor |mace was expected under the Board comment. loccur theough the IC/AD and ¥
o et X h connectionfilict discharge

[develo oo acthities. constarmwater
|screening and prioritzatian,
and source identification,”

e Table 2.7 scknowledies the past due dates for

[the Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and

[rised Erecs TMDL aed ol deaclies for the La

TMOL, L and other
5 [ Cs N 13DLs, the Ut Rrver Merols TMDL includes nterim o additonal requvernent to address
deadiine loctober 27, 2014 Board comment.
860 |02012) thathas passed The WP needs to specty
why this TMDL is not included In Table 2.7 In the -
iority a categ it 1
st s stesdyont Fe i i i vt
regry § Fnorgan nitragen compound e
inaafien, :
o 3 and net
friprale

"Sections & and 5 of the

- y gy
[comply with the Intaran WQBELs for the LA Aiver

metals TMOL (fanuary 11, 2012; January 11, 2020 this comeent. Data from the.
[and January 11, 2024 deadlines). Table 3-1 presents nitrogen RAA, showing that
[a phased implementation plan, which suggests that dsting nitrogen loads were
[Phase 2 actnities will be condhucted to meet the
Iulodﬂdllne and Phase 3 acthities, to meet the
2024 dea

rewsedto lndudedocumev\udm that the 2012 past
|[deadlines have been achieved of specify an

lo additonal requirement to address
(Cizlcker 27,2014 Board comment (but
see #32 below)

the past due interim wOBELs and WP regarding nitrogen
0ads and compliance with
nterim WOBELs™

through the Group's CIMP

Green = Substantively Addressed
fed = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency 2
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1567 | s | R pasy sl 2014, Bord Comments {Apr 20, 2015) St 4 it Wit o 1 2003) Response Latter amements e Response
Bafermnce i made £ the seivunce ot
Fiver ritrogen compounds TMDL, for which there Is £ Snkormaation in the Fral WP
la final compliance deactine of 2004, is also needed, [Setan 234 aithoigh na
3 [since this i a priority » pollurant in Table 27 [ ere | . i
[Secoon 133 of the OIMP notes that M4 discharges |addmnind ¥ [October 27, 2 itrepe, o e scads
sppear to comply with applicable loads akready, but | Bchieve the MEE Sermit AmachimantD WO,
ladditiona! discussion and support for this assertion ihieraiaen fen adduiclioe e skt asary
[should be included in the WP itself. iial WP, = )
[Section 3.1.5 of the revised draft WP T Final WAAF has furttmr updirtedt Table 3-8
notes that the remaining catch basing. “mﬁdnw
capture
[The draft WMP is unclear on a schedule for BVPs. devices ) 3 i
limplemented to comply with the LA River Trash
ITMOL. The draft ptan states, Mostof the cities are price to October 1. 2015. Revise the x nanget s -
i 190 parcent of rmore compRant with the trash TMDL revised draft WMP to inciude a strategy %‘&mwmmmum‘m
e s the . 1
" o :
include  firm schedule for the implementation of b
ITrash TMDL SMPs 1
e £71 dn
nmdhmwmmmmrmm“‘ sh
||mw(twmmma‘kmmmuh DL, whi
|Aped 3, 2015
The Fomad WP imelates, s Ipoming
e ot (B, . T
T the LA L2 WS TIDL SsetitFad
the bistaria ard metal et wars I -
m|wwhmmwuuwdmuumn sntitiziated 15 bw privizy and AMP devgn WP was ,Msedmdmfv
[the draft WMP states, "[tlhe fimiting poliutant used | W% |1 6% i frmes: lmiting pafistants oy o resstt of the fiswong
(o control the Implementation efforts of the LAR UR?) propval characsariocs, aperamd RAA
[WMA is bacteria for the area drain 2 pateEren e gy cseln e e
dea L 23 - 3 k represented by Category 1
Lrestes Rive o, s 1t . '."“-’“""m"':""?""‘ [Polluants (see Table 2:7). For *“'.""*;:"
Tio Hondo. X smiance checides dor achieving WAL exuple, -coilorm bacteria.+ a [FHECHARY 150 s
or 2 v Reporeed arn previzaly charend Fofecons 2polivant. s ety * A rosbud i 18
L] nd C 3 W {eonpervte frie amd Tanssn lrepresented by E. coll, 3 wixcum, if fa amitrm hat
focusing on these himiting pollutants. w TMEL Wids. Ehatasserises atd |Category 1 pollumant, whae | M NERERR (TN v
= * Trwataktivy ered smgrmmsn charssom e Ivarious metaks [dentfiedas |FASMESY 1 inerigunic:
if Category 2 and thal Smome impentation of wnlumaisic :
be addressed by g wairshed oy M on Prrmiriess it [ o haren peciitara” (YN
hdentitied sbove, address ! ot 1z e et g TR, g::’::‘:"b“": et [ o i,
fcategory 2 pol Wka et WO ™ Frods e
7 % sl This
4 il rnsrses et s i e poatd st Sommens ttaiermart iy
Maringtal acppest ot thin s, irsmermt Takie 2 Tl n
particuiaty ings fhe sehibuie e L i et
3 3 : o e “cieiby”
#5be. tas very ditheeser poflutris. dpbing fuse whac Bt
viewmi

Green = Substantively Addressed
Red = The darkes the red, the more serious the deficiency
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tdex.
aAR

27,2014

Analysis of Revised WMP (lanuary 27, 2015} In response to
Board Comments.

Conditional ApProval Requirements
{aprii28,2015)

Anatysis of Final WMP {Iune 12, 2015)

In August 3, 2015 LAR UR2
Response Letter

Analysis of Response Latter
statements

Staff Response {August 2015)

Anabysis of Steff

[Parvicsh
Isetection of
IWatershed
iControl

|Although the draft WMP Includes several specific
[regional BMPs {Section 4.3.3.3) the specificUD.

61-64)

their

Secin 457 does srriculae seven

roteled 130 prssmen, bt el rsq
B !

Fhe Fir s 333) has added

2.5

[The draft Wivp should i

streets. Addinonally, the pesrittees that would be
responsibie for implementing UD street projects
Ishould be specified

[The draft WMP asserts that the "legal authority
dernonstration in respect 1o the WMP appears more
speofic than that cequired in the Annual Report.™
(The Plan appears to acknowledge appropriate tegal

has been

Boll Girtatn, G, Cslei

by LARURZ WG WMA

~Table 4-10 of the revised and

, only ane.

Table 5-1
54 of i

(and

Lar P

WMP that

d achievis

the final deadtine of 2037

|emargnaliy respor butalso

Plans or Systems, which guide

110 streets that wil be required

7y .

o
Green Streets, were identfiedin
[WMP Sections 3.2.2and 4.5.2."

i :
doer ot v mat v e
[the tasa

4 projects
some of the proposed projects are located within
ies. The

Graft WMP needs to provide greater detail cegarding
the Group's legal authority.

Whae the draft WMP notes revisions will occur as.
part of the "Adaptive Management Process” In
refecral to moitple proposed actions It does ot
include 2 comprehensive strategy for the Adaptive
[Management process. The draft WMP should
provide more detall on how the "Adaptive
[Management Process” will be implemented

Green = Substantively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the more serfous the deficiency

i tingren Pack, Maywoed, ahd Veinion, snd L Angsies

(Dctober 27, 2014 Board comment.

INo additional requicement 10 address

[October 27, 2014 Board comment.
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1sox | odes Ansiysis of Revised WMP (lancary InAvgust3, Anelysis of statt
5ok | wan | 148 204 Soard Comments iApel28, 7015} Apetrre s waae, Ugne 1120%) Response Letter satements Saft Resmonse e 2015 Response
| datved Bm e o st itaoal BAAPG cacy b
[The draft WP assumes a 5% 1oad ceduction from ""_'m i b e e sl MR
[non-structural BMP enhancements, However,
[section 3.3.1 of the WMP ondy indicates thatsuch [ 1 ppi il St
idered, and a fem : i i
|commit ir them Is lac! The drak |~ - ¥
ment o ImRlement ther [ ocking. The draft ey i o et § 1.1 [evrad w2, . 1)
38 I I [Whap needs. o nclude speciic commitments o |* : e ——
[splement the non-structueal BMP enhancements, | R 0ctooe 27, Fommes ttmreym e ron-ieicural MY
lor it should not rely upon the 5% load reduction : 2 3 v [were stnmated ey [sc] s o modes: 5
fonticipated from these Po-suructural BMP 2 rient of Batelius loads v af poliines *
inthe [ et ol 5 1)
errmit tecm or the next permit term, ol
o {Dealt WP, . B2 B o5 i S i
B wl’!m'm‘hmww‘
iRk i e Auchcrio o riespeciai 22 this
'y frommens. ¥ -
“The RAA's approach of using
zinc as a limiing pollutant,
whie anticipating copper
reductions through Senate Bil
326 an
[The WMP assumes a significant reduction in copper ') ~ complance with coppec
o050 on the phase-out of copper in automotve. 11171 14 LTEHESE 1ML o e gut 1 ahead o e *Section 4 of the final WP was [ Wasts. Therefore, no
joratce pads, via approved legidation S8 346, to kit eaTonie e lcomplevely reformattad and |condition ws Inctuded In the
schieve the necessary copper load reductions. Given (1212 =ochy i e lexpanded, including section Execurive Officers approval
ir copper identified = < ' W 15.4.3 which includes a sensitivity letter (o =
o various LA TWDES such a3 boiing matenes,othee 1ot 1) & 917 TR 40l Sl mapitides o the analysis, Inciuded as Table 4-12, T WMP Grouphas casfied (=511 S 152
| 1 ehicle wear, i Geposion o fuel combustion {1575+ 178 B b A |demonstrabng that the RAA its approach and estmates of H’"""’dm“*md' o
and Industrial faciides, and that S8 346 progressivaly| -~ = PRt ' assumed 50% reduction, by copper reductions under SR
hases out copper content I brakes of new cars (5% |PAAUEC TIAE Lk 15 o1 EPiehs ot bic oLt ourc 1 2028 in copper [oads | erute Bl 346 have been. | FALERIR]
by weight until 2021. 0.5% by weight uatil 2025). L] actributable 1o changng brake . |provided since issuance of
additional structural BMPs may stil be needed to pad formulations wan on
Ireduce copper loads prior o entering receiving e 2 Specfically, the Rewsed WMP
RWLs. detall on expected
= = 3 1 utions. ff
e coppar oac by cely st [[S2oro00s I oopper runo
et fr s TMIEK ecwrarcn, |- r0% 2% TMOL complance
; ] imilestones {Section 43.22,
e, Tim srginal Restfh et | e g8, pg. 8717
1578 et aed smamgmpind, e

Green = Subswantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency
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adex | index | T

tsom uas| oo

27,2014

Analysis of Revised WMP ancary

Board Comments

{Aprif 26, 2015)

Analysis of Final WMP {iune 12, 2015}

In August 3,2015 LAR UR2
Response tatter

Anabysis of Resporse Latter
satements

Staft Respanse [August 2015)

Anatysis of Seafl
Response

[The draft WIMP, Inclucing the RAA, excludes

#tocmwater runoff from non-MS4 faciiues within

[the WA from the stormwater trestment target. In
rocula b

1

[the Wates Boards under the Indusurlal General

ity

tecmit or anindividual pecmit were
fied

segions] Water Board recognizes that this was dode

i P
rcgtaers il algrfizarly Seafit frem the mreater e

[with the assumption that these industral faciides

[wil eliminate their cause/contribution to recenving

i, srd i 5

[water exceedances, 25 required by their respective
[NPDES permvt. However, itisimportant that the

|Group's actions under its Industrial/Commercial

[Facilites

industrial sources, educating industria! faciities
[regarding BAP requisements, and inspectis

[ndusiial faciives—ensure that al industial facilittes
are (mplementing BMPs as required.

