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Electronic Delivery to commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov SWRCB EXECUTNE_

Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Bbard
State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 24™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Comment Letier — Draft Statewide General National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water Associated

with Industrial Activities (Intustrial General Permit)

Dear Ms. Townsend:

The City of San Diego, Transportation & Htorm Water Department (City) appreciates the
opportunity to provide comments on the diraft Industrial General Permit (draft permit). The City
is committed to protecting the beneficial uses of our waters using the best available science and
cost-effective approaches. Relow is a fsummary of our comiments, swhile specific comments are
included in the attached table. ' :
This draft permit does not demonstrate its scientific basis: In order to ensure compliance with
the draft permit, the City (and businesses operating withift) would have to undertake extensive
monitoring and rely on Numeric. Action Levels (NALS) and Numeric Efftuent Limits (NELSs).
Yet, the federal ‘Envirqnniental Protection Agency has clearly stated that NALs and NELs are not
appropriate as permit compliar.ce measures. :
The draft permit has a tiered. compliance approach that allows businesses to move between the
tiers as measured amount ¢if pollutants in their monitoting data change. When a facility’s
" monitoring data indicates clevated levels, that facility is moved up-from Tier 1 to Tier 2 or3.

When the facility demoristrates compliance with Tier 2 NALs and NELs, the facility is allowed
to move back down to “[ier 1 compliance r does not allow

equirements. However, this process
from Tier 3 back to Tier 2.. This actioh appears to'be an oversight, and we

businesses to move 7
recommend that this process be modified to allow movement back te Tier 2 compliance
standards. . ‘

economic downtur, we ask you to consider the -

As California struggles to recover from the
ons on ‘businesses and loeal government. Programs

economic effects of environmental regulati
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Jeanine Towrisend
April 29, 2011

If you have any questions, please contact Ruth Kolb at (858 541-4328 or at
rkolb@sandiego, gov. ' .

Sincerely,

ris McFadden
Deputy Director

KMirk
. Attachment: City of San Diego Comments on -Draﬁ.‘lndustﬁal General Permit

ce: Almis Udrys, Office of the Mayor
- Garth K. Sturdevan, Interiim Director
Ruth Kolb, Program Manager
Joan Brackin, Program Manager
Sylvia Castillo, Sepior Engineer
Skyla Wallmann, Senior Chemist




CITY OF $AN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-29-2011

i

32 and i?:gr;—:h?sz:cas NALs should be technolog\}-ba-se}i and rely on sector- or group-specific data that would be
1 (X 24 quali'rcy datais _augmented during the permit cycie. This process would be similar for other industries. This
available approach is con;istent with the recommended approach of the Blue Ribbon Panel report.
A.ssista nce from Consider a provision to allow industry-specific groups to convene to pro.pose sector-specific NALs
industry-led NAL - based on the BMPs that are BCT or BAT that are economically achievahle (EA) for that group.
2 | X 32 and development These groups can assist regulators in identifving sites that are representative of dischargers that
24 teams are complying with the BCT/BAT-EA standard and for those sites, based on discharge data
sufficient for establishing NALs, and accompanying BMPs as desired.
Establishing NALS
based on The baseline technology will differ among sectors. For example, the varying drainage patterns in
_ technology, some industrial sectors would net allow permanent placement of treatment BMPs that less "
3 |X 32 and | acknowledging dynamic operations allow. Also, existing facilities may have limited right-of-way that precludes the
24 that BAT/BCT-EA | use of some treatment technologies. Allowing for different NALs for existing and new facilities is
differs for different | consistent with the Blue Ribbon Panel report. :
sectors : )
. Large-scale non-attainment of inappropriately-low NALS {based on EPA benchma rks rather than
NALs/Corrective . MR . :
4 | XVILE 42 Action/Triggers technologies) does-not lead to a pnorltlzatio_n.of gross polluters. This could place unfair and
unnecessary attention on dischargers that are responsibly managing storm water discharges.

T Exceedance of any applicable NAL, if any are adopted, should resultin a site-specific assessment
of BMP practices to determine if corrective action is necessary and if so, what the corrective
action should be (as in Section XVILB.2.b). When NALs are consistently exceeded after follow-up

. . . action by the discharger, allow for a Regional Board to verify that BCT/BAT-EA is being properly
5 | xvii.2.b 39 Corrective Action implemented and allow for non-attainment of NALs such that subseguent triggers do not elevate
the site to higher Levels of Corrective Action. When NALs are adopted, the permit should state
that an exceedance of a NALisnota permit violation as long as the discharger is engaged inthe
corrective action process. J
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Corrective Action
Tiers and Off-
Ramps

The City objects to the manner in which the draft Inustrla! General Permit

CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-29-2011

<

G i

sets NALs and NELs,
and thus to the entire permit approach to tiered corrective action. If another tiered corrective
action approach is adopted appropriately, it must contain provisions that allow corrective action
based on triggers or events to end when the triggers have been resolved through specified
certifications, subsequent sampling or performance showing that conditions have changed
appropriately,

7 | XVILD.]

