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 Riverside County 2010 Permit Still Effective 

 ROWD Will Potentially Reopen All Permit Issues  

 Reform of the Tentative Order Will Reduce the 
Administrative Burden for the Board, Staff, 
Copermittees and other Stakeholders 

ROWD 



 Habitat 
Conservation 
 

 Water 
Conservation 
 

 Low Impact 
Development 
 

 Flood Hazard 
Reduction 
 

 

Riverside County 
A partner in protecting water resources 



Adaptive 

 

Strategic 

 

Synergistic 

Staff’s Goal: A time to be BOLD 



Changes are substantive 

 

 61 new pages of permit text due to edits 

 

 258 pages of response to comments 

 

 9 working days to review revisions 

 

 

Vision not realized 



Direct Staff and Stakeholders to 
meet and resolve issues. 



How do Permit changes stack up? 

 

 New WQIP provisions are unnecessarily complex, 
cumbersome, and unattainable. 

 

 



RWL Compliance Option Needs Work 

 



All program elements should be “adaptable”, including 
Provisions C, D and E 

 

 Use limited resources to achieve highest priority outcomes 

 

 Balance Santa Ana and San Diego MS4 Permit programs 
where appropriate to improve program performance 

 

WQIP revisions still subject to stakeholder and Board review 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ISSUE – Allow WQIP to work 



 Support related comments by Orange 

 

 Water Quality Consultation Panels should advise, but not 
consent 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other WQIP Comments  



How do Permit changes stack up? 

 New WQIP provisions are unnecessarily complex, 
cumbersome, and unattainable. 

 

 Revised Development Provisions interfere with 
nascent “best practice” habits 

 



 

 Existing Permits 

 Retain Design Capture Volume onsite; 

 If infeasible; biotreat non-retained portion 

 If infeasible; consider other BMPs or alternatives 

 

 

 

 

Existing vs. New Development 
Requirements 



Inconsistent with statewide practice 

MS4 Permit Volume Based 
Biofiltration Option  

2010 Riverside Co. 
Permit 

X 

2009 Orange Co. 
Permit 

X 

2009 Ventura Permit X 

2013 Phase II MS4 
Permit 

X 

2012 Los Angeles Co. 
Permit 

X 

2009 Bay Area Permit X 



Inconsistent with statewide practice 

MS4 Permit Volume Based 
Biofiltration Option  

Pollutant Load based 
Biofiltration Option 

2010 Riverside Co. 
Permit 

X 

2009 Orange Co. 
Permit 

X 

2009 Ventura Permit X 

2013 Phase II MS4 
Permit 

X 

2012 Los Angeles Co. 
Permit 

X 

2009 Bay Area Permit X 

This Tentative Order X 



 

 Existing Permits 

 Retain Design Capture Volume onsite; 

 If infeasible; biotreat non-retained portion 

 If infeasible; consider other BMPs or alternatives 

 

 This Permit 

 If you can’t capture the water, capture the equivalent 
amount of pollutants 

 

 

 

Existing vs. New Development 
Requirements 



 
 Pollutant is specific to: 

 Development type 
 Downstream receiving waters 

 
 Subject to acts of God 

 Spills 
 Illegal Activities 
 Extreme storms and weather 

 
 Millions already invested in developing an effective 

development management plan IS JUST ROLLING OUT 
 
 
 

Functional equivalent to retention 
sounds like a simple standard - but 



New Development Program 
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LID BMP Handbook 

Testing and 
Demonstration 

Facility 

Effectiveness? 
Volume Reduction? 
O&M? 

• Continuous improvement program for 2012 
LID BMP Handbook 

 

 



Riverside County 
Multi-million dollar investment in LID 
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Permeable Pavers 

Testing / Observations: 
• Design & Construction  
• Durability 

• walkways vs. parking stalls 
vs. drive aisles 

• Maintenance 



Permeable Concrete (Parking stalls) 

Testing / Observations: 
• Design & Construction  
• Durability  
• Maintenance 
• Water Quality  
• Volume / Hydrograph changes 

Permeable 
Concrete 

Conventional 
Concrete 



Permeable Asphalt (drive aisle) 

Permeable 
Asphalt 

Conventional 
Asphalt 

Testing / Observations: 
• Design & Construction  
• Durability  
• Maintenance  
• Water Quality improvements  
• Volume / Hydrograph changes 



Biofiltration (in-ground) 

Testing / Observations: 

• Design & Construction  

• Vegetation Durability  

• Engineered Media performance 

• Maintenance 

• Water Quality (as Bioretention) 

• Water Quality (as a swale) 