INo addivonal requirement to address
(Dctober 27, 2014 Board comment.

Nchang=.

[The WP did not modet and pollutants In
Categories 2 and 3. These pallutants or surrogates.

need to be ndluded in the RAA, or supported
lustification for the use of the proposed linlting
[polfutants a5 surrogates for each Category 2 and
Category 3 watesbody-pollutant combination *

addrasd.

(October 27, 2014 Board comment.

e changs

See also 59

(AL "General
comments”)

The LA County M4 Permittees In the Los Angeles.
River Upper Reach 2 Watershed Management Area

[efuent limitations pursuant to Attachment O, Part 4}
Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMOL”,

Effects TMDL®, Part C L and

Tributaries Metats TMDL®, and Part D "Los Angeles
River Watershed Bacteria TMDL", Table 1-5 on page
15 of the draft WMP shoukd be updated toindude
[the effective date for revisions to the Los Angeles
[River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects
[TMOL, which is August 7, 2014

[No additional requirement to address
|october 27,2014 Bord comment.

[Table 1.5 was updated for the Final WMP

“The cewised WP did not
comect the error. Hawever
during a sabsequent meetne.
8card staff directed the Group
o correct Table 15 to reflect
the comect effective date for
the Los Angeles River Nitrogen
| Compounds and Refated
Effects TMDL”

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the defiaency
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nedex [ tetex

Board 12014

Analysls of Revised WMP Ulanuary 27, 2015 in response to
Board Comments

Conditional Approval Requirements
(April 28, 2015)

o3,

Letter

MP Uune 12, 2015)

Response Letter

statements.

Analysis of staff
Response

(A2 "General
lcomments"}

[The draft WMP shouid be revised toinclude
iCategory 3 waterbody-pollutant combinations based
lon the data that were akceady anatyzed in the draft
IWMP. Pursuant to Section V1.C.5.a . the WP
3 ol
measures and BMPs 1o address Category 3 priority
poilutants, a5 required. Category 3 WBPCs can be.
revsed once monitoring data have been coflected,
through the adaptive management process

[The concentrabon-based WQBELs for metals listed
fon Dage 78 of the WP

be used 10 set allowable loads. The correct

rmetals, which can
lbe used in lle i i

" (p. 33 of the Revised

e
(dry weather, are Ientfied In Attachment O, Part
1C.2.c. The loackbased WQBELS for metals applicable

[winp) i
lcomnment, but 5 not.

IAtachment O, Part C.2.d of the perimit should be
used 1o calculate the alowable foad and required
reduction for metals durirg wet weather conditions.
I summary, alowabie polluant loadings shouid be

v e
the WQBELS lsted i Atachment O, Parts C.2.c and

(C.2 dof the permit. Loads must be expressed as dally|
loads, consstant with the expression of the WQRELs|

frable

lpresented are datly loads.

i Draft and
[Revised WhPs.

(October 27, 201

(3.3, ~General
lcomments?)

|Asioweable loads for metaks based on the required
[WQBELs and potential WER/SSO values for copper

['n Section 4.3.1.3 of the WMP, since the copper

d WQBELS

lappraved by the Regional Wates Board a5 of thes
[oeme. 2 are selected 1o

[be used to calulate the alowsble loads, and these
sBowabie toads are different from the mass-based
[WABELs listed In Attachment O, the WP should
[provide a elear explanation on how the proposed
lconcentration-based WQBELs and afowable loads
|were derived from the WQBELS in Attachment O

[with concentration-based WQEEL™ {p. £2). This fs not
responsive.

topresent
it modet results of poltutant foads,
iowable loads. target load reductions,
e toad reductions associated with
leontrol measures in unées consistent with,
[the respectve TMDL {e.&., Los Angeles
[River Metals TMDL allowa bl foads

[This section was substantively rewritten and

[The modet predicted loads presented in Table 4-3 fox|

i Aand

5. for example). These discrepancies could be due to
the sage of the 90th percentie year for the
predicted results of poliutant Ioads. Further, ail
[model resuits of pollutant loads are presented in
resms of Ibs/year in Table 4-3 theough Table -6
However. the results for the RAA should be

[each of the WOBELs in Attachment O of the MS4
[Pecrrut.

Hi g it e I e tabiles.

lloads in Table 4-3]. Each table in Secton,
1.0 must include units per time step
(o8-, 1bs/day} for the numeric values for
[carey.

[This saction was substantively rewritten and
meroved.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency
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ides | tmtes Usnuary n Augus 3, Ansbysis of Response Lstter Anabysis of statf
st | us | L Tane Soard Comments tapet 20, 2015) 12,205 Response Leter sstements et iesPomse Yopist 20 Rasponse
For the baselie condition, the model predcted T 3t of EnpeSee logcn (Takie £3 1n
Irunoff volume and the concentrations for copper. Revined WWF, Tabia 4.5 in th Fmal Wi}
ead, znc, niogen, and bacterts shoukdstsabe it baar reian 5 b 20y et mes
resented in Table 4.3 for the wetwesthe icacn bt ot shapredicind runcH veluire o
For cadmium, no model results are. | conemmarytiors.
21 18.2. "Modeling |included In Table 4-3, An explanation Is needed for A3 tha use o [Nc s
[comments"} o [October 27, | Tha sara g =
- EFint rofmrmennes 33 fomss. _rtal zadmiam
ldemonstrate that the model sesults for copper, lead rorpes, bend, wnc pncwl 2o ned 11
ind zinc or total sediment adequately represent the sitroguiesf* s sy beer eleeaind I the
Ibasekine condition and required reduction for Farial WM, Niz dhicusiden ol cadmam
zadmium. |=raaant st all in the fimel Plan.
|"Time series data were
Iprovided in modet output fles
[Total BMP Joad reductions that
exceed the target foad
[The diterences betwesn bsseline pecuctons incicateivhat
concentrations/fioads and alowable '“m*.wwe(?'
|concentrations/ioads shoukd be presented in a time “Section 4 of the Final WMP was e ing the permit ings) Fas
|series for each polluant under fong term conGnuous: sigfcantly revised and ndsmogmated fortha
d v lexpanded to address many of ’d'"““’:';";: e
fr el ares. in combinstian|
‘::‘m:':m:“b: mpeoved. Results with the desied outzome ""“‘"’f;::wm‘m‘md with the model output fles
| 22 |3 "Modeling oncentrationsfioads for wet weather periods, in e . sinuiated concentrations owds s, | of colieantload urdts foea et sddied soard
comments”}  [uts consistent with the applicalie WQBELs and |jihressedd [October 27, e e saries for[279 3nalisis periods Inthe draft i
[Receiving Water Limitations (e.g., mass of numbes . requested WMP. Figures 5-1 to 5-5 were N PR
per cay). instead o using thepredicted sesuls of o xkore:s‘:do:‘od:d:rjxmnlh.d Kl
intoad ta represent for load reduction target. In Junits and other requested [ (roattosdReductions were
acdition, 3 detatled explanation shouid be provided changes in the RAL™ [alculamed. e Group prmdded)
lof the caleufations used to derive the target losd i irgutand cutps s
reductions. that alowed Board staff to.
venfy the calcutated Target
fLoad Reductions. The Groups™
¥ lexPlanation adequately
|addressed Bosrd staffs
comment.