41, Fact.
Sheet

Section
Kpg 29

Invalid Numeric
Effiuent Limits

(BCT), Best Available Technology Economically Achievable {BAT-EA)) established by the CWA and
provide equity among dischargers within industry categories or sub-categories. TBELs aim to

TBELs from effluent guidelines, .
The “Suspension of Numerfe Effluent Limitation” concept is ineffective, In any event, “off ramps”
cannot remedy inappropriate NELs or NALs, i
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Numeric Effluent
Limits have not
 been developed
using Best
Professional
Judgment as
stated

| The Draft permit does not follow legally required process 10 d

CITY OF SAN DIEGQ COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
: : ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-29-2011

The draft Industrial General Permit indicates it is establishing TBELs through the use of best
professional judgment (BPJ). Use of BPJis allowed on a case-by-case basis pursuant to CWA
section 402{a}{1), where EPA-promulgated effluent limitations are inapplicable. 40 C.F.R.
125.3{c}(2). The permit writer must apply the factors listed in 40 C.F.R. 125.3(d). Depending upon
whether the applicable standard is BPT, BCT or BAT, 40 C.F.R. 125.3(d) requires the consideration
of such items as cost compared to pellutant reduction, the age of equipment and facilities
involved, the process empioyed, engineering aspects, process changes and non-water quality

environmental impacts. in-addition, 40 C.F.R. 125.{c}(2) requires the permit writer to consider the

appropriate technology for the category or class of point sources of which the applicant is a

membar and any unique factors relating to the applicant.
evelop TBELs on a case-by-case hasis
ft industrial General Permit does not attempt to

using best professional judgment. The dra
g TBELs. Therefore, implementation

address the required factors that must be considered in settin
of the TBELs as prqposed would represent an abuse of discretion.

are not

9 i Appropriate
Numeric Effluent
Limits

EPA Benchmarks

EPA could not more clearly state that benchmarks are not effluent limitations. Inits 2008 Muiti-

$ector General Permit {Part 6.2.1), EPA confirms:
The benchmark concentrations are not efffuent limitations; a benchmark
exceedance, therefare, is not a permit violation: Benchmark monitoring data are
primarily for your use to determine the overoll effectiveness of your control
measures and to assist you in knowing when additional corrective action(s) may be
necessary to comply with the effluent limitations in Part 2.
in light of EPA’s unequiveocal position, its benchmarks have never and cannot now legally serve as
NELs. Finding 42 in the draft industrial General Permit is particularly objectionable, asserting that
“It]he State Board finds that the USEPA benchmarks serve as an appropriate set of technology

‘! based effiuent limitations that demonstrate compliance with BAT/BCT.” Such an unsupported.

statement cannot substitute for an appropriate effluent limitations development process, andis
totally inconsistent with EPA’s clear regulatory conclusions and intent regarding the benchmarks.
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO). CAS000001
04-29-2011

: o : L PN 1 1 P
Another factor to he considered is the variability in storm water quality caused by atmospheric
pollution, dry deposition, and storm water run-on, all of which are beyond the control of
individual facilities and make it difficuit to distinguish between background storm water quality
and anthropogenic effacts, The differences in measured storm water quality also may result from
changing business conditions that affect 3 facility's operationa) hours, the amount and type of
materials stored and handied, the volume of products produced, and the amount of loading and
unloading that oceurs on site. To that end, EPA’s Multi-Sector General Permit {MSGP) recognized
a “background” pollutant allowance system to use with the benchmark monitoring and related

Background as
Factor in Applying
NALs/NELs

Page 4
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-29-2011

Nymeric Effluent
Limits are
infeasible

In 2006, the Blue Ribbon Panel concluded that the establishment of numeric limits for industrial
sites required a reliable database describing current emissions by industry types or categories,
and performance of existing BMPs. The Blue Ribbon Pane! concluded that the current industrial
permit had not produced such a database,
In 2008, EPA similarly concluded in the M5GP that it was infeasible to establish numeric effluent
limits because “variability in the system and minimal data generally avaitable make it difficult to
determine with precision or certainty actual and! projected loadings for individual dischargers or
groups of dischargers” as required by 40 C.F.R. 122.44{(k){3). EPA reached this conclusion after a
detailed review of monitoring data, after which EFA was unable to determine whether benchmark
value exceedances provide any useful indicators of ‘control measure inadequacies or potential
water quality problems. {MSGP Fact Sheet, p. 96.}
Through its NPDES permit regulations, EPA has interpreted the CWA to allow BMPs to take the
place of numeric effluent limitations to control or abate the discharge of pollutants when: (1}
“[aluthorized under section 402(p) of the CWA for the control of storm water discharges”; or (2}
“InJumeric effluent limitations are infeasible.” 40 C.F.R. § 122.44{k). EPA cited that regulation and
the ample case support for non-numeric limits when finding numeric limits infeasible and
choosing to include only non-numeric imits in the 2068 MSGP.