• Volume / Hydrograph changes 



Biofiltration (above-ground planter boxes) 

Testing / Observations: 
• Design & Construction 

considerations 
• Vegetation Durability  
• Engineered Media performance 
• Maintenance considerations 
• Water Quality improvements 

(through soil media) 

• Volume / Hydrograph changes 
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Infiltration Basin Testing / Observations: 
• Design & Construction 

Infiltration Characteristics over 
time 

• Maintenance 



Monitoring Station 
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• 10 automated composite samplers 
• Flow Meters 
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David Garcia 

Senior Civil Engineer 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District 



 

1.  Sediment Transport 

Hydromod Management BMP RequirementsE.3.c.(2) 

 

2.  Alternative Compliance Program to Onsite Structural 
BMP Implementation E.3.c.(3) page 96 

 

3.  Proposed- Flood Control Projects Exemption 

 

 

Three items of concern  



 New Permit requirement: 
 

 Each Priority Development Project must avoid known critical 
sediment yield areas or implement measures that allow coarse 
sediment to be discharged to receiving waters, such that the 
sediment supply is unaffected by the project.  

Recommendation:  

E.3.c.(2)(b) 

Concern 1: Sediment Transport 
Hydromod Management BMP 

Requirements E.3.c.(2) 



 

Concern 2: Alternative Compliance 
Program to Onsite Structural BMP 

Implementation E.3.c.(3) 



Goal:  Provide opportunity for cost effective multi-
purpose, multi-function regional projects 

 

 Leverage third party resources 

 

 Facilitates watershed scale solutions 

 

Complications- prescription potentially negates benefit 

 

 

 

 

Alternative Compliance Program 



 

  -No alternative compliance option 
 for Critical Sediment Yield areas 

 

  -Temporary mitigation required 
 

   

 

 

Alternative Compliance Issues 



 

   

 

 

Concern 2: Recommendations 

E.3.c.(2)(c) and (d) 

Remove E.3.c.(3)(a) viii and ix 



Our mission: Protect our watersheds 

 

Flood control projects are watershed protection projects, 
they consist of: 

 

-Flood risk reduction 

-Protection from catastrophic environmental disasters. 

-Erosion mitigation 

-Stream restoration 

-Slope stability 

-Water reclamation 

  

  

Concern 3: Need Flood Control 
Project Exemption 



Response to comments (E3B-3) Pg. 166 

 

The San Diego Water Board further disagrees that there 
should be exemptions for emergency projects or flood 
control projects….The San Diego Water Board believes that it 
may be suitable to relax the structural BMP standards for, or 
exempt flood control projects, but not before projects are 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis.   

 

 We do not see the flexibility provided for in the permit 

  

  

Concern 3: Need Flood Control 
Project Exemption 



  

 

Concern 3: Recommendations 
 

Proposed E.3.b.(3)(c) 



Concern 3: Recommendations cont.. 
  

Maintenance is critical 
 
Add Language from LA Permit to the Attachment 
C: Definition of “Redevelopment: 
 
  
 



Patricia Romo 
 

Assistant Director  
Riverside County Transportation and 

Land Management Agency 



 

 

Linear 

Publicly funded 

Limited public right of way 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Transportation Projects 



  Transportation Projects 

 

• Add “Redevelopment” Projects to Provision E.3.(b)(3)(b) – PDP 

 

•  Exemptions - Provide for USEPA Green Streets Guidance 

 Redevelopment Projects 

• Constraints 

• Limited ROW 

• Linear in Nature 

• Utilities 

• Strict Timelines on State and Federal Funding 

• Improvements required for Public Safety 

 



 Consistency with Provisions of Riverside County MS4 Permit (R9-2010-
0016) and other So. Cal. Existing MS4 Permits 

• Riv. Co. WQMP/TPG submitted July 2, 2012 

• Provides for certainty in 2015 

 

 Benefits of TPG 

• Would incorporate LID BMPs to the MEP 

• Allows time sensitive projects to proceed without delay 

• Ensures projects do not get “shelved” due to costly individual projects 

• Eliminates need to condemn property for the purpose of treating runoff from 
site specific project 

• Meets Public expectation – Safe Roads 

• Reduces costly litigation from delaying needed road enhancements 

   Transportation Projects 



Final Request 

 

 Direct Staff and stakeholders to meet to resolve 
remaining permit issues and develop a broadly 
supported order. 

 

 Consider specific redline provisions provided. 

 

 Build Permit that is not only adaptive, strategic and 
synergistic; but also reasonable, cost effective and 
science-based. 

 

 

 