L

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more seriaus the daficiency



Oct. 2014 Comments Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2

INDEX
Tdes, | index it Y o August 3, 2015 LAR UR2. Analyss of Response Letter Analysis of Staff
1568 | tar "l‘;z‘ Board staff 2014 ] ot WApri28, 2015) s WP (e 12, 2015) espies 1t P Stalf Respanse (Angust 2015) ik
"The Group submitted the
imodel input and output file in
lin response to Board staif's
request. The revised WMP.
Irelies on a storm water volume
|capture apexoach to
demotrate comp¥ance with
IWOBELs and receis wates
|mmn-em:;e“m bl
calcutsted the, {Talde 5-4 S mclect the
=g et omirng Tt “Fom Wi,
|volume capture to schieve:
i report used a pollutant load-babed approach to compliance with WQBELs and ol
levaluate BMP performance and compliance with Ireceiving wate limitations, |27 ‘:"”‘ il
<oplicable WaBELs for wet weather conditons. . e Secton a3 1, Targettond  [Loo0 % scarti
. the report 2850 provide predicted r‘ﬁm“m1—‘|hw S«nmdol\f-_eﬂml_\:vwwas In inciudes the Hnwﬂ:u—:
|concentranons in the receiving water or at the * = jcatculated volume capture of 2
6.4 “Modeing [4TStre8m outets er the BMP scenarios : . " : e T e  lheMeswhatncedobe  |TEemE
2 iy [Fdditonaly, Table 417 0 Table 420 needtobe 161841 Sty | — oo s toachieve
1evised to danify the units for the values presented /f jcompliance. Table 5-1 of the
in each table. Finally, it appears that model output is e — revised WMP [dentifies the
lonly provided for final comphance deadiines. Model e Tiw [25h requesced |propased control measure
oumput shoukd akso be provided for phased BMP AT il hanges I the RAL implermentation schedule
mplernentation to demonstrae thatinterim based onthe phasing oeeded |
IWQBEL for metals and bacteria will be met. IL - g
interim and final compliance ::':;";"ﬂ:""'
targets for both bacteia and e e
imetals. The final WMP was. i .
revised in response 103
condition in the Executive
[Officer’s appeaval letter to
rmodify the title of Table 5-1to
IControl Measure
mpfementaton Schedude
removing the word “tentative”
from the ute *
The ID number for each of the 50 subwatersheds "The requested subwatershed ID| ["The Group provided the
i Lnumbers were prowided, along [svowatershed D numbers a5
24 (8.5 *Modeting |shown in the simulation dommain to present the |Theze s % Na change. twith the Draftand Final RAA well as submitzed the model
leomments') | geographic relationship of the subwatersheds within [scdressed (October 27, 2014 Basrd comment. imodetinput and outputs data gt and output fles in
[the watershed area that are simulated in the LSPC ifiles, to the Reglonal Board response to Board staff's
jmodel. Staff * [request.”
e flow, runoff volume and wter qualiy (pollitant
[output at the watershed outlet as well as for each
|percantie eritcat condition consistent with the ::“zw“m’:ﬁ" ] I"The Group submitted the
expression of the WQBELs In Attachments N and O o . Immodel Input and output fles fn
25 |16 "Modeling froestimate i In addition, per [Thaie 1hh i o b ; - = imrespocse toBoard staffs | Fhaes theta aem rice
leomments®)  [Raa Guidelines, the model cutpurt shouidIndude |yt (October 27, 2014 Al SRR e request. The teme seres output | sisabie fo tiview:
[stormwater runoff volume and pollutant FRes. 10 the Regna Board lis containad within the
concentration/load at the outlet and for each SH’; . [submmetted modef files *
modeled subbasin for each BMP scenario as well
isee Table 5. Model Output for bath Process-based
|EM Models and Empincally-based BMP Models,
[Pages 2021 of the RAA Guidelines}

Geeen = Substantively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency
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Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2

DX
Fodex | index Analysis of Revised WMP (fanuary 27, 2015) In August 3, 2015 LAR URZ Analysis of Response Lettec
iscn | wan ;"; Zu200 Comments {Aprit28, 2015) hopie PRI UIp e 11,2015 sponse Letter statements 1Al Reogan gots) Response
[section 3.1.3is klentecalin a
[versions of the WMP, and [t states-
Part VI.C.5.b.v.12) of the Msa
Fermit states that wheve Permitees
lidentty non-stormwatec discharges
[The Final WMP omits the rationale of Section Fm thie MS4 as nis0urce of “Geneca ly, modeling of non-
43 of the Revised WMP ('no sppraved polanssratcam or conmuns] [ S ecarpes 5
models ara applcable*) and replaces it with i
the following text {p. 73); *With the Permit [proposad lin predicting dry weather
stormwater discharges, there Is natecholcal [Di e """’::’:":’::""““’“ by variable and unpredictable
) sls upor e o = Ihuman activities rathes than [ The new refarenced
IModel sirmwiation for copper, lead, zinc, nitogen, i -5 on Sage 39‘{"“““’0:' o [t source of polluants consistene (Mt factors. Assuch, dry [Secton 353 s limited
26 |87 "Modeing g v |weather, Yet e Sy Upz  [MithParsillAandVID.10 of ks orens
comments”)  |not includedin od [October 27. 2014 & ol [the M54 Permit. These may Include: 4
e b s s oy S prohibitons. Tlms,anyana!vs:(:::umhk (Wi, and an appraximatety 120[02 B5 RS CRR T mmﬂ‘:ﬁ; :.l:en:::;l‘ml
reduction targets. i Fi YA e stormwater discharge to the M3s, - ‘
though the WMP quates the bacters TM:L |G westher flows ace erpically |RE IR B O e s Table .:i
& Mo foi in the non-stormwater dischargeor [ iljseepsand Serge
the primary sources of elevated bacteasl poniErerty the diversion 145 7eaUired by the condition n
Indicator densities tothe Los Angeles River = = letter {pg. 41)
|Watershed during dry- and wet- weather.” v ch
svategies to require the non- o
{(Final WhAP, p. 30) e et dichac m 5.0 s appropriate
separately reguiated under 2 genersl
INPDES pecmiL”
[This 15 completely non-responsive to
the comment.
The report did rot describe how the model was Section 4.5, Modeling Calibration, of the,
Iorated, s vevised draft WP discursses 8
calibeation criteria In Table 3.0.0f the RAA comparison of SBPAT and LSPC runoff
Guldesines, and 0o historical hydrology and water volumes 1o show the difference
g7 |88 "Modeling | quality monitoring data were used for comparison between simolated and observed values
comwments”} | with the model results for the basekne predtion. 0 ensure the mode! properly assess.
According to Part G, pages 12-13 of the RAA conditions and variabies.” Provide this
Guidelines, model calibralion is necessary to ensure comparison of SBPAT and LSPC runoff
thatthe model can properly assess al the variables volumes as an appendix or subsection 1o
and conditions Ina watecshed system the model catibration secbon
Thn identiication of the 90th percentie years fn “Sectiond of the Final WP was
Table 4-2 needs to be supported by peesenting significantly revised and The final WMP was revised to
historical byd:ological data to demonstrate the insrrig s |expanded to address several of include Table -1, whh lsts
20 |9 "Modes itical peti y o e dd the Regional Board and the annwal rainfalf depth, for
comments”)  |ramfall and storn sizesfconditions. The Inpot rainfall ¥ R g loctober 27, Petitioner comements. Table a1 each year, for the period of
shoukd be alio presented in the report slong with s and Figures 4-15 and 4-16In 1989 t0 2011, The comment
istork s ;i particular address this was appropriately addressed *
[ wet days and eamfall depth |comment.~

Green = Substantively Addrissed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2

Analysis of Final WMP {iune 12, 2015)

0 August3, 2015 LAR URZ
Response Latter

{April 28, 2015)

Analyss of Response Letter
statements

‘mmm:m[ g

Remove the following language In
Section 1.3 1.1 of the revised draft
[WMP (p. 15): “The Cites are reserving al
of thelr rights to subsequently assert
that the idenufied BMPs need not be
ienplemented, on the grounds that they

are nat

fessibl. In cther words. that the Bps |7

ral WP They were repiaced with the
llowing °f shall afie

MeP standacd, and that tis not possible
o provide the reasonable sssurances

[the admirnistrative petitons of those Citles,
Iror shall anything bn this WIAP constitute a

ired under
that is consstent with the MEP standar)
f 2t ab. The Gities agree that it s not
[possible to provide the reasonable
sssurances requied inder the permitin
[« manner thatis consistent with the M|
wandard.*

[therein. fp. 15)

Referance the Los Angeles River Bacteria

[TMDL LRS, which

JLAR URZ 2014,in  [Bacteria TMOL

[section 3.L5 of e

.42} the

nd dates for

[with the general appcoach of the LRS

* of & outialls st 6-month
2015,

[Detete the reference to "Potential” and
["Proposed” In Table 3-8 and revise table
[to only include specific commitments to

s specific

ch action in Table 3- For

la=

[these actions are the basis for the 5%
ltoad reduction from basehne.

Green = Substartively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency
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Los Angeles River Upper Reach 2

INDEX
e | Intex | 1

[
1see | wak | o)

27,2014

Analysis of Revised WMP anuary 27, 2015) in cesponse to
Eoard Comments

(Rprll 28, 2015)

in Table 5-1.0f the revised deaft WP
|'Tentative Control Measure:
imptermentation Schedule,” delete a8
instances of the word “tentative* i you
[peefer, you can replace the word
“ventative® with “approved” or
“curent." bn the last sentence of the
Isecond paragraph of section 5 1, change
lthe sentence “The WMP, including the
ischedule aspect, will be updated
[through the sdaptive management
process, therefore the schedule:
idenpfied is ahways tentative * to *The
WP, Including the schedule aspect, will
be updated through the adaptve
management process; to that extent, the|
jschadule identified is tentative unfess.

Green = Substantively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the Seficiency

In August 3, 2015 LAR URZ
Response tetter

Anadysis of Response Lotter
statements

Staff Response [August2015)

Anatysis of staff
Response




Oct. 2014 Comments.

Lower San Gabriel River

[presentedin the main docurment.

Tndex ‘Anatysts of Final
tdax | INDEX 2 [ Y 1 SpON Conditional Analysis of Response Letter
148 e Board staft 30,201 poe sy WHP {fune 12, In LSGR Response Letter A2 g
urz 2015
[section 1.1 of the draft WMP states, “the goal of
[these requirements is to reduce the discharge of
[pollutants from MS4s to the maximom extent 11
PatVI.C.ld  [practcable.” The goat of the thyee permits and of a m“‘: e i Ny
1y Jpumsseat e s broerthan s 11 prshe s LS O 0 . . e
g s . T rafrof 1 the Board, that 2014 R
fpollutants to the
program) | scharge of polutants 10 the maximum extent o o
necds broader
s pet
hemsa i
[Past  spplicable numeric WQBELS for each approved Thani |
C5al{1)  wlin the WMA. These should be clearl fisted
1 category1 3 v . Table 2-3 {p. 2.6}
[Pollutants) [RAA In Tables 5-4 and 5-5, but do not appear

parc
i CS.aii(2h3)

[The WM needs to speatfy the appiicable racelving
[water linitations for Category 2 water body
[potiutant combinations. These shouid be dlearly

i . It appears

|eurrent and next pesmt terms.

<1t would be reasonable to update the WMP ta
Jeontain project mukestones and implementation
me frames for projects thatwil be implemented
uncer this grant.

Green = Substantively Addressed

‘The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency

? fcateones2  [Tables 2:3 10 2-1 insssocaton wath monitoring site | T 95 020 #0ded 23 Table 24 (2. 2:10)

a0d 3 Pollutants)|specific summaries of exceedances of water quality

ide gr. Y
10 also summarite them in a single table
. map of .