12

NELs not
Appropriate in this
General Permit

Development of TBELs on a case-by-case basis using BPJ requirements a very detailed analysis of
the operations of the applicant, the avaitable technologv and the specific industrial category
involved. Such a case-by-case analysis is difficult enoughi in an-individual permit; it is impossible to
do in a general permit that has application to a wide variety of industries. (See 40 C.F.R. §125.3(d)

13

AViLD.2

41

Level 3 Imposition
of Numeric
Effluent Limits

Delete Levef 3 Corrective Action entirely; the numeric effient limits must be efiminated.

The “off ramps” for suspension of numeric effluent limits, and emergency conditions and natural
disasters are ineffective and lnadequate, and cannot substitute for correcting the error in setting
these NELs. :

Page5
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CITY OF SAN DIEGo COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMT
ORDER No. NPDES No, CAS000001
04292011

R R e i i
Becausethe use of “action levels” is not built upon-a firm legal basis, yse of nNumeric vajues as
benchmarks or “action levels” must be very carefully and clearly defined in an NPDES permit,
Such rimeric valyes cannot serve as or be tonverted into NELs. NELs can only be establisheq and
implemented through the legally requireqd Procedures for the developing NELs and including NELs
| in NFOES permits. '

Numieric Acfion
Levels May Be
Prematuljé; They
Must notbe
Virtual Efftuent
Limits

| assess program effec_ﬁve'ness, aslong as -they are not inappropriatefy derived or used as numetric
| effluent limits or “virtyal numeric effluent limits, The analysis addresses possible future
éstab'!ishment of sector or group-specific levels, in addition to an approach that the Board may
'consider pursuing for industry-wide Ts5 outlier-basad action levels, as long as they are not used as |-
i/ 8ctual or "virtual” numeric effluent limits.
‘Compliance Stori | Edit section as follows-

Event and Design' ' This General Permit estabiishes z H0-yaar 24 hous 2-vear, 24-hour {expressed in inches of rainfall)
o tels. " : "

Storm Event Compliance Storm Event%eqd%*ﬂ-eédw Treatment BMps
| POlutants shall be designed to meet post construction stormwater f'eauirements of the local Ms4
.| pefmit or the Con.struction General Permit. This requirement shall not apply to existing treatment

15 ' requirements,

of rainfall} can be determined by using these maps:
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RAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT

ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-29-2011

CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTSOND

m 20 and Draft Permit XI1.B are inconsistent. Please
hree to four drainage areas. i

e Construction General Permit (CGP) will likely -

Summa
of
Changes Changes )
Doc
Documen .
16 | 1 Table Pg 4, Qualified summary of Changes Document Table ite
! tem 20 Draft | Combined Samples change Summary of Changras Table from t
Permit o
and Draft pg 35
Permit &
Xil.B :
Use of the same terms (“QSD/QSP”) as used Inth
lead to confusion. Training for Industr
17 | 1.6.50 3 QsD/QsP Construction SWPE?P acti'v_ities. 'Suggest referring to these qualifi
| SWPPP Develope.r/Practitioner” {1Q5

ial SWPPP activities will be different than that for

: ' ed parties as “Industrial Qualified
D/1QSP} to distinguish them from those qualified for CGP
sting two levels of Q5P training. Suggest referring to

SWPPP activitie s, Also, below we are sugge
between the two levels.

these as “IQ5F-1” and “qspP-2" or similar to distinguish-

L




CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
C ) ORDER No. NPDES NO., CAS000001
! 04-25-2011

and the
SWPPPs are developed correctly or resylt
in programs that adequately control stormwater discharges. Alsg, Mmany individuals who have the
Proposed certifications do hot have experience with industrial operations, polfutant sources, or
stormwater and environmentg| Management activitias, For example, civil PEs in California are
not specifically trained instormwater quality Management and it is only through voluntary
continuing education or e)'tperience that they develop this expertisa. Similarly, California

QsD Pre-Requisite
Certifications/Regi
strations

PEs expertise would be relevai‘r; to SWPPP development if itincluded the design of infiltration
BMPs and/or ground water moftitoring. Registered fandstape architects and professionai
hydrologists may have very littla é@cperience with industriaj sites outside of the design or retrofit
of landscape based practices. y : '

\

control, However, for some sectors, such‘qs landfills, & professional in erosion and sediment
control might be Very appropriata. \ .