FartW1.C5.a Imajor outfalis and major structural
o+ [mooenar  feonvois._Sectionviiaof tothe MSs [This has bees [ of Exsting

[Source |Peermut requires maps of the dealnage areas Structural 8MPs; p.3-48)

and thy
provided
Revise Table 5-1 of the revised draft
the program needs (o more clearly demonstrate
(Section S}
|comphance is “as soon as possible *
the phease “when practabie” and seta
[The WMP needs to provide a clear schedule that imilestone date for ordinance adoption
[Partvic5asy [gemonstrates implementation of the BMPs wil to 12/28/17 li.e., end of permit term).

w‘m;hd achleve the requared interim metal reductions by the b TOW-755-1 {Exposed Soif Ordinance)
3 [l lcornphance desdlines The WP schedule shouid at Semove the phease i practiable from

oot od [t leastprovice speafiiy on actions within the the rifestone description.

Ordinance); Remove the phrase “when
cticable™ from the milestone
cription.

achievement and include In table.




Oct. 2034 Comements

Lower San Gabriel River

dentified in the draft WMP

nsdax
B I:!:: INDE: 20,2014 Analysis of Revised
URZ
[For waterbody-pollutant combinations not
[sddressed by TMOLs, the MS4 Permit requires that
Part [the plan demonstrate using the reasonable
.C5 bav.BS)ic] |asswrance analysss (RAA) that the activibes and
; g [isetecsion ot achleve
[Watershed |apelicable receiving water limitaGions as soon as
[control [possible.. it does not address the question of
[Measures) [whether compiance with limitations for poilutants
|not addressed by TMOLs could be achieved ina
|shorter time frame
=art [prioridzation method used by a City must also be.
=17 ‘quality impact
} Mienum |eevise thesr draft WMP to clearly state when the
wrol initlal prionniation of facilives will occur
2 l:::awr - |addmonaly, picity [hesachanee
[industrial ¢ it oritz the ratio of low peiority
fa Facil 10 high pefoity facilii 31
Zcogram) |or tower ta maintain inspection frequencies

{Aprit28, 2015)

io additional requirement to address
130 2014 Board comment

‘Analysls of Final
WMP [1una 12, In1SGR Response Letter N2
2015)

Introduction to Section 5 was
ified to more dlearly
trate that the compliance
el Is 85 s00n as possible for
lutants not addressed by TMOLS."

statements.

~The revised WP peovides an
estimate of che cost of structura
[BMPs and based on thes estimated
fcost, reiterates the nancial
ditficulties and uncersainties of
impiementing the WP
tparticularty the lsck of funding
rces for controls). and
conchudes that the compiance
schedule is as short as possible to
Mow time to both addcess
Jogical and operational
lenges and to secure the
[necessary funding to Impleent
watershed control measures in
WMP...The Groug’s existing

jemphasis added]

Green = substantively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Lower San Gabriel River

Oct. 2014 Comments.
O | gex | mDEX nditional -
::‘Z & | iser 30,2014 (Api28, 2015) InLSGR Response Letter N2
[Toe coffiment eng.opesras The Fnal WP Includes two new
Included In the Revised {and Ainal) eables, Tables 5-23nd 5-3, which
[Thie Raa identifies potenval areas for green street [WMP inSection S.3. Aofndluded i
[conversion and assumes a 30% conversion of the
pare oad lemgth in the sultable areas; however, the
N projects
g [ Gelectionot pos 0 additionsl requirement to address.
Watershed information on spedific projects at this time, the October 30, 2024 Board comment.
[Control to
paeasures| [the necessary number of projects to ensure Ischedule of feasibility studies and
te assessments to deteramine.
Ispeaific projects to address the.
imilestones in the compliance tables
jof the RAA, Attachment B *
‘Section 5 of the Revised (and Final)
P was modified to lncrease the The Revised WP provided more
The M54 peceit requires that the WP provide degree of darny 3nd speciity specificity InSection 5 regarding
specifcity with regard to stroctural and non- structural and non-structural best
tructural BMPs, including the rumbes, type, and
. location(s), etc. adequate to assess complarce. Ina
5ty ey [Pomber of cses, skivonat speciciy..is [ r—
i o [etesheg |Peeded-mhere shouldutexssbe mare spedieny on o sddiiona cequirement toaddress " “’“";"’:,:’;’:::“ -
i ensuce that the Following interien requicements are [Pctober 30,2014 8card commenc Executive Officer’s approval leter
::;‘:';‘:q met {1) 2 10% reduction In metals loads duding wet
L weather and 2 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,
dates for their achievement.™
A change to the document was not
table to the RE. The AAA approsch “The RAK' appronch o using inc. |11 reSPOcse suggests that he
[he deafe WP appears to rely mostly on the phase- of controlling sinc, in concert with 5. limiting pollutant, whie £'s original Judgment {"The
i et tirafc WP
i 1 to achi fthe modeied efect of copper load e lon the phase-ou of copper in
€5 btv el |'he necessary coppertoad reductions —[Olther [No asditions) requirement to address leductions antidpated theough S8, rovensensteBilassioan, [l e pad to
(o] e | v I response [ocoter 020t by oo aferess  INochanse 346, anticipates that the application adequate approsch to compliance. [ v
Reductions) | |09eS toveduce Cu loads sufficiently to achieve fof the Watershed Control Measures. [with Copper WQBELS. Thevefore naf ) - -l
|ecemptance desdtines for ntecim andfor Feal i Compiance schedule of Chapter
|waseLs 13 and S, cespectively, wil reduce. i I that s the present conchusion of
e 3 il the staff It shoukd be dlearly
o P - articudated as such.
and/or final wasls *

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower San Gabriel River

X x| DB ® Anadysls of Revised WMP [Ianuary 30, 2015) in response to Board | Conditional Approval Requirements | ATAMsis of Final Analysis of Respoase Letter
:‘J:: Lar Lea J 30,2018 !4 S AN ey wm;sl;.eu, 1 1SGR Response Letter #2 ks Staf Response (August 2015} Analysls of Staft Responise
|Section 5.3 of the RAA notes
o "Overall findings of the study
lestrrated thatof the
lanthropogeric sources of copper,
2 i . 41 between pproxmately 35 percent are
the Oratt and the Revised WAP atorbusted to brake pad relesses:
Df E L. J _, 8PP 2010}, Even If the reduction
[peimary or Timiting™ pollutant and that by implementing structural Section S MG heiftAA Jusifies “The Group has added additional  |mas onty hall of this amoun, the
the A . . # [how category 1.2.and 3 potutanes | T . -
Part thatths t e - ;:I“"‘"""“ "“:;"ﬂt"”"“"‘ [¥Ths s true for a1 5 Sipg.5-1)of foopper
MCSBIS)  fother pollumnts. REVISED: “The RAA i W gt s selevece o he [0 o thelimicng olluant_|che WMP and I Section 5.3.1of i o being the iviing polluant
[Reasonable [primary or Timiting” polfutant and that by implementing the structural ek 3Pproach, itis expected that each of |the RAA {Appendix A4-1,pg. 38). | LLAR, 1CT, and LSGR " Setting
Mo additional requicement toaddress | for fustification, i included in ™
1 |Assorance it ch nd, InChapter 3 the st 20 Ts oo "y o change IS The notstate | sside whether “oaly half is 3
(Analys ities and control measures chleved for the Water Quality comee ¢ S oo ot cartrolled at a faster rate than zine.* fand justfy this approach for each |reasanable expectation for copper
|umiting |witl achieve applicable receiving water limitations, it |Priorities defined inChapter 2. The rationale for this modeling h It is jcategory 1, 2, and 3 polfutant; reductions from $8 346, it
[Polturant) Justify this for each 3.1 fsik] of the jita cements| S Ipollutant approach butnothing  [however, this i pollutants
implementation of this approsch in 4
leategory1, 2.and 3 pollutant. 0 gl W sven the v
Revised WMP | [water timitations. | approach.” [required reductions relatve to
ine, bt because theywere ot
5 pollutant has ot been Irnodeled this canrot be assumed.
followed. Isiepty asserting thatainc is
eniting based on only » few
|eonstituents (snd thea redefining
[the term) does not constitute
[proot.
"Section 4.3 was added to the.
The draft assumesa 10% polfutant reduction from - t PEciWhPioaddiess the "Section 8.3 slso drifes the
v i o e o ommante. lsupport o the 10% pollutant
[part his assumption be . particularly controls fisted in Section 3.2.3 through 3.4.1. These non-+ | Fegional Board also states that, "as. eduction 20d o3
11 C5 b5} SO Pelprovided scigned 10% for their Ipart of the adaptrve management gornnt
nice the group appears to be relying almost entirely reevakuation of the assumption:
Peasonable | ese controls for near-term pollutant reductions & jpeocessithel Permitbees'chculd] ‘Agencies will evaluate this
12 |Assrance th this during| |commit to evaluate this assumption -
|analysis - New > g - o it becomes. g ! lassumption during Program
INon- Structorat Peemittees shoukd commit to evaluate this = aternate controls if it limplementation and develop
sssumption during program implementabon and HOueverideohs foein afternate controls f it becomes
lcontrols) . L [becomes apparent that the:
develop ahternate controls If it becomes apparent et st facts ption I i |epparent that the assumpton is
that the assumption Is not supported * i resumERon lsnetstpponied e Inot supporced
|modest one.” (p. 4-2 and 4-3} [commitment was also Included in
the in Secvond. 3"
A MLt) :
[For dey weather, the WM assumes 3 2 {1597, 1598, 7004, 20055 et |
[in irrigation {RAA, secdon 7 1.2). Additional support |resisintinl water Lne, whith St that 158 rudsticn ii s plasee
part [Ehouid be provided for this assumption, partieularly  {outzore i 1albtunced RA ueebian il 1 pnge st s et
VICSbiv(S) ‘ '
[Reasonable  [on this non structural BMP for near-term pollutant .
T et e il e Ul il 5%l e mostrns |G
IAnalys's - i need ey e, bt I ks
mgation iarofy “cormiesaiin” fas stasac i th pmnt] s presasmared
d L im ol wctiony h an eusisme. By
) becomes apparent 2 inirig Tagulition 4k i saatied o hiw pusic
sup sin £ g ishalr
fapotcabitey 1o suntiabie, king term rediictim
Part [section 1.4 2 of Attachment A to the RAA points out
VIC 5ibiv(5)  [rhat addstional potential egionsl BMPs were
identfied ta provic .
INo additional requirement to address.
W [Assurance  [ooted n Table 9.4._The RaA ot o 2004 Soand coarets  liocharge
Aralyss -
Fegonal necessary BMP vofume can be achieved by thase /
BMPs) tes that were not “excluded for privacy.*