In liey of the Currently-defined list of required certifications, we suggest the permit language be
revised to reflect one of the options provided below. It is suggestad

, : Page 8




CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT lNDUSTR!AL‘GE.NERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-25-2011

that the State Water Esoard-sponsored industrial General Training Team {referenced in section 1,
page 8, Item G. 50) be: tasked with choosing one of these options and developing the specific
details (such as defini ng the required relevant education and experience discussed in option #2):

1) In lleu of defiriing a list of pre-requisite certifications, the appropriate qualifications for an
industrial QSC) should be determined by the completion of the state-sponsored of
approved tral ning program and examination. The training program would focus on the
reguirements. of the permit, and provide exposure to a variety of industrial discharge
conditions/sit uations. The examination should be comprehensive and detalled, and
include practiical applications, such that, in order to pass, examinees will have to combine
their persona| experience and skills with the kno'wledge they gain from the training
program.

2) Inlieu of defi ning a list of pre-requisite certificzations, the City suggests replacing the
proposed list with language that requires Industrial QSD applicants demonstrate a
specified leve 4 of relevant education and experience. The education and experience can be
_dem‘onstrated during the application process for the \ndustrial QSD course or examination.
This would be similar to the processes currently used by other professional certification
programs. The? definitions of “relevant. education and experiences” would be developed by
the stakeholde?r group of the Industrial General permit Training Team.

Should the State Wate?" Board want to mairtain a list of pre-requisite registrations or
certifications, the City suggests this requir'e-ment be limited to facilities in higher levels on the
corrective action tiers.- The State Water Board’s stakeholder group




AN CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL pERMIT
B o o ORDER No. NPDES N, CAS000001
N _ - 04-29-2011

d identify the ones that should pe inclu
in the final permit. The City suggests that the following professional certifications be additionafiy
considered:
*  Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality {CPswQ) - EnviroCert International
*  Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control {CPESC) - EnviroCert lntemational
*  Registered EnvironmentaiAssessor lor |l {REA} - Department of Toxic Substances Control
* Certified Hazardoys Materials Manager CHp M — Institiste of Hazardous Materials

Management -

should investigate potentiallyrelevant certifications an

; otwithstanding professional régistration or certification, the State Water Board should maintain .
t%e\requirement for training and testin_g potential Industria| QSDs as Sstormwater control is
multi-disciplined process and knowledge of pollution prevention techniques beyond 3 specific
field is necessary, .

The Industrial General Permit should include 5 statement that services such as engineering or

landscape architectura must be performe by an appropriately licensed professional. The

5 h . Page 10




CITY OF SAN MEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GE

“The Constructior 1 Gene
International, If 1c. as pr
be appropriate ; for the Industrial Ge

All dischargers water Qualin / (CPSWQ), appear to be appropriate. Additionally,
required ta have a the Certified  Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System {CMS4S) specialist may be an appro

QsP and QSD- prerequisite ; for a QsD within this industrial General permit. Recommend the addition of the
: CPSWQ.an d CMS45 as acceptable pre-requisite certifications for a QSD-

| Can the O SD and QSP oversee NUMErous sites? With limited staffing and ¥
! to the IG. ¢ would place a significant burden on the existing staff.

Regardi-ng the statewide training protocol, how many classes will be offer
“the clar sses be offered? Wwill they be offered in San Diegd County? How many hours/day

classe's? Would 8 gualified QSP or OSD be able to train sta

| the S'WPPP? .
The state should offer online training and testing for Q5D and QSP applicants.
uired to have successfully completed trainin

Ind.ustrial QSDs and QSPs are red
& CGP training experience,

from the effective date of the permit. gased on th

unrealistic; it will likely take at least several month
stablished once there is a clear requirem

1p bacome €« _
recommends that the language be revised to require t

1 announcenaent from the State Water Board that the training pro

: -establ_ishegj.

des specific certifications registered throu
arequisites for QSD personnel. While some included certl
neral Permit, SOMEe, such as the Certi

ral Permit inclu

Training
Qualifications and
Certification

this may be

entin the draft permit. The City
he training within two years of the
grams have officially been

Training COUrses
Required within 1
Year

'gh Enviro Cert
ifications may not

fied professionalin Storm

within the Enviro Cert Registry,
priate.

asources, the changes
ed? When and when will
5 are the
#f and delegate the implementation of

g within one year

s for the Industrial QSD/QSP training programs

NERAL PERMIT

ORDER No. NPDESNC. CAS000001
_ 04-29-2011
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CITY OF SAN piEGO COMMENTS oy DRAFT iNDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERAIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. casoooogz
i 04-29-2011

: k AR
ce ¥e consecutive days of
¥ weather shali be défined as five consecutive days of combined rainfa) of less

Neither the permit nor the glossary specifies the Period of time over which a storm Must prodyce
the minimum rainfall indicated, nor i theend of 5 qualifying storm avent clearly specified, Rajn
EVents typicaily include periods of dry weather lasting anywhera from a few Mminutes to severaf
hours, Discrepancies iy the definition betwéen the text of the permit and the Glossary,
ambiguities in haw the end of 3 storm eventisg defined, as wel) asalack of 8uidance on hoyw a

Definition of 5
Qualifying Storm
.| Event

ification of 3 single
_ anticipated storm event to.coincide
Pre-storm visyal i i ion General Permit'sadefinition of a “Likely Precipitation Event”, which reads
monitoring ang “Any weather pattern that js forecastedto have 3 30% or greater chance of Producing
maintenance Precipitation in the Project area. The discharger shallhbtain’ likely precipitation forecast

activities information from the National Weather Service Forecast Offige {e.g., by entering the zip code of

4

the project’s location at httg:[{www.srh.neaa.gov(forec‘gstl’ .
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NTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
- 04-29-2011

CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMME

i N iR
The City has numerous unmanned facilities so we are unable to obtain the required Information
. 10 determine if a QSE is occurring and/or if sampling is appropriate. Far example, off-site staff
24| xC4 29 Anticipated Storm doesn’t know (a) if it's raining at the site, (b} when the rain started, (c) when the rain stopped, and
T Event ) {d) if there wiere 48 hours of dry weather prior t0 collecting rain in a rain gauge. How can
unmanned facilities comply with recording storm events and/or sample within 4 hours without

the ability to obtain this information?

rd-keeping for non-QSE. What is the beneficial use
2 Should require visually monitoring storm water

Visual Monitoring | Please jusstify the reason for requiring the reco
25 | KC5 " 30 of Non-Qualified of this clata? Over what time frame is a non-QSE
’ Storm Event discharges from the first QSE of each month only.

‘ Perrnit conflicts with Fact Sheet frequency, Figure 3, page 37 which states: Twice/Annually

sampling and (October/May)
26 | X.A 30 Analysis Owr facilities are located in San Diego County with an average rainfali of < 11 inches annually
' ' Requirements resulting in limited opportunity for sampling a QSE. We would likely encounter a QSE with the
twice/annually {October/May) timeframe.
Sampling and Permit language should be modified to clarify the consequence of missing the first qualifying
storm event for a quarter. The draft Industrial General Permit language appears to imply that all

%A and Analysis
27 G 30 requirements subsequent events during that quarter must be sampled.
' Missed Storm Revise language to say, “Dischargers who fail to sample the first qualifying storm eventofa
Events quarter shall sample the next qualifying storm gvents that occurs during the quarter.”
he 30 as stated in VIILI {pg 27) Recommend changing the 1* Qtrto

: . Reporting period is July 1-Ju
. 3 i rt

28 | XD 0 Sampling Quarters July, Aug, Sept, etc. to coincide with the reperting period.

could be taken to mean that sampling cannot be initiated until at

d clarifying the language to allow for sampling as soon

: Definition of a’ The wording “has produced”
29 | X.E1 30 qualifying storm least % inch of rain has fallen. Recommen

l__ event as discharge begins.
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CITY OF SAN DIEGD COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
: ORDERNO.NPDESNO.CASOOOOOI
04-29-2011

Sampling and
Analysis

requirements
Rain Gauges and
Qualifying Storm
Events

some éases, especially when a site is located adjacent to a rain
. gauge with publicaily available data. The ;igrmit language should be modified to allow for
fiexibility reiated to the use of nearby, publically available rain gauges.
Footnote 3 on page 31 associated with X.F isf\’t helpful because it assurmes that after % inch of
rain over a weekend that either (a) it is still ra!lni'ng on Monday morning and/or (b) that there is
still enough storm water present to take 3 sample. Also, the four hour window is triggered at the
openitig of business on the fiext business day, This is important given Monday halidays and the
fact that some businesses may be closed on Mondays,
-.and the discharger must sample within 4 hours, of the opening of business on thot-Monday-the
next business day.