Green = Substantively Addressed
darker the red, the more serious the deficiency

Red
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Lower San Gabriel River

irdox ‘Anabysis of Final
index | NDEX Usauary dtions! Analysis of Response Letter
128 |uar | e 02008 Comments. (Apra28, 2015} w”':gl“s';‘“' InLoa e fponse et ei) statements
Part ons under Its dded to the RAA,
M C5b.w(5) clud & . moltple” * documents}
(Reasonable |, ing citealindusural sources, educating ke A
|Assurance K E i
15 e and Includes 10
Permited faltocsio Program,
ndustial trial faciit as although *peovides guidance” rather than
Facilbes} iequved, Mtating 3 requirernent of the WMP,
nSection 3 4 1.1,the draft WMP states, "{a]s
1ecognized by the footnote in Attachment K 4 of the
IPermit, the Partapating Agencies have entered into
Amended C States |rhe The footnote
of Cahforna, e y states:
" i Channel Angeles and
':“g S v oy 121520 e Pariipating Agencies from Long Beach Harbor Waters Taxic Polkutants TMDL] da not apply to
15 (2 OSSR |y orneland the Greater Los Angels and 4 J
Massiron Harbors.™ Montr Chemical Corp., Case No.
page 63) 90:3122 AAH {1Rx)." The submission of this WMP and It associated
Iths statement misinterpeets the Regional Water  [CIMP and any action or Implementation taken pursuant to it shall not
4 " {p-3-22)
Zansent Decree releases MS4 Peemittaes from any
|obiigation ta implement the WOQBELS in the Mss
fpermits.
Sezzon S4 M win
a1 water =5 e Condnianal
sgrsial
20407) oy L i Bt
Pip&\m(rsdul'l’leﬁnllnﬂn:fMthlm thee puds ﬂﬂln::l-:;rl:ﬂ;::PIllnLH-déld::I::I::’l(”he £ 4,14 of the revised drak WP 1o the ?rdrw‘n :.’:
uctaria, b & 4 1 ot e
lormetime in 2040." However, the pollutant Bacteia HCK i it Thi eteis i il wat and ey it [oUowing: 0 eerrined eough oy oy
educton plan milestones in Section 5 only appear  {dradline of 040, which exiends beyond the 1015 desdiing for the o plici
— required bacteria load reductions may
[Paavicse (:‘:pIulhey!ll]ﬂl&hvwﬂmhedpnoﬂﬁﬁ Jlimiting poliam !ﬂf_llrllllﬁlrﬂ‘-dllvmhda nll:rwh Inot be met by contraling for zinc, then :-qwl!ﬂ
17 |iCompliance reiat g . i 18 that ‘mietiones based
Schedules) water timirations, i ¥ i [on measurestle
|based on measureable criteria or indicators, & pinc, then the WS wil be modfisd to incorporate bactetis . X 3 1
edile [ ~ riegria oo final o
and 2 finat date for achieving the receiving water  [deaciine of 2040 " 2 dates 1= achivning
imitations as soon 21 pessible. These need 10 be o s he WS Al e, 4nd
Included in the revised WP, This ai the e o Enal date doe
thresgh this comment. Thare are no miennnes. basedon
Indizsaes, an sapik e, noc a inah
date.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Lower San Gabriel River

Analysis of Revised WMP 2015 ln 10 80ard o Latter
(Gamary 30, 2015) kn response e - Anabysis of Response -

|reductions from these noa-structural BMPs and
the

02017, %

*fp 23] Howerer, the netreg

then be excluded.

lthe daity catibration results The
[Tables in Section 411 and 4.1.2

[versus.
lthe daily calibration results (versus
[the monthly that were shown
[prewoushi -

lthe monthly calibration resuts
jised in the drafe WMP_"

5 [(A1."General ; A el SR L [toaddiionsl requirement toaddress ||
s peovided bl sttt el foctober 30 2014 Board comment. b,
[that these measures can achieve the near-term RERR SRy e e S e I e
interim WOBELS ber 2017 e
terim by Sepremt s
|section s Compirance schedule of the draft
[Watershed Management Plan only provided
[implerentation schedute for non-structural rgeted
|eontrol measures up 10 2017. The 1SGR Watershed
s |(A2-"General [Management Group must provde measureable (o addivonal requicement to address.
|comments”)  [mitestones for implementing each one of the cober 30, 2014 80ard comment.
[proposed controf measures that will allow an
assessment of progress toward the interim and finel
WQSTELS and receiving water lamitabons every two
ears
[A rew passage i the Revised WP (Section 5 4.14) states -A bacteria
ITMDL has not been adopted for the Lower SGR Watershed The RAA
[The LsaR if ric
o lfrom other For bacterls, the
143 *Genorl o - 3 " o additional requirement to address.
o0 o Category2 s [ tecia TMDL | n
2 Jommentst) 'dd'mﬁ?’m'“m""ﬂ“:'; posod Jezsting Loslangsies Hiver Dacteria TMDL K gpplcatle. "°°‘":;h [October 30 2014 Board comment. P chansa
[ranagement cycles 2015 WMP.
e i lasadh R _—
"t shoutd be noted that the enire
watecsbed was ineluded in the
Imodel for calibration purposes.
Imciuding areas upsteam and
loutside of the area addressed by the
RAA. As such. there was no absence "The Group has clanfied that
[Sasedt on the resuits of the bydrology calibration lof ups ream flow contTouting to the! lupstream flows were taken into.
ishown in Table 4.3, the error difference between lerror difference. As stated n the. jaccountin the RAA. Addivonally, |\ T
imodeled fiow votumes and observed data Is IRegronal Board comment, once the Grou has also clanfied thar |1 nesus! that el
5 1. “Wdeing |17% T Hghes ertorpeccentage couk bedue o (10520 e Drat and Befsed WG/ . e % i caeation was comeleted (tabls i Sectos 11304 (4 Imprcnt when e
2 e ference. carentat be (October 30, 2014 [No change. lopsweam areas were subtacted 412 have bren updsted roshow (00 OTerte st
priream. For calibration purposes, ugstream i ia;-s it oy s from the modet for presenting losd [the modeSed versus cbserved u:: P'rﬂ-'-:cmm
be Included . 0. = eceed andjpodel reduction tacgets. The lots fn lveturme errar for the daity o o e
has been completed, the uPsream flaw vofume can [Attachment E were updated to 72 latibration resukts 53 opposed to S

Green = Substantively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency



Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower San Gabrlel River

tndex } Anatysls of Final i
tudex | DEX {ranuary. Conditional Anatysis of Response Letter
‘IJARY: uar | ser ), 2014 nts. (apri2s, 2015) WM:‘DJ;ISI;Q 12, In LSGR Response Letter N2 statements ‘Staff Response (August 2015) Analysks of Staff Response
“Table 5-6 of the RAA (Appendix A-
- i sons and loads s (Section 53,4 An additional table was sdded to 4.1, pg. 40) ceflects baseline foads
32 |82 "Modeling [for 3l modeted polfutants of concern, inciuding TS5, N e . ety 7 |No 00onal requiement toaddress | the RAA to refiect the ba for organics, metals, and bacteria.
comments™) es. for wet [potiutants are October 30, 2014 Board comment. " loads. Found on page 39 as Table §- A1though TS is not Included, the
| weather conditions.” " 6. [sedument associated poliutants are.
included {DOT, PCB, and PAH)"
- the differences between basefine
o sons/ |tn
e series lor each  [Modsled
. 8.3, Modeling [poltutant muation e, feprovides no irement to address
TP fommens  asa v i I b October 30. 2014 Board comment. [ PanEE-
concentrations loads and a¥owatle rovided. Ths 15 a partial response to one partof the Board's reduest.
concentrations/loads for the crtcal wet weather
peciod.
“1t should be noted that the original
) watershed modefing (based on
L5°C) supporting the Dominguer
[channel and Greater Los Angeles Ty v
and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxk| -
[oallutants TMDL did not include [Harbor Taxics TMDL did not directh
[“we note that modeling was not conducted for irmulation of DT, PCBs, and PAHs. [model these pollutants, but instead|
s | ae e odeiing orgarnics {DOT, PCBS, and PAYSL 1L pot learwhy |\ i cionS.3.1of the Revised RAR suggest that modeling ed P To
eomments ) e etooens et st o P25 660 forthese polutants. 23 1 surcogate to esdmate heemt e
explanation for the fack of modeling s needed.” e peccentie of otserved
|90th percentile of obs:
N jconcentratons for DDT, PCBs, and
concentrations were assigned, ™
cniration s
meeting requicements set forth by
[RAA guidance provided by the
[Regional Water Quality Control
Board.™

Green = Substantively Addressed
Red

he darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower San Gabriei River

—
x|, ‘Anshyss of Final
Lag | "dex | NDEX Board Sttt 30,200 | Anelrstsof Revised WMP Uamuary 30, 2015) in respomse toBourd | - Conditional Approval Requirements | CL L TEE In ESGR Response Letter ¥2 Staft Response (August 2015) Analysis of Staft Response
oR: UAR | LSGR Comments {April 28, 2015) 201%)
"Regarding the required information.
for the modeled subbasins,
astachment B of the RAA was
updated o nclude the cequested
eables, sfong with  senteace to
lovenide some claificabon in RaA
[Section 9 2.1 {third paragraph).
Fegacding non-stormwater runoff, [This comeitment s stated as
the comtete comment from the Attachment 8 o the cevised WMP [filows: “The Reasonable
(The report resents the exating eunoff volumes, oA a1 oo T e weance 4 el
'“‘“'".d‘d"“,':ﬂ,““““:" e formation. If avatabe, for non- runcff volumes, required volume | ncluded in Appendis A &1, As
scena the
ormw Aernativet b =,
ercentie. 24-hour volume ratention standsrd for g ""‘°’:nd e A—— i
leach major watershed area__The same i added to Section ""‘"’""w"“ et stionsifor. chch s W "
ot wed i » lcomemitmear nguage
o i Al P il Al Gonal ’ — Inecessay data in each waters 19.2.1 of the RAA {Appendix, pg. 55} |sdaptive management process
. ), if wil fe
25 loomments")  [needed 15 to what consttutes the Tncremental and . [October 30, 2014 Board comroen, [0 HanE® o huosgh e utpse s nenaa s it uMoton or iireved
i i year sorm hanes I e 36 gets” No other change Imocitoring pxogiam. so that the [throush 9.7, Section 4 20fthe [such a3 How volumes a0d valume
% b | {model can be rcalibrated during [eevised WMP commts to te- retention BMPs.” Section 9 of the
Provousmbles the adaptrve management process lcalibrate the RAA basedon data (WP, however ("Adaptive
10 batter charactesire non- lcollected through the monitoring  [Management Process*), hawever,
[ to Bt esentiCHa Sme il ool stormwater flow volumes and to IProvides no clear th:
el 534 fo o stammoestes runof Gemonstrate thatproposed volume ing and [such This
[retention BMPs will capture 100 mnonitoring Program) "commiunent” should be
[percent o non-storrmuater that wrengthened and made explct
[worild otherwise be discharged
[through the M54 in each watershed
Jacea.”
A commitment to the recalibration
shemative was incdluded In WP
Section 8 2.”
[The report needs to present the same information
see above. comment BS], #avalabl. for noa-
stormuater runoff Alternatively, the report shookd
in each watershed area, through the non-
- " stormwates outfal screening and monitoring . N
fonal 1dd
s [ e Lot et berecaried [ " prossstonteonsrementiontien |y
oornme! during the adaptive management process to better v
characterize noa-stomeater flow valumes and o
| demonstrate that peoposed volume recention BMPs
bt capture 100 percent of non-stormwater that
jeach watershed area.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Lower San Gabriel River