Definition of a
qualifying storm -
event

‘Footnote
3

- information to determine if a QSE is occurring and/or if sampling s appropriate, For example, off-
Deﬁr.utfon of a site staff doesn’t know (a}if it’s raining at the site, (b) when the rain started, {c) when the rain
31 qualifying storm stopped, and (d) if there were 48 hours of dry weather prior to collecting rain in a rain gauge. How
event can unmanned facilities comply with recording storm events and/or sample within 4 hours
without the ability to obtain this information?

Page 12




N DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CAS000001
04-28-2011

CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS O

.

i S R e G EL A
a Parmit’s footnote to the cited language, the draft Permit allows samples to be

As described in th
rted in some cases of 500N after initial

collected mamy hours after initial discharge has sta
discharge has started in other cases. Because most poliutants tend to have higher concentrations
XF: in the first fiush, alowing sampling over such a wide range of points a storm hydrograph is likely
33 A-tt'a chme a1 Timing of storm’ to reduce data comparability. The Construction General Permit requires dischargers to sample
nt K water sampling *during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during pusiness hours and
‘ which generate runoff.” The USEPA MSGP requires sampling within the first 30 minutes of a
measu.rable storm event, and the current version of the industrial General Permit reguires
sampling within the first hour of discharge. If benchmarks are to be applied to discharges,
recrymmend standardizing the time of sample collection to improve data comparability. 4‘
Otur facilities are located in san Diego County with an average rainfall of < 11 inches annually
. sesulting in limited opportunity for sampling a QSE. We would not have time to make up the
31 Sampling i . ; : . th
341 X.G. Requirements sampling event for the April-June Quarter if the reporting period ends-on June 30". We would
likely encounter a QSE with the twice/annually (October/May) timeframe.
. it is unclear whether the facilities that exist within areas that drain to water bodies listed as
sample analysisfor [ . - . . . - .
constituents impaired for constituents that lack any established benchmarks will still be required to analyze
contributing, to the their samples for such constituents. Numerous water bodies are listed as impaired due to
35 | X.H.4 31 impairm'er'tbof bacteria, for example, yet no benchmark values exist. The permit should clarify whether facilities
I !
water bodies on will be required to monitor for constituents for which downstream impairments exist but no
Ay benchmark values is listed and, if monitoring for such constituents is required, how the collected
the 303id) list )
data should be evaluated.
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. CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No, NPDES NO. CASO00001
04-29-2011

X (Table
1), x
(Table 4)

NALs.and NELs

especialy useful in the past in identify_ing Ereas where BMP improvements are needed and
because it is not included in the 2008 MSGP, it IsTecommended to be removed from the Permit,

Electrical Conductivity (EC) reporting units lis’ig.-d as mgfL . Reporting units should e umhos/em.
Please change to reflect correct units, b

Reporting Units

NALs and NELs for
Elect_rical
Conductivity

“detection limit” as found in Tables 1 and 4. Ho-w.should these limits be evaluated?
_Howrare these limits compared to a laboratory's minim m detection limit {MDL)? A certified
laboratory cannot set MDLs; 136 protocol.

"X {Table
i X
(Table 4)

Detection Limits

they must be determined stﬁtistically following 40CER

i " Page16




N DIEGO COMMENTS ON DRAFT INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
ORDER No. NPDES NO. CASD00001
04-25-2011

CITY OF SA

ig.,g

i

Si 5 o 3 ¥ e hh i, e L e,
Several parameters lis;ted in Table 4 identify only one approved test method, rather than both the
EPA and the equivateant standard Method. Many laboratories are certified only to one method for

a given parameter. * This restriction will reduce the number of laboratory options available to
Method

dischargers, partic ularly in remote areas where options are severely limited. The Test
column of Table /4 should be modified to include both the EPA and the equivalent Standard
Method. : ‘

| Additionally, the detection levels for several parameters are inconsistent with the test methods
identified ancj are well below jevels achievable by several state certified jaboratories. For
example, th.e method detection jimit for oll and grease using EPA method 1664 is 1.4 mg/L;
however, Table 4 of the Draft 1GP identifies a detection limitofonly 1 mg/L. Because detection
jevels va’ ry with test methods and most of the parameters identified in Table 4 can be analyzed
using & oth the EPA and the equivalent Standard Met
specified in the permit.
Test method EPA 413.2 {as
isT o longer a valid analysis due to Freon regulations.
47132 from 1GP.~ :

" (he Permit Fact Sheet states that the NALs in the Permit are taken from the USEPA Multi-Sector

General Permit (MSGP). However, it appears that some of the benchmarks, such as that for

ammonia, are taken from the 2000 MSGP rather than the 2008 MSGP. If the MSGP isto be used
as the source of benchmark values, the SWRCB should ensure that benchmarks in the Industrial
General Permit are taken from the most recent version of the MSGF, o, if the 2000 MSGP values
are believed to be more appropriate, the rationale for that determination should be included in

the Permit Fact Sheet.

Test Methods and
Detection Limits

Xi(Table
4}

hod, a numeric detection limit should not be

Lab Method for Oil listed in Tables 1 and 4) has been withdrawn from 40 CFR Part 122 and
Recommend removat of test method EPA

and Grease

X! (Table

8 NALS and NELs

Page 17
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'ﬁc S
does not include 3

XI (Table

4 NALs and NELs

Analysis Repo&ing

| Test method is listeqd as “EPA 9040 and/or Field
Instrument”. ‘

Please define “caiibrateq paper”

XI{Table

4 34

PH Testing Method

method,

Page 18
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. This concept needs to be defined in

ualified combined aples"

This is the first in‘rroduction of “g
Appendix K or tintroduced earlier, or refer to where this is discussed.

It is unclear 2s; to whether the combined samples must be of similar volu
flow rates, firow totals, surface area, oF other parameter? _
within the © 6P, a concept of weighting the individual samples based on the proportion of the
flow or thei area of the site they represent is being introduced into SMARTS now. This concept has
some me;ﬁt, put if it will be used in the IGP it should be detailed and discussed during the permit

me or weighted based on

Monitoring

Methods and ]

Exceptions developyaent.

Qualified There ire concerns about the stipulation that onty laboratories are allowed to combine samples.
Some sJischargers have Qualer laboratory staff and may prefer to combine sariples in-house.

Procedure reference complete with QA/QC should be

Combined Samples /
s A setf of protocols and a Standard Operating

giv_pén to maximize consistency in sampling techniques.
Thherelisa requirement for dischargers to collect samples from all drainage areas. ‘Some sites have

itructural obstacles in place that prevent sampling of each individual drainage area before
combining with offsite discharges. How will sltuations like these be addressed?

.Page 19
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The Daily Average concept as stated s unclear. It is not known whether SMARTS will average of al
locations sampled each day, all samiles from a single iocation on @ given calendar day, orifthe |
resuit will be 3 running average of allsamples. it states in the draft 1Gp that this will be performed
electronically “when dischargers are fequired to report multipte analytical resues {applies to
facilities with multipie discharge Iocatic‘n,_s)".
How will this averaging of muitiple discharge locations be different than the Qualifieq Combined
Sample techniques?
Further definition of the Daily Average COMEpt myst also desciibe:

- How will sampling at night around Midnight affact this?

- Isthisintended to be a running averagsp

- Will this just be used for intraday sampiiyg
Wil SMARTS notify a dischar, ¢

Daily Average -

‘ . . . Page 20
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i

surnmary of the inspections required by the draft 1GP. As
proposed, the dre aft 1GP will significantly increase the inspection and monitoring purden an
r quality. The number of inspections

facilities without providinga comparable benefit to water g
under the existin g permitis estimated to be approx‘nmately 40. By contrast, the number of
inspections expe cted under the proposed 1GP is approximately 450. This is an increase of

approximatelv 1,.150% .
As an alternative 2, we propose the following suggested Routine Inspection program that would use

a combination ¢°f documented monthly inspections and quarterly SMARTS reporting as the
| backbone of the 2 Inspection program. Specific elements of the proposed Routine Inspection

Program include-e:
- Annual pre-storm inspection to be completed by Septemb

inspect’ ion and corrective actions{if needed) far all areas that contain potential pollutant

sourcess. (NOTE: qua rterly pre-storm inspections may be more likely to be accepted.)

- Month.ly documented inspections to meet requirements of Section ViiL.H.a, B, and d

. SMAR TS should be programmed to send an inspection and reporting reminder email gach
month to the QSP assigned to each project ) :

- Week ly, undocumented inspection, to meet the requirements of Section VilL.H.1.3, b, and
d :

- Quar terly reporting 10 S

comgaleted

i iy
Attachment 5 pro vigesa tabular

er 15, which documents

Monitoring/inspec
tion Erequency

MARTS to certify that all undocumented weekly inspections were
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which uses some earned from the CGP event.

- Sampling only fo; storm events whan the noaa.goy website predicts greater than 0,25.inch of
rain for the event'with 3 minimum s5g

SMARTS during qu
- Pre-storm inspectior g,
reporting.

tentive to consiste
€ms that should be clarified in the draft Ig
= Mustall permit FEQUIF i

Consistent
Comph'ance/Sampr
ing Exemptions

1.4
Finding
H57

Please clarify this section. This section appears inconsistent with the previoys sections. Please
consider amending the languige to clarify that-s:amples only need to be collected from ail
drainage areas associated wity industrial activitigs, :

Monitdring
Methods and
Exceptions

Page 22
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post-tiosure phase are

with significa

Visual monitoring

| and sample
collection

exceptions

Facilities with
significant land
disturbances

«I Facilities with
significant land
disturbances

36

greater than one acre.”