ober 30, 2014

10 LSGR Response Letter i

Analysis of Response Letter =

statements

[Revise Table 5-1 of the revised dralt
[WMP to state that for controf measures
isted as being a “jurisdictional effort,
[the Permttees that are responsibie for
[milestone completion are identified In
Table 3-5

[Equivaient text was
skready present in
[section5.1.3.

[Revise Secoon 5.2 of the revised draft
WMP to Include 2 table that lists
|definitive interim and final milestone
[schievernent dates and the responsible
[Permittees for the Proposition 84
rofects. Currently, the rewised draft
[WP only provides "expected” dates for
|construction and completion. The:
responsible Permittees within the LSGR
[WG will be resporsible for meeting
[these mitestone achievement dates.

IDone.

in Secoon 4.3 of the revised draft WhP ,

nclude references to Table 3-2, Table 3-

5. 3nd a1 other relevant tables that list
to the 10% poll

[One sentence has
lbeen added: “The
Inorstrucrurat

1eduction axsumption for non-modeled
lomPs.

lsummarizedin
[Tables 3-2 and 35 ~

IProvide further detall and speaificity in
[Section 3 4.13 of the revised draft WP
fon what incentives are being included in
|TCM-NSWD-1 and whether any
incentives are being offered apart from
[Metropolitan Water District’s rebate
peogram.

Tha Clty of Long Beach submiteed Its
itatement of Legat Authonty to the Los
{Argeles Wates Board on February 26,
2015 Include this Statemeat of Leg:
[Authortty in the WP appendix section
contairing the othes Permittees' legal
rthority statements.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red. the more setious the deficiency



Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower Los Angeles River

Trdex e

15GR
o5 UAR

23,2014

Analysis of Revised

2018)

Comments

Conditional
(apri 23, 2015)

Analysis of Final
WMP {fume 12,
2015)

InLLAR Response Letter K2

Analysis of Response Letter
statements

Part v
iPurpose of
[ Watershed

iSection 1.1 of the draft WMP states, “the goal of

these requirements is to reduce the discha rge of

[pollutants from MS4s 1o the maximum extent

racticable. The goal of the thee permits andof a

WMP Is broader than presented (p. 1-1). Per..the LA
e

Section 1.1 now paraphrases the above-stated goats of the Regional

Board, and asin
of the WP

notes that “Ti
1.23." Howe

program)

the
discharge of poliutnts to the maximum extent

draft of the WMP Includes

the Board, that

28, 2014 Board

are implemented to rediie the discharge of pollutants to the
. AL

[practicable MEP) pursuant to Part VA 1 The
revised WMP needs 1o acknowledge the broader
[goats set forthin the permit.

No change,

Pant
VI.C 5...00a)
2 |v}(Source

[The MS4 permit requires that TMDL source
investigations be considered In the source.

in Section 2.2, others with potentially useful Insights.

toSection 2.2.

such as the L metals TMDL were not.

page 60)

from all retevant TMDLs for possible insights into
hat might

an effective program.

[No additional requirement to address
October 28, 2014 Board comment.

No chane.

oart
1.C5.2.00t (v}
isource

Assessment, page
60}

resuits. The Regional Water Board did 0ot find any
respoasive aformation in the draft WMP and any
avatable information shouid be noted in the final
[WHP. For example, relevant findings presented in
the implementation plans for the LA River metals
[TMDL submirted in October 2010 by Reach 1 and
nd Reach

2 participating Jurisdictions shouid be included.

section 2.3 Source Assessment was sipnificant expanded.

Partv1.C5a
15.01Ka i}
(source

[The M4 Permit requires a map of the M4 including
major outfas and major structural

controls._Section VILA of 0 the M54
e

e
requires maps of the dralnage areas

lpcovided.

Structural 8MPs; 0, 3-56).

Parcvics aivin)
« s |@roritzstion,
page &0)

pollutant controls necessary to achieve WQBELs
and/or receiving water limitations {RWis} with
i hath

Reach

limitations have not been achieved. The LA River

[Citing 2 2010 COM report, section 3.4.13 now asserrs “Specifically, the|

metats TMOL includes interim wet and dry water
i P—
deadiine of January 2012; the WP needs to o o it ”
ackdress the compliance status of the Permittzes [ 7£%" ko
[with these limitations, and ensure compliance. SR _
. Therefore, the statement In the draft WP e
incorrectly concludes that the aforementioned e i)

iConsent Decree refeases M54 Permittees from any
coligation to implement the WQBELS I the Ms4.
[per mits.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Qcx. 2014 Comments

Lower Los Angeles River

Todex
indax | INDEX Analysis of Response Letter
:::; 1568 | AR 2014 P 28,2015 in LLAR Response Letter 2 statements Staff Respon 2015 bys f Respon:
of
identfied I Table 3-15.
Hevise Table 5-1 of the revised draft
[WMP tainclude the milestones and
[Where data Indcate Impairment or exceedances of vlestone completion dates for the
ZWLs and the findings from the source assessment Ifollowing targeted control measures
implicate discharges from the Ms4, the Perrmt. TCMs} as follows ©
fequires a strategy for controllng poltuaants thatis (#. TCM-PLD-2 {UD Ordinance): Resmove
i % m::g"’ uff the phrase "whea practicable” and seta
Py though 3indudes stone date for ordinance sdoption
T to12/28/17 [l e, end of permit term)
[the compliance schedule (Section S} ensures b. TCM-T55-1 {Exposed Sofl Ordinance} -
= |rompRance a5 soon a5 possible.~ Remove the phrase “if racticable™ from
eription.
TOM-RET-1 (Encourage downspout
|disconnects): Identify Intarim
milestonels} and datels}for milestone
*chievernent and Include in table.
[For watesbody-poltutant combinations not
[sddressed by TMDLs, the MS4 Pesmit requires that
[the plan demonstrate using the ressonsble. 5
o () [France anabvi (RAA)that the cthoies and e wadictionto secton)s W,
v b acdonof | [P0l measures t be Implemented will achieve o additional requarement 1o address
ey applicable secetving water limitatons 25 s0on a5 rober 28, 2014 Board comment. schedule s a3 550n a5 possble for
wol M. 3 [possible it does not address the question of [Pollutants not addressed by TMDLs."|
[wheter compliance with limitations for pollutants
ot addressed by TMOLs could be achleved in 2
lshorter time frame.
Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency




Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower Los Angeles River

Green = Substantively Addressed
Red = The darker the red, the moce serious the deficiency

Index Analysts of Final
adex | INDEX Analysis of Revised WMP Conditional Analysis of Response Letter
® | S | uag | PermitCtation | Board Statf Comments fram October 26, 2018 i aprhzs, 2015 WMP {lune 12, In LLAR Response Letter 12 ) Staff Respon
uR zoigy
"Section 5 of the Revised fand Fina1)
[Ine MS e rsqiices thatthe Wde providd WP was modified toncrease the ["The Revised WMP provided more
specificity with regard tostructural and ion- i A "
degree of claity and specificity specificity inSection 5 regarding
sructural BMPs, including the number, type, and
iregarding schedules and actions for itructurat and non-structural best
focations), etc. adequate to assess comphunce. Ina s
S L the current and next permit terms imanagement practices (BMPs)..the
o s sonts)of watarshed [55E500 5. 3 The corrections to the Final WP ievised WMP did not contain
Lo i . [further refined these commitments. (definitive mlestone dates. nor did
b [The Group has also sddressed the & speciy the Permittees
3 o It e, e Inherent uncertainty a5 to which lesporsible for the projects The
peeTon. ¥ e [speaic BMPs will be implemented Executive Officer’s appraval letter
= ! ¢ o address the milestones In the fka, e a condti
v year for 7 7
[milestone will be Implemented. This shauld be 5.4), specifie dates have been added to each year.. WA iance tables {RAA Atachment j2dd definitive dates loc uo
N [B: Section 5.3 was revised to [BMPs. _The Final WMP 3ddresses.
evised toinclude more specific andfor exact dates i d
3 linclude 3 2015-2016 schedute of [thés condition by
[where appropriate.} [Note this conditn requaes h
fess specficity than the anlogous condtion for fesstbary suadresland e pcick nd
" or. [assessments to determine speafic [dates for their achievement.”
LSGR ] -
lpojects
additionally, many watershed control measures in
that are not new Interim vlestones fe.g .
346, Table 5-1 TCN
feweeping, etc.). For transparency, Regional Water  [the "ongoing” pxojects to the bottom of the prior st of planned
[Board i d “Ongoing™ startdate,
|clearty be separated from intern mitestones for
|structural controls and nom-seructural BMPs I the
[pare
M.C5.bvidliah
& |(Watershed
|"The commitment language was " The Final WM? includes two new
1 IMaestones)
The RAA (denifies poteaal areas for green street
conversion and assumes a 10% conversion of the
jroad length in the suitable areas however, the
fspecific focations and projects are not identified
pos: o additional requirement to address.
[ information on specific projects at this time, the ober 28, 2014 Board comment.
|the mecessary number of prajects to ensure schedue of feasbility stodies and
pliance with per P rite assessments to etecmine
compliance schadutes. [speafic projects to address the
jmilestones In the comp¥ance tables
jof the RAA, Attachment 8 *




Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower Los Angeles River

required

ith
[stating a requirement of the WP

Todox Analyst of Final
Iedex | INDEX - hy: (Januiary 28, 2015) nditional Anafysis of Response Letter
o
ll;ﬁ Ban | AR 2004 " P’ 28, 2015) WMP {lume 12, InLLAR Response Letter N2 statements Staff Response (August 2015) Analysks of Staff Response
"Section 4.3 was added to the
Revised WMP to address the
ot Regional SorndSomieon 1S pertong3aatisiies he
[The i - e 10 Section 3.2.3 through 3.4 1. These non-modeled [Regional Board also states thatas :“"";:"':“ 1% pglitant
|ew addivonal support for 10% for thelr Part of the adaptive managernent vcpoaiand comfiits 3
his ? . ar..the [Process. the Permiteses shoukd [risenchihe sipmptont
permittees shouid commt to evah Y comemit to evaluate this assumption e eaas R,
nd (s2sumption during Program
However, desghte the develop afternate contros it romentaton nd deron
chat the for lbecomes appasent that the pierives controif i Bgcomes
s, assumption is not supported.” This spacent ot the sisumpton
modest one.” (p. 4-6) lcommitment was also Includedin o susponteds
[Section43 *
For dry weather, the WMP assumes » 25% reduction |4 \
i Ir i | L TR, 00, 2010
poltutant discharges). Additional support shoukd be  [iaiclirital muter e, m hic SugEelt that 254 reduciion & § plauniole
ravided for this assumption, oc as partof the  [autrame. e 1 pae ind
: need
commit: i this i
54 ied %0 iyt assumption A - & ek A |No additional requarement to address. L
i N 7 T Wloctober 28, 2014 Board comment. -
[fs not supported. milestones/deadiines. .the ¥ “poneriarve” (is aded in the ferl 1 alio prefipnsied.
[Permittees need to commit to evaluate this - of. By
i gt tmgulatioe 1 Vo g
de i T ey
The Group has Indicated to Board
s2aff that the complete hst of
"Though specific addresses wece nat, o eeillites = indluding the'sitey
Part provided in the WMP_these that were “excluded forprtacy” — Lo, e cays meven though
B MCShailieh secton 1.4 20f Attachment A tothe RAA polnts out Pocabons are st potenual sites for s oo\ | requiced demorstsaion that
() lthat addhtional potential segonal 8MPs were Iregional structural BMPs. and may prd Q;xk"d“‘;:: ;"""‘" Inon-exciuded sites are sufficent
identified to proside the remaining BAP volume o sl requicement cosdd lbe used as such, The complete Iist o ey are st poromeil e to meet BMP volumes, we accent
Inoted InTable 5.4..The RAA sh i g o &« jona) requicement 0 address  ly, yange [potentialsites in Section 3 of the (hey are stf potentialregional | [ sentthe explanation that
- [October 28, 2014 Board comment. [BMPs sstes wathin the -
(WP inclodiog those where the hed St e Grouprs ¥ 1€ not sufficent.
Inecessary BMP volume can be achieved by those Jacdeess has been excluded for b i
sites that were not "excluded for pavacy * [pervacy, pravide the necessary BMP st soemmrich Bt may o e [T purpose of the crignat
rokame s s erablted Jover e by substtuting B tha| et 1 therefore undlear
ough loroduce an equivatent volume
eduction, the sbove nformation
givenby the Group s sufficent*
|
ndustral/Commercial Factbsies Program- including e *Attachment A" documents)
tracking critxcal industrial sources. educating b Anew
ndusetal facAi iremeats, a indudes 10
o =
y industrisl faciites are implernentis picily " - rather than

Green = Substantively Addressed
Fied= The darker the red, the more serious the defidiency




Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower Los Angeles River

Tndex N ‘Anatysis of Final
tadex | INDEX Analysts of Revised v Conditional Anelysls of Response Letter
o an | war 2014 Comments {April 28, 2015} WMPI;J;:;Q& InLLAR Response Letter N2 statements Staff Response {August 2015) Anabysis of Staft Response
25 explained ina response cable
provided to the Regionsl 8oard
WP, 2 not avatable,
change to the document was not  [for reviews but this response “The RAK's aporoach of using zinc
y P | necessary. The RAA approach of h i it while
ot of copper in automotive brake pads__to achieve utgment appears [anti reductions
. the necessary copper foad reductions..[O)ther e ST U S . Toad ¥ mostly f 3461330 The basis of the staffs ceversal of
9 -t 10 may still be [October 28, 2014 Board at [No change. redt throughsg  |copper 1deqy ;
necded to reduce Cu losds sufficiently to achieve g — 34 applcation toad _with copper WQBELS. Therefore. noluadiear.
comphance deadlines fro interim andfos final of the Watershed Control Measures [reductions "} was simedy incorrect.If |condition was included in the
woskts . nd Compli the i s
3 and's, cespectivety, wil ceduce i to addess this 3
|copper foads sufficiently to achieve |as such.
compliance deadiines from interim
andor final WOBELS.”
The revised WMP should easure that any alternative
oare [priocitization method used by a Citymust ako be
.55, v,y B34 97 water quality impact._The Group shouid
Minium Contrat [ 205 25080 y
P I i s :i“(;!vﬂuﬂono"anﬂ es il occor. o fTresechare )
Industris/Comme " " prioety
o ’"‘:“‘“ ta bigh prority fackiles must abways remain at3:1
Skl o Lewer to maintain inspection frequencies
Jidentified in the draft WMP.
Section 5.3 of the RAA notes.
|"Overal findings of the study
estimated that of the
antheopogenic sources of copper,
A 41between apsrosimately 35 percent are
the Draft and the Revised WMP. B #1tributed to beake pad releases
|ORAFT: “The RAA b muatss.m_cmmlw?qm (8PP 2010). Even If the reduction
. ) g [y Tiing”polluant and h by rplemening st a3 pllants e et ) e added aditonal ameunt, the
otes that this YR achieved.” e . e e |Tsistroetora by i STjof  [copper reducti "
ather pollutants REVISED: “The R 2 veterence s mharnE [oature of the i 310 i
primary o leviting” poliuans and o additional requicernent to address [stiReation, s included in Section ~[2°P72<h: e e Lot et
= B2 12 |ParviC5biviS) [if this h il 3 the [Nochange, o - does not state. "only hatf* Is 2
Head Lo e (October 28, 201 4.1 The revised introduction to B "
measures for the v Section s of the Witp peovides _|cont70lld 312 faster rate than aine.”|and fustfy this approsch for each  |reazanable expectation for coppe]
will achieve applicable receiving water Iimitations, it [priorities defined in Chapter 2. The ratonale for this modeling explicit statements regarding the [As such Itis 2 definibon of a limiting |category 1, 2, and 3 poliutant; reductions from SB 346, it
shoutd explcitly state and juscfy this for each 3.1 ) . i lermantation of O sorath o [PAIEIt 3ppoach but nothing  [however, this ot necessary  [suggests that other polfutants
category 1.2, and 3 pollumnt. I Gabeiel River e o e og| " 2 s o
[Revised WP, water limitations.” appeoach.® required reductions relative to
g e, but because they were not
[ The request for it ic has bee [modeled this cannot be assumed.
foliowed. [Simpty asserting that zinc is
imiting based on only » few
[constituents fand then ¢edefining
the term} does not constiture

peoof.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more seriousthe deficiency




Oct. 2014 Comments

Lower Los Angeles River

[potentiat sources, and identify strate ges, control
Imeasures, and 8MPs as required in the permit for
[San Pedro Bay unless M58 discharges from the LLAR

in 3 separate WP

(grored.

Long
M54 NPDES peemit.”

currently under review by Board
statf -

wde
trdex | INDEX 205010 -t “Anatyals of inal
# o Permit Citation |  Board Staff Comments from October 28, 2014 e jAnSyE Geopocse et
u ., E el i :‘;:r 12, | InLLARResponse Latter 2 ot | Staff Resporse {August2015) | Analysis of Staff Response
The draft WMP proposes a final compliance date of ichiecule forLos Angeles Rivas Estuary g
September 2030 for bacterla in the LA River Estuary. oetied nTabled-8 of the revised drafy
However, the Group does not provide sufficent [ s oliowss )
Listifcation for thi date The compiance date for AEveESubei€ LRSS Regiondl Board|
the lower Reach 2 and Reach 1 o the LA Ruver Is “:""" toAped 28,2017, 5
2026 for achieving the dey-weather WQBELs. ALoad ukevice “Complate |mplementation st
Part V1.C.5.c11{3) [zeduction Strategy must be suberatted for this ""’R"’:: s i JLAS" deadline to October 24, 2021 The requested
13 [lcomplisnce  |segment (Segment Al the TMOL} by Septersber (15U 00ty ingle "sddional - forlthelich omedaness
Ischecules 2016 These dates are more appropriate to uide the - ""g:x"““”’*"’"""'w““‘ and dates were
Bacterial |schedule 1o address bacterta discharges dur fioQeickarizge2024 inserted verbats
e e "85V | egional Water Boar, ko with» don dateof Seateber 23, 2030. (o Revise dotes included i th asteiie 160 verbatien.
[comment such that, if apglicable, a
[Additional milestones and s schedule of dates for jicond ptase LS b subsrikted by,
ichieving milestones shouid be defined for focaner28, 2025, second plise L'
ddressing bacteris discharges to the LA River forstementaticn s completed by Apd
Estuary 28, 2029; and final WQBEL are achieved
lby Apri 28, 2081,
To the extent that discharges to the Los Angeies
[River Estuary are to be addressed by the LLAR [(0n pes. 38:39 of Appendix 4, A<-
| WMP...the Lower Los Angeles River Group fs The Greater Los Angeles and Long 1, Reasonatie Assrance Analysis,
requiced to conduct  ressonable assurance anatysis ok Pl the Group demonstrates that their
blished in the Domir mwme g B o g ot [0 was acckessecl S 00, l- vuwln‘::‘r:-m:“:“
esta n inguez Channel and Greater  |Ling Btk Hacker Weters Tres Poifutyets THIDL [ection 3.8 L6 i {and Final) WM P {Section 3.4 1.5} s ctourt = cables
Los Angeles and Long Beath Harbor Waters Toxk  |unshanjes brryweer the Tiratt aidd fzstbed WdE. The tut [judged rmol P, and o e
Folistants TMDL i i lof thes TMOX are ot “rmiting’, 25 e - bov
: ; defined by thelimiting pollvtant [ nfivenced by assigned
; - Howe Bt [aperoach which s akso ustified and [rsasuces it sonbrolzs wil
1a [IA1."General el and Greater L At ita o additionat requicement to address explalned in the RAA Zinc was p
lcomments*) ::rbov Wl::e;'s‘lafk E:o:hun:::l:.w-s swpers i [October 28, predicted 10 be the limiting ity emiat =
completaly omitted from the draf WMP. A Waiblia, pelutant, and following the e " o Earwe imiting.”
[draf Whap did nat inctude and anafyze  strategy to ST Akt = o [IWBELs of the Harbor Toxies (£ nting” T 48
- £ i | THDL. This s a reasonable
tcachieve P a =l the WMP {Chapters 3 and §, ightad more promi
a8 spplicable interin snd foal water quality-based |pregepis = geitiom, {he 8cfimart LG et i e A1 respectively), targeting load o] '”::‘x"m'mnwﬂv
e uafy vchirya et B 110 reductions to achieve tinc WQBELS o bors Toaics TMDL: [n whichthe,
imitations with Intaeim or final compliance bsth weveizng will simultaneously resutt inload s
[deadiines within the permit term pursuant to the reduction to achieve the WOBELs of implementation of ather TMDLs in
corvesponding compliance schedles in the e the watershed may conuibute to
[Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and the mplementation of the Harbors
Long Beach Harbor Waters Tonic Pollutants TMDL. FRpesimhine™
2. The draft Lower Los Angeles River WMP identrfied
|water quatity peiorities for Los Angeles River
(Estuary, Reaches 1 and 2], Compton Creek, and Rio
Hondo), but not for San Pedro Bay. Pursuant to is
[Section V1.5 a., the WMP shouid be revised to oo b [ M54 ditcharges R ttiyco San :L:i?:;::m‘:l::o;:
15 |2 Genaral [itode an evtoation of exng wats qusy Sanpls: yl;;e:eémmremb‘;munuhmne«ud o adcitions! cequirement 10 sddress Pedro Bay wil be addressed in the e ;‘G:d
loomments?)  |conditions, classify them into categories, Kentdy | YV Isection Witbout change. The requested 1EonWaS |0, cher 26, 2014 Board comment, [0 41EE e el Long Beach's WA, whichis  Javatable.