The City recoends that closed land
defnition of facilities with “Significant Land Disturbances.” Landfill areas that are inactive of in

o longer operating of conducting
Large Areas o significant tand disturbances. Inactive of prévio_uslv aciive areas ofala
Land Disturbance with a vegetated cover to provide protection from wind and erosion. Most ©
ecreational facility, a golf course,
dditional sampling

closed areas are no different from a ™
and therefore should not be subjectto @
nt fand disturbances.

please dlarify this section. If these exceptions apply, i
additional storm in the following guarter {under section X G)?

or any other a

ills and inactive

Recommend clarifying the language of this section 10 i
the facility is not operating. Also, this section may be‘.burdenso
some time; there should be a reasonahle number of d
to cease sampling In the case cf a protracted series of
Recommend thata specific minimum disturbed land a
determine internatly if they apply to the additional sampling requir
description of aland disturbance. The General Constr
as "any construction af demolition activity, including,
grubbing, of excavation,

ctivity that resufts

port

ions of landfi

industrial activi

requirements d

lis be rémoved from

the '

ties that result in

ndfill are typically capped

f these inactive of

or a local community park

eveloped for facilities

the discharger still required 10 sample an

dentify if sampling is required on days that
me if a storm event cantinues for

ays prescribed in the text 1o enable a facility

STOrms.

rea be setso that facilities will be able 1o
ements. Also, inciude 3

uction Permit describes applicable projects

but not limited to,
n a land distur

clearing; grading,
bance of equal to or
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b

with the yse of
\Comparison of the overall average of

“Nes; data from individya storms
are not compared to the benchmark values, Comparing the restigs o annual averages woyly

better account for the high storm to storm variability i constituen evels measured In wet

NAL corrective
action triggers

Annual Reporting
Requirements

Facilities without
£Xposure to storm
water ara required
to recertify :
annually and paya
yearly fee

. Duty to Provide
Information
Inspection and
} Entry ' and entry due to
E n Sverabih‘ty Please de

A

recertification less frequently, such as once every 5 years and/or, as well & incly
facility size, below which Certification and/or the

Please defing “within a reasonable time” with re
regulatory agencies,
Propose changing “Within a reasonable tima”
limited stafFi

Page 24




The 2008 NRC report rwater Mana

data has been highly vari
beginning of storms. The NR
{citing studies by Sten
NRC report recommen
within states to identify bé:nc
would be designed to cofiect robust d
individual sites based or, industry or a
such a component. The
taken at different poirits d
standard operating b.ours,
future refinement &f bench
NALs and NEL's prescribed in the
which were not cieveloped n
are not based v,pon local data
| they may be ¥yidely unachieva
compliance "with the NALs is unc
local, indufsry specific data shou
improve *water gquality.

The inclusion of numerous ne
of adfgtional inspections per
docymentation is overly burde

(. report finds 1
strom and Lee}, has pr
ds conducting weli-de
nmarks applicable to speci
ata to assess what

requirements

proposed monitorin
uring a storm depen
does not appear like
marks or other numeric limits.
draft permit are EPA
ded to be-adopted as effiue
and do not take into account existi
ble. Dischargers may be fore
ertain. If action levels and
Id be utilized to develop achievabl

inspection and

65 | Commen

CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMM

gement in the Uni
d has been based on grab samp!
hat this monitoring,
oduced little meanin
signed scientific stu

ctivity. The propose
g design, whic
ding on the timin

w inspection and monitoring v
lity each year and
nsome. These requiremen

ENTS ON DRAF
ORDER No. NPDES NO.

hat industrial
flected mainly toward the
including monitorin
gful, scientifically valid data. The
ore regional basis

ries or activities. Th
benchmarks would be appro
d Permit does not appear to include
h includes grab samples that can be
g of the storm anda
ly to provide data sufficiently robust t

ted States finds t

g in California

ese studies
priate for

o be used for

benchmark values from the MSGP
nt limits. These benchmark values
ing background levels, as a result
eatment and even then

effluent limits are to be imple
& levels that will serve to

ents may result in hundreds
increase in inspection

the corresponding
streamlined and condensed.

T INDUSTRIAL GENERAL PERMIT
CAS000001
04-29-2011

mented,
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Finding 46 as written is confusing;
deposition from natcral disasters
with significant air

W e L 3 o
it could be interprated to mean that only atmospheric
would be ¢

onsidered. This is inappropriate in areas of the state’
. po'llgtion problems,
Atmospheric

Deposition
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