Green = Substantively Addressed

Red = The darker the red, the more serious the deficiency
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T | ‘Analysis of final
sndox | INDEX Analyis of Revised WIP {lanuary toBoard | Contiional Analysts of Response Latter =
AR 6% | wAR Permit Citation. Board Staff Comments from October 28, 2014 220, 2015 WMP (June 12, i LLAR Respanse Lettes N2 Staft Respon
UR2 2045}
fFor struceural BM?s, generalimplementation
Jtimeframes are given for the Proposaion 84 Grant
Iiection 5.2].
Plann: ind Land Development Program |
(A3 “Generat i i3 1, et s b T :
1 | eductions to meet 31% and 50% of the complance |- et i s shangs
POMMOnIS) et by 2017 and 2004, respectvely. Fowerer, | ASAIY £ FOI" NS Sacatina] st dd 4 st o thaft [October 28 2014 Board comment.
lereater specificity
these dates, and addivonal miestones and dates for
ltheir achievernent between 2017 and 2024 should
|be included.
22523 on the results of the hydrology caibeation
[shown in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3, the error
|6iterences between modeled flow voturmes and
[observed data are 11.83% for the Lower Los Angeles
[River. For calibration purposes, upstream Row. [Between the 2014 and 2015 RAA's, the % error improves from 1188%
(8.1. “Modeling. voll it i her 10 8.72%. iffe , nor any itic
7
F " the model [October 28, 2014 Board comment. 1O 4"8®
Good" or “Very Good" range, per the RAA observed and modeled fows.
|Guidelines, Once model calibrabon has been
lcomplated, the pstream fow volume can thea be
|excluded when presenting the volume reduction
targets in Tables -1 t0 84,
[“Table 5-6 of the RAA (Appendex A
" _the predicted 1 loads “ "0 ackitional table was 26ded 1o 41, pg. 40) refiects basetine loads
Py |B-2. "Modeling for all modeled pollutants of concerm, including T5S. I ~ Only7 [No additional requirernent to sddress. ING char fthe RAA to reflect the baseline for organics, metals, and bacteria
|comments) ok e pd“‘lm" s e 7 |october 28. 2014 Board comment. e foads. Found on page 39 as Table 5- |Akthough TS$ s not included, the
weather conditions.” showr;howrve 5 Jsediment associated polfutants are
included (DT, PCB, and PAH)."
. the differences between baseline
loacs shoukd be presented In tme seres for each oo .
(6.3, "Modesrg mulat No ackitional requrernent to address
¥ lcomments) s & summary of the diferences betwesn pallutant it peCades |actober 26,2014 Board comment.  [MOHEnEe
looncentravons/loads and alBowable
lconcentravons/ioads for the critical wet weather [Provided. This is a partial response ta one part of the Board's request.
lperiod
"Nt should be noted that the anginal
watershed modeling (based on
. LSPC) supporting the Dominguez
[t [ s e e
Polutants TMDL did not inciusde b Yoskcs TMOL cid noc el
“We note that modeling was ot conducted for e e e o) Imodel these pollutants, butinstead
2 54, ‘Modeling organics {DOT, PCBs, and PAHs). It Is not clear vthy 11 Rather, fed nt was used :ﬂ;::i::z;::ﬂmm To
s 5
lcomments } o s e o has ocerared for these polutants. 2z suctogate to estimate SRR
|watershed loadmgs. Therefore, the
xplanation for the lack of modeking is needed * |percentile of
lo0xh percentie of observed
fconcentrations for DDT_ PCBs. and
lconcentrations were assigned, e
(meeting requrements set forth by =
[RAA guidance prowded by the
[Regions! Water Quality Contral
Board *
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7 = ‘Analysis of Final
ssdex | INDEX =3 hysts of L Y28, Board Conditional Analysis of Response Letter
:;; Tl A 2014 iy Raz0is WMP {fune 12, In UAR Response Letter 42 b Staff Response (August2015) | Analysis of Staff Response
[Regarding the required Information
for the modeled subbasins,
Attachment 8 of the RAA was
updated toinclude the requested
tables, along with 2 sentence to
peovide some clarification in RAA
[Section 9.2.1 {third paragraph).
[Regarding non-stormwatee runoff, [l conuimment i cmatad 3
[the compfete comment from the s A
"The report pesents the exising runoff volumes, [Regional 8oard is as follows: “The g~ e i M“’*,:
reportneeds to present the same. “’“";‘d o e G
1eductions from BMP scenarios 1o achieve the B5th Information,  avaable. for non- [oisne sy ediciomel incided I Append "
[percentle, 24-hour volume retention standard for stormwater runaff, Alternatively, S
leach malor watershed area __the same added the report shoukd fnclude & reductons for each subwatershed, |monitoring program the mode!
| information. als: for each the | | additional jcommitment to collect the
RAA (Appendix, idaptrve:
31 |BS *Modeling |modeled subbusin..Addisonall, planati requiredfor . . —— Inecessary data in each watershed 521 of the RAG (8 bl 2] e —
lcomments) ineeded a5 to what consttutes the Incremental’ and itthe [October 28, 2014 facea, through the non-stormwater e
cumuiative’critcal year storrm intables 54 ot No other change wis made In the document outial screening and morutoring. L s n T 8.4 1 aenclpRplp - -
through -7 Program, sa that the model can be "M“":W; B v e e o]
[previous tables. recalibrated during the adaptive: # 3 .
B da ), tive
e et provensrto, berien alirate the RAA based on data WP, however (*Adap! )
[ The report needs ta present the same information, [characterize non-stoermwater flow o ) )
¥ [provides that
[ avaiable, for non-stormater runoft [volumes and to demorstrate that il g
Jropcsed olume ratedtion SNy imonutoring program) ~ “commitment” should be
Wil capture 100 pescent of non- b st
scormwater that would otherwise 5 g s
[hscharged through the M54 in each
jwatershed ares *
1 A commitment 1o the recalibration
lalternative was included in WP
Section4 2.%
The report needs to present the same Infarmation
lsee sbove. comment BS). f avatable. for non
nclude a commitment to collect the necessary data
" each watershed area, through the non-
[stormwater outfal screening and monitoring i
(8.6, "Modefing = . |10 acditiona) cequirement to address
2 o :n(um.hsolhl_memeddunbewulha:m i chncige s s 1 the issarmmmt i ot 10 th eserhmed. o et Naleang
[characterize non-stormwatar flaw volumes and to
will capture 100 percent of non-stocmwater that
[would otherwise be discharged through the M54 in
|each watershed area
nchude the revised LS schedule for Los
i 3-8)in | Tabie
2 (Chapter § of the revisad draft WMP 35 reproduced as Table
part of the LLAR WMG's compliance [5-4 (see #13 sbove).
schedulr.
[Correct Table 3.2 of the revised draft
[WMP tpg. 3.9} so that it shows that the
[Caty of Paramount willimplemeat the
n [pew fourthtem porsructursl minam 1% harges have
[control measures. Additionally, revise
[any inapplicable control measures.
inadvertently iisted For LACFCD
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Red = The darker the red, the move serious the defidiency
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{Aprl 28, 2015)

‘Anaiysis of Final
WMP (fune 12,
2015)

INUAR Response Letter K2

Analysis of Response Letter
statements

Statf Response {August 2015)

Analysis of Staft Response

[Revice Section 5.2 of the revised draft
[WMP ta include a table that lists
definitive interim and final ilestone
achievement dates and the responsible
Permistee(s) for each D BMP in the
Proposition 84 project. The responsibie

responsible for meeting these miestone
achievement dates. Currently. the
revised WMP only provides "expected
dates for construction and completion.

Correct the units for the cadmium
concentrations lLe. 0.55 mg/ and 0 26
g/} refecenced In Section 2 2.5 of the
[revised draft WhP {pg. 2-23).

[Remove “Statewide Trash Amendments
~ from Table 5-1 of the revised dratt
WP, since the amendments are
inapplicable to the Los Angeles River

| Watershed given the existing trash M|
. and change the Chapter 31D for
“increased street sweeping frequency or
routes™ to Tcm-PaA 3.

Table3-2, Table 3-
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